


L L P _—_— — L L —— —— ‘ — —— ——— —— '
Entity Num’ 0000135831 — nt's Form Identifier OCPS-PY3471-01 4
Contact PersOW®_Rys<ell Woodward ___ Prio%e Number _405.-297-6585 - —
Block 5: Discount Funding Request(s) Block 5, page __ 1 of __ 1
Instructions: Use one Block 5 page for EACH service (Funding Request Number) for which you are requesting discounts j
Make as many copies of this page as necessary, and number the completed pages to assure that they are all processed correctly.

Cat f i 15 Contract Number (i availbk; use 'T" i tariffed servces, "MTM if month-to-
O.-:Teg:ory o Se'rvu':e {only Ot_\‘E calegory should be checked) | month sanices as desorbed n stuions) N/A
elecommunications Service O Internet Access O Internal Connections 16 Billing Account Number (e.g. billed telephone number) OKCQQOOSY
12 Form 470 Application Number (15dgts) 553080000038015 17 Allowable Contract Date (mm/ddyyyy, based on Form 470 filing) 03/20/1998
43 SPIN - Service Provider 143005575 18 Contract Award Date {mm/ddyyyy) 04/09/1998
Identification Number (9 digits) 19 Service Start Date (mm/ddyyyy) 07/01/2000
4 Service Provider Name Cox Oklahoma Telcom, Inc. 20 Contract Expiration Date (mm/ddyyyy) 06/30/2002
L You MUST attach a description of the service, including a breakdown of components and costs, plus any relevant brand names. Label this
21 Description of description with an Attachment #, and note number in space provided below.
This Service:
Attachment # B-1
2 a. If the service is site-specific (provided t ite and not shared by others), list the Entity Number of the entity from Block 4
Entity/Entities ° c-e ! sp {provi 0 one site an y ) ity ity
Receiving This Service: receiving this service :
b. if the service is shared by all entities on a Block 4 worksheet, list the worksheet number (e.g., A-1): A-1
23 Calculations
Recurring Charges One-Time Charges Total Charges
A B C D E F G H I J K
Monthly $ charges JHow much of the $ Eligble monthly # of Annual pre-discount $ | Annual non- | Howmuch of | Annual eligble pre- | Total program year] % discount| Funding Commitment $
(total amount per | amount in (A) is pre-discount months amount for eligble | recurring (one- | the $ amount in] discount$ amount } pre-discount $ {from Request
month for service) ineligible? amount sefvice recurring charges | time) $ charges | (F) is ineligible?| for one-time charges} amount Block 4 (JxI)
(Aminus B) |provided in (DxCQ) {F minus G) E+H Worksheet)
program
year
$ 8190000 $ 8190000 12 |s$ 982,800.00 $ 98280000| 85% |$  835,380.00
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Description of Service Attachment

Attachment
Number 2

Entity Number

Applicant’s Form Identifier

Contact Person

Phone Number

0000139831

OCPS-PY4-471-01

Steve Washam

(405) 297-6798

Service Provider Name/SPIN

Contract Number

Funding Request

PP IO TIEIBSOZIHATISIIAIITIISITISNE

> » o ;

Cox Oklahoma Telcom, Inc. N/A $71,128.71
143005575
Description of Service
Leased high-speed data network
Attachment E
Page 2 of 7
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Oklahoma Tower

210 Park Avanue, Suite 2640
Oklahoma City, 0K 73102
{405} 600-6333

{405) 600-6565 fax
WWW.COX.COM

COX Suine=

Oklahoma Citv Public School District Wide Area Network Locations

School Name

Service I.evel

Monthly Recurring

Adams Elementary
Arcadia Elementary
Arthur Elementary
Belle Isle High School
Bodine Elementary
Britton Elementary
Buchanan Elementary
Capital Hill Elementary
Capital Hill High School
Classen High School
Cleveland Elementary
Independence Enterprise
Columbus Elementary
Coolidge Elementary
Creston Hills Elementary
Dewey Elementary
Douglas High School

Dunbar Elementary

10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps

10 Mbps

$ 900
$ 900
3 9500
$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
$ 500

$ 900

L Jo ¢ abed
3 Juswyoepny

$ 900
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$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
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01/08/01 MON 11:59 FAX 405 600 8565

|

COX FIBERNET

School Name Service Level Monthly Recurring -
Edgemere Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
=wards 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
Garden Oaks Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Gateway Academy MS 10 Mbps $ 900
Gatewood Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Green Pastures Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Zarding MS 10 Mbps $ 900
Hawthorne Elemcntary 10 Mbps $ 900
Hayes Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Heronville Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Hillcrest Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Hoover MS 10 Mbps $ 900
Horace Mann Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Independence School 10 Mbps $ 900
Jackson MS 10 Mbps $ 900
Jefferson VS 10 Mbps $ 500
John Marshall High School 10 Mbps $ 900
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01/08/01

MON 11:59 FAX 405 600 6565

School Name

CCX FIBERNET

_Service Level

Johnson Elementary
Kaiser Elementary
Lafayette Elementary
Lee Elementary
Linwood Elementary
Longfellow Elcmentary
Madison Elementary

Mark Twain Elementary

Martin Luther King Jr. Elem.

Monroe Elementary

Moon MS

Nichols Hills Elementary
North Highland Elementary
Northeast High School
Northwest Classen HS
Oakridge Elementary
Parker Elementary
Parmelee Elementary
Pierce Elemcntary

Polk Elemcntary

Prairie Queen Elementary

Putnam Heights Elementary

10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps
10 Mbps

10 Mbps

Monthly Recurring

$ 900
$ 900
$ 900

$ 900

$ 900

$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
$ 900
$ 900

$ 900
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MON 11:59 FAX 405 800 6565

COX FIBERNET

Monthly Recu rfina

School Name Service Level
Quail Creek Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Rancho Village Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Ridgeview Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Rockwood Elementary l'Oleps $ 900
Rodgers MS 10 Mbps $ 900
Roosevelt MS 10 Mbps $ 900
Sequoyah Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Service Center Admin Bldg 10 Mbps $ 900
Shields Heights Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Shilder Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Southeast High School 10 Mbps $ 900
Southern Hills Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Spencer Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Stand Watie Elementary 10 Mbps $ 500
Star Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Stonegate Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Taft MS 10 Mbps $ 900
Telstar Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
The Research Center 10 Mbps $ 900
Thelma Parks Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
US Grant High School 10 Mbps $ 900
Webster MS 10 Mbps $ 900
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01/08/01

MON 11:59 FAX 405 600 €565

COX FIBERNET

&oos

School Name Service [?e#el Monthly Recurring
West Nichois Hills 10 Mbps $ 900
Western Village Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Westwood Elcrnentary 10 Mbps $ 900
Wheeler Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Willard Special Center 10 Mbps $ 900
Wilioew Brook Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Wilson Elemeatary | 10 Mbps $ 900
* Academy Programs 1.544 Mbps $2777
$84,677

TOTAL MONTHLY RECURRING:

* proposed locations to receive DS-1 level of service.
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Entity NU&Q&JOO13QB31 Applicant's‘i rm Identifier OCPS-PY4-471-01 .
Contact Person Steve Washam Phone Number (405) 297-6798

Block 5: Discount Funding Request(s) Block 5, page ___ 2of !
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 correctiy-

. 15 Contract Number (if available; use "T" if tariffed services,
11 Category of Service (only ONE category should be checked) "MTM" if month-to-month services as described in Instructions) N/A

T . . . 1
© Tetecommunications Service. O Intemnet Access ) Intemal Connections 16 Billing Account Numberie.g., billed telephons number) OKC9900SY
17 Allowable Vendor Selection/Contract Datgmm/dd/yyyy)

12 Form 47 icati igi
rm 470 Application Number15 digits) 553080000038015 (based on Form 470 fing) 03/20/1998
13 SPIN - Service Provider 18 Contract Award Date(mmiddyyyy) 04/09/1998
Identification Number(9 digits) 143005575 -
19a Service Start Date(mm/ddlyyyy) 07/01/2001
19b Service End Date (mm/dd/yyyy) (use only for "T" or "MTM" services) >
14 Service Provider Name Cox Oklahoma Telcom, Inc. 20 Contract Expiration Date(mm/ddiyyyy) 06/30/2002 ::
L You MUST attach a description of the service, including a breakdown of components and costs, plus any relevant brand names. Labew o Q
21 De-scnptnon of this description with an Attachment #, and note number in space provided below. 2 2
This Service: 2 ® -
Attachment # - 3
=4
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 receivijg ®
Entlty/EntltieS th|s service : :
Receiving This Service: i
b. If the service is shared by alt entities on a Block 4 worksheet, list the worksheet number (e.g., A-1A-1 ]
23 Calculations
Recurring Charges Non-Recurring Charges Total Charges
A B C D E F G H I J K
Monthly $ charges [How much of the $] Eligible monthly #of | Annual pre-discount $] Annualnon- | How much of | Annual eligible pre-| Total program | % discount| Funding Commitment $
(total amount per | amount in (A) is pre-discount months | amount for eligible | recurring (one- the $ amountin| discount $ amount fyear pre-discount}  (from Request
month for service) ineligible? amount service recurring charges ] time) § charges [(F) is ineligible?for one-time chargesJ $ amount Block 4 (1xJd)
(Aminus B) |provided in (CxD) (F minus G) (E+H) Worksheet)
program
year
$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 of 6 FCC Form 471 -~ October 2000







S8ENT BY: FUNDS FOR LEARNING; 7033516218; MAR-7-01 6:47PM;

Pz

BRINGING TECHNOLOGY TO THE CLASSROOM

March 7, 2001

Schools and Librgries Division/USAC
Problem Resolutipn

Att:  Jon Cruvey
3833 Greenway Drive
Lawrence, KS 64046

Re:  Program Year 4 Data Entry Correction
Oklahomag Clity Public Schools
Billed Enfity No. 139831
Applicant Form Identifier:  OCPS-PY4-471.01

Dear Jon:

We just discoverdd an inadvertent clerical error in the monthly/annual dollar amounts
entered in onc of the Block § funding requests in an Oklahoma City Public Schools’ Year
Four Form 471 (QCPS-PY4-471-01). Fortunately, the correct amount is indicated clearly
on separate documentation that the school district included as part of the same Form 471,
Therefore, consistent with FCC precedent regarding permissible Form 471 data entry
amendments and to help facilitate the process for all concerned, we request that SLD
Problem Resolution management authorize its data entry staff to make the following
correction before|issuing a Reccipt Acknowledgement Letter:

As submitted, thg amount set forth in Block 5 (page 2 of 7), line 23, column E (“Annusl
pre-discount $ amount for cligible recurring charges™) is $84,677.04. (See attachment),
That amount is the total monthly, not annual, amount for the telecommunications service,
and thus should have been entered in line 23, column A,

attached Form 471/Attachment Number 2. This is the related

rvice, together with supporting documentation. (In the original
tachment is clearly marked and located easily under the tab labeicd
“Cox Oklahoma [Telecom, Inc.). As you can see, the detailed, five-page document lists
every eligible schoo) that will receive high speed data service along with the “monthly
recurring”’ charge for that scryvice at gach location. The “total monthly recurring”
charge, which appears clearly on the last page of the service pravider’s quotation, is
$84,677.

Pleasc review th
Description of §
application, the

Of course, on the Form 471, the $8+,677 monthly amount should have been entered in the
monthly recurring charges column, column A. Then, the $84,677 monthly amount should
have been multiglied by 12 (total months of service) to arrive at the correct, annual pre-

Funds For Learning, LLC » www fundsforlcarping.com
210 Wilkon Boulevard, Suite 700 o Arlington, VA 22201 » Ph: 7003 383,307 & Fax: 703.351.6218
North Broadway * Edmond, OK 73024 ¢ Ph; 405.341 4740 o Fax: 405.341 7008

Attachment G

Page 1 of 19

PAGE 1
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SENT BY: FUNDS FOR LEARNING; 7033516218; MAR-7-01 B8:47PM; PAGE 2

discount amount ot $1,016,124. And finally, that amount, 81,0/6, 124, should have been
entered in the anndal total recurring charges column, column L. Tnstead, unfortunetely,
$84,677 was divided, rather than multiplied, by 12, and, as you can see, the result of that
culculation ($7,056.42) was entered by mistake in column A.

As the corTect monthly amount for the service in issue was plainly evident from the
documentation submitted with the Attachment 2/Description of Service, the SLD clearly

attached)

Moreover, where, as here, an impoverished (84%) school district’s need for one year’s
(not onc mounth’s} worth of E-rate funding to enable it to provide high speed Internet
access 1o its studdnts is so high and the administrative cost of making a data entry
correction 1o enable this to happen so low (especially under these circumstances and at
this very early stage in the process), the balance weighs heavily in faver of making the
change. See Request For Review by Naperville Community Unlt School District 203
Naperville, {llinojs, File No. SLD-203343, Order, (FCC rel. February 27, 2001}SLD
should balance ptogram objectives against administrative cost when making decisions
affecting funding and affirming the propriety of looking elsewhere in an application to
G in omitied informution).

Accordingly, on

half of Oklahoma City Public Schools, we request the SLD to change
the following in

orm 471 OCPS-PY4-471-01 (arevised Block 5 to reflect these changes

is attached):

Column A (monthly charges): $84,677
Column B: no change
Column € (eligible monthly charges): $84,677
Column P: no change
Column E (annual eligible charges): $1,016,124
Columns|F —- H: no change
Column | (total amount) $1.016,124
Column § (discount) no change
Column X (funding request) $853,544

If you have any questions or require any additional information, pleasc contact me at

703-351-5070 or by e-mail al ohegnd(@fundsforlearping.com.
Sinuerclyr-"'

A

Orin R. Heend

Attachment &

Page 2 of 19
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SENT BY: FUNDS FOR LEARNING;

2 NING; 7033516218; MAR-7-01 8:48PN; PAGE 4
_..93/93/208] }0:35 4953417068 - FUNDSFORLEARNING PAGE 01
01/08/01 KON 11:58 PAX 40B!€00 €685 COX FIPERNET Qoo2

___'_______,___.._—-——’-""——-" — . .
Oidalorra Towet
210 Park Avanue, Suka 2040
Oktahersa City, DK 73102
1405 6006223
{405} OO fox
WWW.CON_LOM

COX s,

M
10 Mbps $ 900
10 Mbps $ 900
10 Mbps- $ 900
10 Mbps 3 500
10 Mbps $ 900
10 Mbps $ 900
10 Mbps $ 900
10 Mbps $ 900
10 Mbps s 900
10 Mbps $ 900
10 Mbps $ 900
Independenco Fnterprise 10 Mbps $ 900
Columbus Elementary 10 Mbps $ %00
Coolidge Elemantary 10 Mbps $ 900
Creston Hills Elomentary 10 Mbps § 900
Dewey Elemen lry 10 Mbps $ 900
Douglas High §chool 10 Mbps $ 900
Dunbar Elemeptary 10 Mbps S 900

Attachment G

Page 3 of 19
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SENT BY: FUNDS FOR LEARNING; 7033518218; MAR-7-01 B:48PM; PAGE 5

.=FUNDA FOM LEARNING; #317; FAGE 2

NECeIVED:® as 2701 10:83AM;

FUNDSF DRLEARNING PAGE B2

e aanls APIVE SUNIED

01/08/01 MON 11:89 FAY 408 600 8865 COX FIBERMET

T T T T @ooa

Edgemere Elemst 10 Mbps $ 900 '5
Ziwards Elementa 10 Mbps $ %00 t:
Elscahower Elementary 10 Mbps ~ § 500 A
Emerson Alternative High School 10 Mbps $ 900 )
Eugcene Field Elemmtary 10 Mbps $ 900
Flimore El¢men 10 Mbps $ 900 ?
Van Buren Elementary 10 Mbps $ 500 5
Gardey Oaks Elem¢ntary 16 Mbps $ 900 g
Gateway Academy 10 Mbps $ 990 ;]
Gstewood Elernent 10 Mbps $ 9500 E
Green Pastares Elsmentary 10 Mbps $ 900 l
Harding MS 10 Mbps $ 900
Hawtborne Rlemenlary 10 Mbps 5 900 =
Hayes Elementary 10 Mbps ) $ 900 f
Heronville Elemen 10 Mbps $ 900 :
Hillcrest Elemunur 10 Mbps "5 900
Hoover MS 10 Mbps $ 500 “
Horace Maun Elementary 10 Mbps 5 900 i
Independcnce Schopl 10 Mbps ' $§ 900 J
Inckson MS 10 Mbps $ 900 :
Jetferton MS 10 Mbps $ 900 z
Jobn Marshalf Aigh 8chool 10 Mbps $ 900

Attachment

Page 4 of 19
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SENT BY: FUNDS FOR LEARNING;

$3/02/2091 10:3%  4BSH417008 FUNDSFORLEARNING PAGE 93

_91/08/01 MON 11:89 FAX (05 $00 e3ed ___  COX FIBRRNET oos
Johason Elementary 10 Mbps _ $ 900
Kalser Xlemeatary 10 Mbps $ %00
Lafnyette Elementary 10 Mbps $ 500
Les Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
Linwood Elemgltmr 10 Mbps _ $ 900
Longfeliow Elcmen 10 Mbps $ 900 C
Madison Element 10 Mbps 8900 2
Mark Twain B 10 Mbps 5 900 e
Martin Luther King Jr. Elem. 10 Mbps 5 900 :
Mouroe Elements 10 Mbps § 900 f_”
Moon MS 10 Mbps $ 900 :
Nichols Hills Elemdutary 10 Mbps $ 900
North Highland tary 10 Mbps $ 900 .
Northeass High Scool 10 Mbps s 900 =
Northwest Classen[HS 10 Mbps $ 900 :
Onkridge Rlementpry 10 Mbps "5 000
Parker Elementary 10 Mbps 5 900 7;
Parmeles Elementhry 10 Mbp1 $ 900 ;
Pierce Elementary 10 Mbps s %00 ?3
Polk Elemeatary . - 10 Mbps $ 900 f
Prairie Queen Elqmentary 10 Mbps $ 900 ;
Putnem Heights Blamentary 10 Mbps s 900

Attachmentér

Page 5 of 19
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SENT BY: FUNDS FOR LEARNING; 7033518218

AECEIVED: @/ 2/01 10:54AN; ->FUNDS FOR L!ARNING:’NG\7; PAGEMI:R—T-M B:48PM; PAGE 7
#3/92/20081 __18:35 441 7088 FUNDSFORLEARNING PAGE ©@d

11/08/01 KON 11:60 PAX ¢08 60D 888% _ _ coX PIDERNET @oos

Quail Croek Elamenta 10 Mbps s %00
Raucho Vitlage B/ tary 10 Mbps $ 900
Ridgeview Elemen 10 Mbps $ 900
Rockwood Elemea 10 Mbps $ 900
Rodgers MS 10 Mbps $ 900 -
Roosevelt MS 10 Mbps s 900 “:
Sequoysh Elementaly 10 Mbps $ 900 L
Service Center Al Buig 10 Mbps $ 900 ;
Shields Helghts B:I:ltary 10 Mbps $ 900 ':
Shilder Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900 (_
Southeast High School - 10 Mbps s 900 S
Southern Fillls entary 10 Mbps S 900
Spencer Elementa 10 Mbps 5 900
Stand Watic Elementary 10 Mbps s 900 A
Star Blementary 10 Mbps § 900 c: '
S;onegata Elamentary 10 Mbps \ 5 900 ﬁ
Taft MS 10 Mbps s %00 ; ;
Telstar Elementary 10 Mbps $ 90 }E ;
The Research Center 10 Mbps $ 900 ; !
Thelmn Parks Elemeatary 10 Mbpe $ 900 :: is
US Grant Higlchhool 10 Mbp $ 900 &
Webster M3 10 Mbps $ 900

Attachment &

Page 6 of 19
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RECE IVED:

©3,/82/ 2681

- 917089k MON 11:69 FAL 4

-~ -t — o — —

B/ 2/01 101544

18:35

4953417808
5 600 €585
i 600 So%

7033518218;
}f .»FUNDOS FOR LEARNING; #317; FAus 2

FUNDSF ORLEARNING

COI PiBERNET

Attachment G
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Federal Commuanications Commission DA 00-1046

Before the
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Maiter of
Methacton School District
Norristown, Permnsylvahi

Application No. 120123

Federal-State Joint B on Universal Service CC Docket No. 96-45
Changes to the Board ¢f Directors
Of the National Exchapge Carrier
Asgociation, Inc.

CC Dacket No. 97-21

ORDER

Adopted: May 16,2000 Released: Muy 17, 2000

By the Common Carsfer Bureau:

1. The Common Carrier Butegu has under consideration a Letter of Appeal filed on
October 22, 1999 by Methacton School District, Nomristown, Pennsylvania (Methacton), seeking
review of a decision by the Schools and Libraries Division (SLD) of the Universal Service
Administrative Company (USAC or Administrator).' Methacton seeks review of SLD’s denial of
its application for discounts [or telecommunications services under the schools end libraries
universal service sugport mechanism.” For the reasons set forth below, we remand Methacton’s ‘
appcal to SLD for further review. i

schools, libraries, dnd consortia that include eligible schools and libraries may apply for
discounts for eligible telecommunications services, Internet access, and internal connections.’
The Commission’s {ules provide that, with one limited exception, an eligible school, library, or
consortium must segk competitive bids for sll services eligible for support.‘ The Commission
reasoned that compekitive bidding would ensure fiscal responsibility and would be the best means
for ensuring that eligible schools and librarics are able to receive services at the mosl competitive

2 Undc+the schools and libraries universal service support mechanism, eligible

' 1 enter from Robert F. Holly, Methacton School District, fo Secretary, FCC, dated October 22, 1999 (Letter af
Appeal).

2 Section 54.719(c) ot the Commission’s rules provides that any person aggrieved by an action taken by a division
of the Administrator maly seek roview from the Commission. 47 C.A.R. § 54.719(c).

347 C.F.R. §§ 54.502, §4.503,

* 47 C.F.R § 51.504(a)
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3. The C¢mmission’s competitive bidding rules require that an applicant submit to

the Administrator a cqmpleted FCC Form 470, in which the applicant lists the services for which
it secks discounts.” The Administrator must post the FCC Form 470 on its website and the
applicant is required to wait 28 days before making a commitment to a selected service provider,
The Commission’s rules provide a limited exemption from the 28-day competitive bidding
requirement for applicants that have pre-existing contracts as defined by the Commission’s
rales.” After the FC{ Form 470 has been posted for 28 days, and the applicant has selected a
service provider, the applicant must submit to the Administrator an FCC Form 471, which lists
the setvices that have been ordered.

4, Ttem 10 in Block 3 of the FCC Form 470 directs the applicant to check the box if
it has a pre-existing jcontract, It an applicant checks Item 10, SLD will not pest its FCC Form
470. If an applicanf does not check the box, SLD will post the applicant's Form 470. Here,
Methacton filed two [scparatc Forms 470.° I its first Form 470, Methacton checked Item 10 in
Block 3, indicating fhat it had a pre-existing, binding contract for telecommunications services,
and therefore SLD did not post Methacton’s first Form 470. In its second Form 479, in which

Methacton sought
connections, Mei
not have an existing,

S. Meth
first, non-posted Fo
services listed in the
under the Commissi|

upport for telecommumications services, Intermet access, and internal
n did not check Item 10 in Block 3, thereby indicating to SLD that it did
binding contract. Accordingly, SLD posted Methacton’s second Form 470.

ton subsequently filed a single Form 471 in which it referenced only the
m 470, and indicated, by listing a “C” in the appropriate box, that all of the
Form 471 would be received pursuant to a new contract.'® As noted above,
on’s rules, an applicant must have had a Form 470 posted for 28 days prior to

5 See Federal-State Join
9029, para. 480 (1997)

! Board un Universal Service, CC Docket N0.96-435, Report and Order, 12 FCC Red 8776,
Universal Servica Order), as corrected by Federal Stute Joint Board on Universal Service,

CC Docket 96-45, Brraty, FCC 97-157 (rel. June 4, 1997), affirmed in part, reversed in part and remanded in purt,
Texas Office of Public Ytility Council v. FCC, 183 F.3d 393 (5" Cir. 1999) afflrming Universal Service Order in
part and reversing and remanding on unwelated grounds), petitions for cert. pending.

¢ 47 C.F.R. §§ 54. 504(b)(1), (Y3,

T47CFR. §54.511(c

Under SLD's procedures, even applicants that have pre-existing contracls are required 1o

wait 28 days before fiting their Form 471,

Y47 CF.R. § 54.504(c].
? Respeetively, USCN

1 The SLD subsequen
to a tariff, not a contra
The 28-day posting re
would have denied M

42430000155751 and TJSCN 586470000159312.

y discovered that Methacton would he receiving its telecommunications services pursuant
£, und therefore Mcthacton should have indicated a “T™ instead of a “C™ in its Form 471.
uirement applivs to requests for service pursuant to a contract or a tariff, and therefore SLD
acton’s application cven if Methacton had corectly indicated that it was ordering

telecommunications sefrvices pursuant to a teriff. See¢ 47 CF.R. § 54.504(b)(3).
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entering into a new coptract with a service provider. Because Methacton referenced only the first,
non-posted Form 470, SLD denied Mcthacton’s application for failure to comply with the
Commission’s 28-day(posting requirement.

6. At the (Bureau’s request, SLD has reviewed this case further, and has discovered
that SLD may be able to grant Methacton relief.'' Along with its Form 471 application,
Methacton submitted Optional Pre-Discount Cost Calculation grids for each of the services that it
requested in support pf its discount cost calculations.”? The telecommunications services grids
correctly reference the second, posted Form 470, indicating that Methacton intended to reference
the second Form 470, pot the first Form 470, in its Form 47! R

7. Under| SLD’s procedures SLD may granl ap'pcals when the applicant has correctly
listed the proper itess on another part of the Form 471" SLD states that, if this case were
remanded, it “would treat this as a data entry error made by the applicant and, since there is
evidence in the original file to support the correct item, [it] would grant the appeal.”"
Accordingly, based pn SLD's discovery of the reference to the second, posted Form 470 in
Methacton’s Form 471, we conclude that it is appropriate to remand this matter to SLD for
further review. '®

8. ACCORDINGLY, IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to authority delegated under
sections 0.91, 0.29], and 54.722(s) of the Commission’s rules, 47 C.E.R. §§ 0.91, 0.291,
54.722(a), that the pppeal filed by Mecthacton School District, Norristown, Pennsylvania, on
Qctober 22, 1999 IS REMANDED to SLD for further consideration in light of this decision.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Carol E. Mattey
Deputy Chief, Comumon Carrier Bureau

" Letter from Ellen Weithagen, SLD, to Magalic Roman Salas, FCC, filed March 30, 2000, at 1-2 (SLD Letter).
2 See id
" See id.
14

SLD Letter ar 2.
B yd
16 We noto that it is unflear from the record why Methacton filed two Forms 470, In any event, becsuse SL.D has

discuvered, with rospeft to ali funding requests at issue here, referances in Methacton®s Form 471 to the posted,
second Form 470, we belicve that it is appropriate to remand this matter to SLD for further review.
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In the Matter of

Request for Review of a Decision of the
Universal Service Ad

by

Naperville Communi

School District 203
Naperville, Illinois

Federal-State Joint B

Service

Changes to the Board
National Exchange (]

Adopted: Februan
By the Commission:

1. Im thi

by Naperville Comm

a decision by the Sch

Company (USAC o

application under thy
complete its applica
discussed below, we

L

2. Unde;
schools, libraries, an
discounts for ¢ligibl

WAR-7.01 8:50PM;
Federut Commiupications Commission FCCO1-73
Before the
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, N.C. 20554

)
)
)
ministrative Compauy )
)
)

ty Unit } File No. SLD-203343
}
)

) ,

pard on Universal ) CC Docket No. 96-45
)
‘ )

of Directors of the ) CC Docket No. 97-21
arriers Association, Inc. )

ORDER

22,2001 Released: February 27, 2001

5 Order, the Commission has under consideration 1 Request for Review filed
junity Unit School Pistrict 203 (Napervilte).! Naperville requests review of’
rools and Libraries Division (SLD) of the Universal Service Administrative
Administrator) that returned, without consideration, Naperville's

schools and libraries universal service support mechanism for failing to
ion consistent with SLD’s minimum processing standards.” For the reasons
grant Naperville's Request for Review,

BACKGROUND

r the schools and libraries universal service support mechanism, eligible
d consortia that include eligible schools and libraries may apply for
b telecommunications services, Internet access, and internal connections.

! Letter from Bric Milit
Commission, filed July

7 Lester from Schouls a
Naperville Community

Y47 C.F.R. §§ 54.502, 3

, Naperville Community Unit School District 203, to the Federa] Communications
i, 2000 (Reques: fr Raview).

d Libraries Division, Universal Service Administrative Company, to Marty Baraicle,

Unit School District 203, dated June 14, 2000 {Administrator's Decision).

4.503.

Attachment l

Page 120f19 |

PAGE 13/20




—— |

SENT BY:

FUNDS H
FOR LEARNING; 70335168218;

Federal C ications Commissi

To receive discounts for eligible services, an eligible school ur Jibrary “shall . ., submit a
campleted FCC Form 471 to the Administrator.” The FCC Form 471 reqmres the apphcant to
provide specific informption about the service for which a dlscnunt is sought.’ Applications hiled
during the filing windov are deemed simultaneously filed." The filing window for the 2000 0
funding year (Year 3) qpened on November 10, 1999, and closed on Junuary 19, 2000.”
Applicants requested discounts in excess of ibe program funding cap during the Year 3 filing
window." As a result, BL.D considered only thuse applications filed during the window pursuant
to the Commission's fimding priority rules.’

3. The FCC Torm 471 is hroken up into “blocks” that group related or
interdependent requests for information, called “items,” together.'® The application form is
designed to enable SLD to determine efficiently whether the applicant meets statutory
requirements and our fmplementing rules. For appbeations involving more complex requests, the
applicant may need to/corplete a given block several times with different responses.” When an
applicant reproduces g block multiple times in the same application, each reproduced block is
considered a separate [“worksheet.” When completing multiple worksheets applicants are
instructed to number the worksheets, e.g., A-1, A-2, A-3,

447 CF.R, § 54.504(c),

¥ See Schools and Libraries Universal Service, Services Ordered and Certificution Form, OMB 3060-0806 (FCC
Furm 471) (attached as ALpendix A). Onthe FCC Form 471, the applicant records data used by SLD o evaluate
the eligibility for discoun(s of the scrvices received and the entitics receiving them, as well as 10 detesmine the
spplicant’s prierity to veceive u discount for a particular request and the discnunt available to the applicuat if the
discount is granted. Spegific information requested on the FCC Form 471 identifics, for exaraple, the applicant,
the individuel entities (L4, particular schools and libraries) that will be receiving services; the venders; key terms
of contracts between vengors and the applicant, including pricing and length of contract; and which entities will be
receiving what services ificiuded in the application.

® The Commission’s Iul% establish a window to be determined by SLD. See 47 C.F.R. § 54.507(c). Commiassion
ules also establish fundiny priorities for those requests filed during the window. See 47 C.E.R. § 54.507(g).

7 See SLD website, $1.0 Announces Availahility of New Forms, http//www.sluniversalservice.org/whatsnew/
101999.a3p.

% 51D website, SLD Prasident Announces First Funding Wave for Year 3, hitp://www.sl.universalservice org/
whatsnew/042000.asp.

"41CFR § 54.507(g)| The Commission’s funding priority rules for applications submitted during the filing
window provide that, for all discount categories, requests for telecammunications services and for luternet access
shall receive first priorify for the available funding while requests for installation of inrernat connections and other
nonrecuming costs recefve lower priority. To the extent that funds arc not available to provide discounts to gl
Internal connections, the Commission's rules prioritize support for schoels and libraries recciving the highest
discount and procecding downward; in othier words, the most disadvantaged entities receivo the highest priority.

Y FeC Form 471.

V' FCC Form ¢71; Instfuctious for Completing the Schouls and Libraries Tniversal Service, Services Ordered and
Certification Form, ONB 3060-0806 (Scptemaber 1999) (FCT Furm 471 Instructions).
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4, Consis

“completed FCC Forn

processiny gqtandards"
iundmg
at least the minimum

%nt with the Commission’s rule requiring applicants to submit a
471 to the Administrator,” SLD milizes what it calls “minimum
Lo facilitate the efficient review of the thousands of applications requesting

These minfmum processing standards are designed to require an applicant to provide

lata necessary for SLD to initiate review of the application under statutory

requirements and Comumission rules. When an applicant submits an ¥CC Form 471 that omits an
item subject to the mifiimum processing standards, SLD sutomatically returns the afphcanon o

the applicant without
minimum processing
document available o
customer services ren

considering the application for discounts under the progtam.” Both the
Standards and the automatic return for failure to comply are explained ina
1 SLID's website, from SLD’s lax-on-demand service, and from SLD
pesentatives at its toll-free number."

PAGE 15/20

5. In Year 3, SLD added to the minimum processing standurds the requirement that

applicants ideatity the specific entity receiving a service or, if that service is shared by more than
one enm?' the applicant Hst the Block 4 worksheet number that identifies the entitics sha.nn% the
service. " The worksheet number was collected in Block 5, Item 22, on the FCC Form 471,
SLD alerted potential applicants of the minimum processing standards for Year 3 in a lctter sent
to schools and librarips before the application process commenced. " That letter referred
appllc.mts to a docurjient that more fully set forth the revised minimum processing standards for
Year 3.

4T CER § 54.504(c){ see SLD website, Form 471 Minimum Processing Standards and Filing Requiremeats for
FY 3, hup://'www.sl.universalservice.org/reference/47 L mps.asp (Minimum Processing Standurds).

3 gy 9

" Minimuwn Processing Standurds.
4 .

" Minimum Prucessing Standards.

' Minimum Processing Standurds; see also FCC Form 471. The mimimum processing standards changed
primarily because the FQC Form 477 was redesigned for Year 3. In the redesigned FCC Form 471, the Block 4
worksheet generally raqhires the applicant w list all the enlities receiving a service for which discounts are sought.
In those situations where an applicant is seeking discuunts or a service to be shared by a group of schools within
the district, the workshept calculates the weighted average discount of thuse schools which is then applied ta the
shared service. Where 3 school district is seeking multiple shared services for different groups of schools within its
district, the applicant myist complete a different Block 4 worksheet for each group, labeling the worksheets “A-17,
“A-2”, and so forth, In Lhls situation, separate Block 4 worksheets are required because the weighied average
discoum will vary fromgroup to group. ‘The FCC Form 471 requests that the applicant identify the Block ¢
worksheet for a particular group at ltem 22 of the Block 5 worksheet used to request the discounted services to be
received by that group.

' FCC Form 471, Blodk 5, Item 22,

7 1.etter from Kate L. Moore, Schools and Libraries Division, to School and Library Ieaders, dated October 11,
1999 (Year 3 Opening Letier to the Field).

'® Year 3 Opening Lettpr to the Field. Morsover, links 1o the minitum procassing standards document appear
frequently on SLD’s website, which is the method preferred by $1.D and most upplicants for obtaining information
regarding the applicatign process and for obtaining and submitting torms. See FCC Furm 471 Instructions at é
(“You are encouraged fo complete and submit this form electronically, online.”); SL.D website, $4.72 Billion
(continued, ...)

3
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SEN H - . ) PA

Rlock 4 of its FCC F
services lo be shared
that it did not seek dis
listed 2] schools on i
percent for shared 5!
27, or similar label ®

7. Becau
six copies of Block $

ille filed an FCC Form 471 requesting discounted services for Year 3.'% In

m 471, Naperville ll’ldl(.dth that it was applying for discounts (or shared
y all schools in the district®® In doing so, Naperville s.xphcnly indicated
ounts fot shared services for diflerent groups of schools.?! Naperville
sole Block 4 worksheel, yielding @ Weighted Average Discount of 26
ices.2? Naperville did not label its Block 4 worksheet with an “A-1™, “A-

¢ Naperville was sceking discounts for six different acmces, it submitted
one for cach discount request included in the apphcdnon Each Block 5

was identical with re
the percentage discot

pect 1o the items relevant here. On each Block 5, Naperville indicated that
nt from Block 4 (J.e., the Weighted Average Discount) was 26 pcrcent

On each copy of Blog
applicant identity by
service if the service(i

8 N
3 filing window.” [j
each of its six requed

k 5, however, Naperville failed to answer ltem 22, which asks that the
worksheet numbcr the Block 4 worksheet ligting the entities to receive the
is shared.”®

ville filed its FCC Form 471 on January 19, 2000, the final day of the Year
ecause Naperville failed to complete tem 22 of Block 5 with respect to
1s tor discounts, SLI sent a letter to Naperville indicating that its

application had {ailefl to roect the minimum processing standards, and returned Naperville’s

dpplu.atlon

Becayse Naperville submitted its incomplete FCC Form 471 on the final day of

the Year 3 filing window, SI.D was unablc to issue the minimum processing letter to Naperville

(Continued from previogs page)

Requested for E-Rate infYear 3, WMWWWMZM {noting, that nearly 80
percent of Year 3 applichtions were submitted efectronicully).

Y FCC Form 471, Nape
© Naperville Form 471
" Napervitlc Form 471
™ Naperville Form 471
s Naperville Form 471
u Nuperville Form 47
® Napepville Form 47
M’ Naperville Form 471,
site, rather than ghared

other site to receive the
biank.

u Naperville Form 47§,

® Latter frum Schools
Naperville CUSD 203

ille Commupity Unit School District 206, filed Janvary 19, 2000 (Napervifle Form 471).
Block 4, Ttem 10a.
Block 4, ttem [ 0a.
Block 4, Ttems 10b, 10¢.

Block 4.

, Block 5.

, liem 23j.

Block 5, ltem 22; Administraior's Decision. For services that are to be provided to one

a second blank in Item 22 asks the applicant to identify by entity number of the school or
servlee. Because Naperville was seeking shared services, that portion was properly left

nd Libraries Division, ¢Iniversal Service Administrative Company, Lo Marty Barnicle,

dated May 15, 2000.
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before the close of the [Year 3 filing window. Therefore, Naperville refiled its application after
the close of the window. On May 26, 2000, Naperville rcfiled its application, including the
previously incomplete(iters, and requested that SLIY (reat its application as having been filed
within the filing windgw.? On June 14, 2000, SLD issued its decision, stating that it could not
consider Naperville's tequest for waiver of the Year 3 filing window 4nd advising Naperville to
file jts request with th¢ Commission. o Naperville filed the instant Request for Review with the
Commission on Juty 11, 20003

18 DISCUSSION

9. At the putset, we emphasize that our primary objective is to ensure that schools
and libraries benefit ffom the schools and libranes universal service support mechanism as
contemplated by the statute. For purposes of considering this Request for Review, this means we
must balance the need to minimize administrative costs, while expediling fair and efficicnt
review of applicutions. With that objective in mind, we consider the circumstances surrounding
SLD’s rcturn of Napdrville's FCC Form 471 for failure to meet SLD's minimum processing
standards.

10.  After tonsidering the totality of the circumstances, we grant Naperville’s Request
for Review. As described below, we believe as a general matter that minimum processing
standards can serve the important purpose of minimizing the administrative costs of the program.
Notwithstanding fact, however, we conclude that the omission of 4 response to Item 22 does
not merit return of Naperville's entire application under the totality of the circumstances
presented here. Spegific factors that weigh against such return in this instance include the
possible confusion resulting from the redesign of the FCC Forin 471 and its impact on the
minimum processing standards; the specific request at issue was ncw to the application; the
information omitted!in [tem 22 is easily discerned from the remainder of Naperville’s FCC Form
471, and the substantial completeness of the remainder of Naperville’s FCC Formy 471.

11.  In'Yqar 3 of the program, SLD reccived more than 36,000 applications.”? As

administrator of the
additional administy
information essentig
SLI)'s adminjstratiy

schools and libraries universal service mechanism, SLD incurs significant
tive costs by reviewing and processing spplications that fail to include

1 to their evaluation under the mechanism’s rules. Under Commission rules,

¢ funds are drawn from the same pool from which support is distributed to

¥ FCC Form 471, Naps

rville Community Unit School District 203, filed May 26, 2000: Request for Review ut 3,

™ pdministrator’s Decision. SLD meated this reflled application as a request for a waiver of the Year 3 filing
window, which SLD refused to consider, Administrator 's Decision. Altbough SLD treated Naperville's refiled

application as a requesy

for a waiver of the filing window duadline, we are not obligared to treat its Request for

Review as such. As difcussed below, by granting Naperville's Request for Revicw, we conclude that SLD erred in
relurning Naperville's fnitisl application without consideration, given the circumstances presented here.

" Regquest for Review,

2 SLI website, Website Lottar, hitp://www.sl. universalservice.org/whatsnew/012000.asp.

|

|

|
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appliczmts.33 Any additional costs incurted in the administration of the program, therefore,

directly reduce the fus
the Commissijon’s rul
minimum processing
administrative costs Y
must review and proci
discount assigned to 1
without that informat]
the requested service

ds available for eligible schools and libraries, As such, and consistent with
b requiring applicants to submit a “completed” FCC Form 471, SLD’s
standards provide an efficient means to minimize unnecessary

ty reducing the number of substantially incomplete applications that SLD
ess. In that context, Item 22 of Block 3 is used because it confirms the

he entily or entities recciving the requested service. In many instances,

o1, an essential determination—confirmation of the discount assigned to
—cannot be made and the application cannot be processed, Where

g discounts on mulliple services for different groups of schools in the same

applicants are seekin
application, this info
Against this backdrof
requested by Item 22
any form.

12. Wen
the tolality of the cir
FCC Form 471 was

t

L

information requestd

the information in a
relevanl facts. Give
applicants might mi
is not clear whether
processing standar

13,
have easily disceme|
information in the a
4 and S of Napervil}
reasonable certainty|

Furth

jon is critical to determine what discount applies to the various services.
, we conclude that it is appropriate for SLD to requirce the information
and for SLD to return applications that fail to provide this information in

vertheless conclude that Naperville's application did not merit return given
umstances presented here. We base our decision on several factors. The
edesigned extensively for Year 3.°* Although in the most general sense the
d in Jtem 22 had been requested in previous years, the Year 3 form requested
substantially different manner in order to permit SLD to more easily identify
p that [tem 22 was a new information request on the Year 3 form, some
understand what the appropriate response to Itern 22 would be. Moreover, it
plicants understood the impact this redesign had on the minimum

1

erore, we find from our review of the record that SLD reasonably could

d the informatiop omitted in Ttem 22 in this application from the other
nphication, After reviewing Naperville's FCC Form 471, we find that Blocks
c's application provided the necessary information for SI.D to conclude with
what the omitted response to Item 22 was without requiring a detailed

review of the application. First, on Block 4, Naperville indicated that all schools in the district

would be recciving
services for differer]
shared services—w

the same sharcd services, and that there were no requests for different shared
t groups of schools.” Accordingly, if the funding request on Block 5 was for
hich SLD could have determined from Naperville's response to Item 23 on

Y47 CF.R. § 54.715(d

* SLD redesigned the
requests. The form usey
underlying funding req|

).

FCC L'orm 471 in Year 3 (o better isolate information important to the processing of funding
{ in prior years invited responses that often did not permit complete review of the
Liests without substantial additional analysis by SLD rcviewers or contuct with the applicant

for further information
form used in Years 1 af
information from epplij

nd

» Naperville Form 47

The new form, when properly completed, greatly reduces this work as compared to the

2 because morc aspecis of the review may be aatomated and {ewer requests for additional

kants ave necessary.

, Block 4, Ttem 10a.
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Block 5—the only approptiate response to Item 22 would have been worksheet 4-1.%¢ Moreover,
because the 26 percend recorded on each Block 5 matches exuctly with the Weighted Average

Discount shown in Naperville's only attached Block 4, SLD could have determined that the

{unding request on theg Block 5 workshects referred to the group of school's identified on

Naperville’s Block 4 orksheet

7 For these reasons, SLD could have easily determined that the

only responsc on Naperville’s Jtem 22 would have been to refer to the only attached Block 4

worksheet. [n these
repeating a fuct read

14,

circumstances, completing Item 22 required merely the ministerial act of
ily available and easily discernable elsewhere in the application.

We arg comforted by the fact that review of the record leads us to conclude that

Naperville completed|every other item on its application for which a response was appropriate.
There is no indicatior] that Naperville intended 1u deceive or misiead SLD by the omission. Nor
do we believe that Ndperville jacked a sufficient response to Ttem 22 because it failed to exercise
proper diligence in ogdering services for which it could make effective use, Rather, Naperville
provided sufficiently complete answers to the remainder of its FCC Form 471 to permit the ready
discernment of the response that Naperville should have provided to Ttem 22. Except for the
inadvertent ormussion|of a response to Item 22, Naperville’s FCC Form 471 reflects the diligence

and good faith we ex

15. Base
Naperville's I'CC It

t from applicants.

on these facts, we conclude that, given the totality of the circurnstances,
471 did not merit return. The administrative cost of accepting

Naperville’s applicaion under these facts arc minimal and are outweighed by the objective of

ensuring that school
support mechanism
for review and re
as & timely application

and libraries benefit from the schools and libraries universal service

contemplated by the statute. Accordingly, we grant Naperville’s request

d t.he matter to SLD, so that Naperville’s FCC Form 471 may be processed
& We note that our decision today does not guarantee that Naperville’s

" SLD could have know
un Block 5, Naperviile i

rules, osnily an applicatio
districL would be eligib)
service mechanism, sch
“discount matrix" adop!

h that cach Block 5 was for & shured service—tather than a site-specitic service—because,
hdicated a discount percentage of 26 percent. Pursuant to the Commission’s implementing
b for shared services provides the necessary circumstances under which a school or school
lor a 26 percent discount. This is because, under the schools and libraries universal

bols and libraries determine the discount for which they are cligible by consulting the

d by the Commission. 47 C.E'.R. § 54.505(c). The discount matrix assigns the discount

to an eligible entity busdd on the income level of students (using eligibility for participation in the National School

Lunch Program as a prq

districts, libracy systems,

eligible by calculniing o
54.505(b)(4). ‘Ihe disct
school, though it may y,

for a 26 percent discoun

to the schools sharing d

¥ Naperville Form 47,

M we note, however,
particularly where the
applivation. This decig
its minimunm processin

y and whether the entity is in a rural or urban area. 54 C.F.R. § 54.505(c). School
and consortia with multiple eligible entities determine the discount for which they are
weighted average of the discounts available to their member entities. 54 C1°R. §

punt mateix does not, under any circumstance, yield a 26 percent discount to &n individual

eld both higher and Jower discount percentages. Therefore, un applicant would be eligible
t only if it applied for shared services and the weighted average of the discounts available
& services yielded a 26 percent discount.

Block 5, Item 23j; Naperville Form 471, Block 4, Item 10c.

at a different baloncing might result in ciccumstances other than those present here,

smitted information cannot be discemed so easily from other material included in the

ion is nurrowly limited to the facis prescnted here, and does nol prevent SI.D from applying,
g standard in the future,
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application will be ngntcd upon processing by SLD. Naperville’s appeal only addresses whether
its application should be reviewed as filed within the filing window.

16. Presently, we have a number of requests [or review that raise issues siinilar to the
inslant appeal. Moreqver, we are aware that similar issues have been raiscd in matters that
remain pending beforg SLD. We direct SLD and the Common Carrier Bureau to resolve these
matters consistent with the underlying rationale of this Order. Specifically, we conclude that it is
inappropriate tor SLD to return an application without consideration under its minimum
processing standard where (1) the request for information was a first-time information
requirement on a reviged form, thereby possibly leading to confusion on the part of the
applicants; (2) the ongitted information could be easily discerned by SLD through examination of
other information included in the application; and (3) the application is otherwise substantially
complete.

TII.  ORDERING|CLAUSES

17.  Accoringly, IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to sections 1-4, and 254 of the
Communications Act of 1934, as amendced, 47 U.S.C. §§ 151-154 and 254, and s=ctions 54.719
and 54.722 of the Commission’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,
Nllinois, I8 GRANTED.

18. 1T IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Request for Review filed on July 11, 2000,
by Naperville Community Unit School District 203, Naperville, Ulinois, is REMANDED 1o the
Schools and Libraries Division of the Universal Service Administrative Company, and the
Schools and I,ibrar&; Division is directed to take action to effectuate the steps outlined in this

Order.
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Magalie Roman Salas
Secretary
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