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Ms. Magalie Roman Salas 
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445 -12th Street, S.W., Rm TW-204B 
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FCC Form 471 Application Number: 
FRNs: 864053,864144,86219 

Billed Entity Number: 226513 

306050 

Funding Year 2002: 07/01/2002 - 06/30/2003 

The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) has stated that: 

“Our government-to-government relationship with tribal authorities make us partners in 
the quest to bring access to all modem communications to Indian Country. We share a 
common goal: to increase the availability of telecommunications services on tribal lands. 
While penetration rates have increased in the last decade, the chasm between penetration 
rates on tribal lands and the national average must be closed. Current penetration rates - 
which are below 50% of the population in some tribal areas - are unacceptable. 
Spectrum-based services provide an ideal opportunity to close this gap.” March 5,2003 
Media Release, “Improving Access to Telecom Services in Indian Country”, 
httu 1 hrauiifoss fcc.go\/edocs publiciattachmatch!DOC-23 1750A1 .doc 



However, as demonstrated by this Appeal, what the FCC states and what it does in terms 

of funding for telecommunications via its Schools and Libraries Division (SLD) of the 

USAC, are two entirely different matters. 

The SLD sent a Funding Commitment Decision Letter (FCDL) to the Navajo Education 

Technology Consortium (NETC) denying funding for Funding Year 2002,07/01/2002 - 

06/30/2003. In the FCDL, the SLD instructed NETC to Appeal to the FCC if it disagreed 

with the FCDL. 

Also, in accordance with the rules of the FCC, we are requesting that a decision be 

issued within ninetv-davs (90) or less of this Appeal reversine the decision of the 

SLD, which denies funding to NETC. See, Subpart I-Review of Decision Issued by 

Administrator, Section 54.724,47 Code of Federal Regulations, Ch 1 (10-1-02 Edition). 

It is the opinion of the Navajo Education Technology Consortium that the action and 

decision by the SLD is unfair, unreasonable and not supported by the documents 

provided to the SLD by NETC.* 

The SLD denied funding because: 

“Services for which funding sought not defined when vendor selected; price of 
services not a factor in vendor selection per customer agreement; prices of 
services set after vendor selection.”” 

* The documents are attached to this Appeal and were either provided to the SLD during 
a Selective Review, or were available to the SLD via NETC’s filings with the SLD. The 
documents and records are included here to expedite the review process since the 
education of approximately 50,000 Navajo children is at stake. 

** George McDonald, SLD, stated to me, Karen Lesher, that the reason for the 
NETC’s denial is that NETC’s 470 “appeared similar” to other 470s. However. 
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The SLD’s denial of the NETC’s 471Application is categorized as a) Services for which 

funding sought not defined when vendor selected; b) price of services not a factor in 

vendor selection per customer agreement; c) prices of services set after vendor selection; 

and, d) 30% of FRN 864144 is for ineligible PIX-SO. This is the basis of NETC’s 

Appeal. 

NETC will discuss each issue as stated below and will support its position with 

documentation. This documentation was previously provided to the SLD but was 

ignored. 

(i) Services for which funding sought was in fact defmed before vendors were 

selected. 

NETC’s 470 is also “similar” to a sample 470 found at http://www.e- 
ratecentral.com/ Document #I. It is an application “tip” published for all to see 
and use. The “tip” states “[Iln Block 2, be as broad and inclusive as possible in 
summarizing needs or service requested.” Mr. McDonald’s statement is confusing 
and does not seem fair and reasonable. As NETC sets forth in this Appeal, the 
SLD’s process was followed. NETC’s starting point for the 470 was the SLD’s 
Eligible Services List. The List is at: 
http://www.sl.universalservice.ordreference/eligible.asp NETC’s 470 includes 
precisely what is set forth in the SLD’s Eligible Services List. NETC’s 470 is 
nothing more than a reflection of NETC’s needs based on the Eligible Services 
List. Since the Eligible Services List is based on an SLD document, it is unfair 
and unreasonable for the SLD to now state that NETC’s 470 is flawed. NETC’s 
reason for using the Eligible Services List is to prevent the SLD fkom saying 
during the PIA process that funding for the requested services was not included in 
its 470. Of course, NETC fulfilled the SLD “bid” requirement “[bly completing 
and posting” its 470. The FCC made this clear in a decision -CC Docket No. 96- 
45, CCDocket No. 97-21, File No. SLD -130114, rel.October 26, 2000 
http://www.e-ratecentral.com/ NETC’s 470 described planned service 
requirements, as well as other information regarding the applicant. 

http://www.e
http://ratecentral.com
http://www.sl.universalservice.ordreference/eligible.asp
http://www.e-ratecentral.com


NETC received Letters of Agency (LOA) from members of the Consortium. Document 

#2 (includes summary & actual LOAs). Each LOA not only authorized the school to 

participate in the Consortium, but set forth the scope of each project (the services for 

which funding was required). That is, each LOA set forth the services needed Video 

(distance learning), Technical Support (maintenance), Infrastructure Upgrades (to support 

videolother needs), Internet Access, Telecommunications, Cabling. See, Document #2 

Each Consortium member set forth the individual buildings included in these projects to 

determine services required by each member for 471 Application purposes. Document #3. 

NETC determined the size of the project through an “E-Rate 5 Planning” process. The 

Consortium’s E-Rate 5 Planning process further defined the scope of E-Rate for Funding 

Year 07/01/2002-06/30/2003. This Planning process set forth the schools, by building, 

that would require E-Rate funds. NETC prepared a “Needs Assessment Survey” or 

inventoy to assist the Consortium in understanding the needs of the Consortium 

members. Document #4. (The Needs Assessment played a role in overall network 

planning for the Consortium, not just E-Rate.) 

NETC used the state amroved Gallup McKinley County School’s, a NETC member, 

“Educational Technology Plan” as a “model” to determine the parameters of the NETC 

educational objectives. Document #5. Thus, Document #4 set forth goals and objectives 

of the Consortium that included the “needs assessment”. 
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After the scope or needs assessment, of the project was determined and services were 

defined, the Consortium posted its FCC Form 470 on the SLD’s web site as required by 

the Regulations of the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). Document #6. The 

470 clearly defined the services using the language from the SLD’s Eligible Services 

- List for which the Consortium wanted proposals and prices from vendors. The 

Instructions for completing the FCC Form 470, Year 5, states that a “summary 

description of needs and services” is required. See, 470 Instructions, pg. 9. Document #7. 

The Consortium’s posted FCC Form 470 complied in all respects with the 470 

Instructions and SLD pronouncements. Specifically, the 470 relates to services for 

“universal service discounts” and the “competitive bidding process”. See, Instructions for 

Completing the Schools and Libraries Universal Service Description of Services 

Requested and Certification Form (FCC Form 470), pg.2, “Introduction”. Document #8. 

Additionally, SLD instructional material states that the Form 470 is used by Applicants to 

begin the competitive bidding process; it indicates the services being sought. See, excerpt 

kom Training Workshop material. Document #9. The Consortia’s 470 does in fact list the 

services in detail for which the Consortia was seeking “universal service discounts”. See, 

attached 470. The SLD “certified this 470 as complying with FCC/SLD regulations. See, 

Attached certification. Document #IO. The SLD posted the 470 on its web site for all 

potential vendors to see; it specified services/hardware for which USF discounts were 

requested. ANY vendor could respond to this, and they did. See list below. This is the 

purpose of the 28 day posting of the 470. The FCC addressed this very issue in CC docket 

No. 96-45, FCC 97-157, Report & Order Federal-State Joint Board on Universal 
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Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Report and Order, FCC 97-157 (rel. May 8, 1997) 

(Universal Service Order) This decision is found at http:Nwww.e-ratecentral.com/ 

If there was a problem with the District’s 471 Application, the SLD should have utilized 

its much publicized “Problem Resolution” process. Document #11. The SLD did not 

follow its own process. 

Since the services were in fact defined, twelve (12) potential vendors responded to the 

Consortium’s posted 470. Document#12. Those responders included: 

IKON Office Solutions 

Thruput Solutions, Inc. 

Bizco Technologies 

CLH International Inc. 

Gaggle 

Teradon Industries, Inc. 

Solutions Integrators 

TAMSCO Telecommunications 

TRI 

IBM 

NAS/Williams 

Ames Business & Learning Environments, Inc. 
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The NETC Consortium provided each vendor with: 

Educational Goals of the project 

NETC E-Rate project vision and design 

Size of the Consortium and states covered 

Name, location of participating districts, contact information 

Student enrollment 

Geographic challenges 

Contact information for submitting proposals. 

Document #13. 

(i) Price for services were a factor in vendor selection. 

Price was a factor for the NETC Consortium. Document #14. 

Document #14 states that the “criteria to be used to select a vendor [was] 1) price 

2) past experience, 3) vendor capability, 4) proposed solution.” 

The Consortium Executive Committee reviewed each proposal and made a selection 

based on the aforementioned criteria. Document #15. The entire Consortium then ratified 

the decision of the NETC Executive Committee. 

The only documentation available, and that was actually provided to the SLD, states that 

price was a primary factor in the selection of a vendor. 

The FCC addressed this issue too stating: 



First, . . . we note that the Joint Board intentionally did not recommend that 
the Commission require schools and libraries to select the lowest bids offered 
but rather recommended that the [FCC] permit schools and libraries 
“maximum flexibility” to take service quality into account and to choose the 
offering or offerings that meets their needs “most effectively and 

where this is consistent with other procurement rules under efficiently, 
which they are obligated to operate.w We concur with this policy, noting 
only that Price should be the primarv factor in selecting a bid. When it 
specifically addressed this issue in the context of Internet access, the Joint 
Board only recommended that the Commission re uire schools and libraries to 
select the most cost-effective supplier of access.& By way of example, we 
also note that the federal procurement regulations (which are inapplicable 
here) specify that in addition to price, federal contract administrators may take 
into account factors including the following: prior experience, including 
performance; personnel qualifications, including technical excellence; 
manavement cauability, including schedule compliance; and environmental 

We find that these factors form a reasonable basis on which to 
evaluate whether an offering is cost-effective.” See, Federal-State Joint Board 
on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Report and Order, FCC 97-157 
(rel. May 8, 1997) (Universal Service Order). 
(http://www. fcc.aov/wcb/universal service/fic97157/97157.html) para 481. 
[Emphasis added]; see also, FCC-00-167Al.pdf 

“ 

,r(1248) 

NETC complied with this rule from the FCC. 

And, as the FCC also stated: 

“Given the varying needs and preferences of different schools and libraries 
and the relative advantages and disadvantages of different technologies, we 
agree with the Joint Board that individual schools and libraries are in the best 
position to evaluate the relative costs and benefits of different services and 
technologies.w We also agree with the Ohio PUC and DOE that our actions 
should not disadvantage schools and libraries in states that have already 
aggressively invested in telecommunications technologies in their state 
schools and libraries.m Because we will reauire schools and libraries to pav 
a portion of the costs of the services they select, 
Board that. as recognized by most commenters, (‘I2’) allowing schools.. .to 
choose the services for which they will receive discounts is most likelv to 
maximize the value to them of universal service suuport and to minimize 
inefficient uses of services.w” [Emphases added] Id.,para432 

The Consortium has no record or evidence that a “customer agreement” was involved in 

any way with the terms, conditions or prices in the vendor selection process. 

we a a e e  with the Joint (1119) 
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(iii) Prices of services were set prior to vendor selection. 

NETC documentation clearly states that the vendors responding to the FCC Form 470 

submitted proposals, Document #16, and the winning vendors were selected in 

accordance the following criteria: 1) price, 2) past experience, 3) vendor capability, 4) 

proposed solution. Document # 14. 

The following vendors submitted a quote (“price”) prior to vendor selection: 

Citizens 

NAS/Williams Communications 

TAMSCO 

IBM 

Document #16. 

However, based on the Consortium’s criteria, IBM was selected. 

And, for purposes of this Appeal, there is no need to deal with Navajo Communications 

since they are a telephone company, a sole source provider. 

The Western States Contracting Alliance (WSCA) played a role in the Consortium’s 

process. 

NETC was required to select a vendor (s) based on state and Consortium procurement 

regulations. NETC and each of its member districts must follow state procurement 

policies, which includes using a state procurement contract such as WSCA. Therefore, 

the Consortium used WSCA as a state contract for technology service and equipment. 

IBM is listed on WSCA. Document #17 reflects pertinent portions of WSCA. WSCA can 

be found at: http:llwww.aboutwsca.orp/ . 
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(iv) The SLD’s 30% rule was not applied correctly. 

The SLD concludes that the PIX hardware, and associated services, is ineligible for USF 

purposes since it is more than 30% of the FRN. This is not accurate. 

The PIX percentage is actually 24%, computed as follows: 

PIX Total minus District’s 10% PIX Total 
$2,117,841.83 $575,758.00 $1,542,083.83 

Based on this illustration. NETC and the vendor can “ensure that the SLD is not 

invoiced for the ineligible items.” See, 

httD:Nwww.sl.universalservice.org/reference/esr.asp 

This computation is fair and agrees with the FCC’s declaration in Federal-State Joint 

Board on Universal Service, CCDocket No. 96-45, Report and Order, FCC 97-157 (rel. 

May 8, 1997) (Universal Service Order) Document #18. There, the FCC clearly stated 

that: 

“individual schools.. .are in the best position to evaluate the relative costs and 
benefits of different services and technologies.w We also agree with the Ohio 
PUC and DOE that our actions should not disadvantage schools and libraries in 
states that have already aggressive1 invested in telecommunications technologies 

!.?h ... we will r uire schools and libraries to in their state schools and libraries. 
pay a portion of the costs of the services they select, . . . 7lw ,, 

This SLD’s procedure, CC docket No. 96-45, CC Docket No. 97-21, File No. SLD- 

168883, rel. December 20,2001, para 38, is unreasonable in light of the 

Telecommunications Act of 1996. The 30% SLD’s practice may be summarized as 

follows: “This ‘30% Rule’ is used for processing efficiency and for administration of a 
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program for which there is greater demand than there are funds available.” Document 

#19. 

While the reasonable administration of the USF program is a laudable purpose, neither 

the SLD nor the FCC, should use “processing efficiency” to disenfranchise needy school 

children, here approximately 50,000 Native American school children. The principle of 

“processing efficiency” was unreasonable as applied in this instance; the calculation was 

inaccurate, based on the facts of the Consortium. How can there be any greater demand 

for USF than a School District that represents school children that are at the 90% (if not 

100%) free and reduced level? Does “processing efficiency” override need?*** 

George McDonald and the SLD obviously either did not read or believe anything 

that NETC Drovided during the Selective Review or PIA process that has taken 

some fifteen 115) months. The manner in which the SLD reviewed NETC’s 

documentation and the excessive time to review the NETC 471 is unreasonable and 

has cost the childrens’ education. time and fundma 

The SLD should have authorized funding for this Application, and to not do so was 

patently unfair and unreasonable. 

I.. The FCC has stated that it I‘ recognizes that the telecommunications penetration rate on many trihal lands falls far 
below the national average. We have taken a series of steps, through regulatory action, consumer information and tribal 
outreach, to address the lack of telecommunications deployment and suhscribetship throughout Indian Country. Our 
Commission is working hard to promote the availability of telecommunications setvices to individuals on tribal lands. 
We hope you will find our Tribal pages to he a valuable resource. “ h~://www.fcc.eov/indians/ Theoretically, the 
FCC’s initiative includes USF funding for NETC schools. The SLD’s action in unreasonably and arbitrarily denying 
NETC‘s 471 is out of step with the FCC’s initiative. 
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NETC is Requesting the Following Action by the FCC: 

(a) Within 90 days or less Order funding for the servicedhardware as requested 

in the Consortium’s 471 Application, specifically FRNs 864053,864144,86219; 

@) Set aside funds to totally fund the NETC Consortium’s request. 

Sincerely, 

Karen Lesher 
Executive Director (and 47 1 Contact Person) 
Navajo Education Technology Consortium 
P.O. Box 1318 
Gallup, NM 87305 
Phone: (505) 722-771 1 x 51230 
Fax: (505) 722-6991 

Cc: Congressman: Rep. Renzi 
Senators: Bingaman, Domenici, Kyl, and John McCain 
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http://m.e-ratecentral.comi I n  Block 2, be as broad and inclusive 
as possible in summarizing needs or service requested. 

http://m.e-ratecentral.comi
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Navajo Education Technology Consortium E-Rate Letter of Agency 
For the Year 2001 - 2002 

Tliis is to confirm po~..tm Pass ~ c b /  school district‘s pruticipation in the Nav& Education 
Tccl~iiology Consortium (h’hC) E-rate Consortium for the proc;ummc of 

n Video (distance leamine) 

n Technical S ~ w r t  rmaintenancel.. , .___ _._.. __..r__..__... 

, ... . .. 

&-&&structure Uoerades (to suumrt video/other needs) . . 

Other Teh- & L-&.., x services. 
1 - 

I Iiercby authorizc NETC TO submit FCC Form 470, FCC Form 471, and other Emte forms to the Schools and 
Library Division on behalf of the undersigned school district. (This LOA does not obligate d imid  fiinds.) 

1 understand that in submitting these forms on our behalf, you are making certifications for OUT school district. 
By signing this letter of agency, I make the following certifications: 

(a) I certify [hat the schools in our district are all schools under the statntory definitions of elementary and 
secondary schools found in the Elementary nnd Secondary Education Act of 1956, do not operate as for 
profit businesses, and do not have endowments exceeding $50 million. 

(b) I certify that the schools in our district have secured access to all of the resources, including wmputzrs, 
training, soRware, maintenance, and electrical connections necesssry to make effective use of the services 
purchased as .well as to pay the discounted charges for eligible services. 

( e )  I certify that the schools in ow district are all covered, or will be covered at the time funding is granted, by 
E-rate approved technology plans (unless discounts are only being requested for basic local and long 
distance telcphcnc service). 

(d) I certify that the services that our school district purchases using E-ratc discounts (as described in the law 47 
(J.S.C. Sec. 254) will be used solely for educational purposes and will not be sold, mold, ortransferred in 
considerah) for moncy or any other thing of value. 

(e) 1 certify that the entities eligible for support that I am representing have complied with all applicable statc 
and local laws regarding procurement of services for which support is being sought. 

(f) I certify that our school district has complied with all ’Eratc prbgram rules and I acknowledge that failure to 
do so may result in denial of discount funding andlor cancellation of funding cmi tn lm>tS.  

(g) I understand that the discount level used for shared services is conditional, for f~urr: years, upon ensuring 
rhat the most disadvantaged schools and libraries that are treatcd as sharing in the service, receive an 
appropriate share of ihe benefits from those services. 

(11) I certify that I am authorized to sign h i s  letter of agency for my District an4 to the best of my knowledge. 
information, and belief, all information provided to NETC for E-rate submission is true. 

1 understand that .persons willfully make false statements on E-rate fornis or through this letter of 
agency can be punished by f i e  or forfeiture under the Communications Act, 47 1LS.C. Secs. 502, 
503(b), or fine or imprisonment under Title 18 of.rhe United States Code, 18 U.S.C. Sec. 1001. 

A h 

89-12-81 13:16 T0:NETC FROM:585 + 786 7a78 pa2 
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Nsvajo Edmntlon Te=boolg%y Conwrtrum Ehtc Utter of Agency 
For 16s Year 2001 - 2002 

RECEIVRD YROn:5BS 922 6891 p.82 p i  4 8 - 8 2  1 I i 28 

@I-68-82 83:SS T0:NETC FROM:5206749688 P @ 2  

__I_. . Y , LVYl Date:,=-/ I ! 

12-21-81 02:oa TO:NETC r PROM:658 3221 
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12-18-61 28:4!2 NETC 

Navajo Education Technology Ccncortium E-Ratehtter ofAgenCy 
For theycar W1- 2002 

This is b c o n h  Donnehntaa B oaraqntr &oal d i M s  penicipatiw in NavaJa &dueation 
Technology Consortium (NEW %rate Consartium forthepKwniwamt of 

m V i h  hWance~earninel 

12-21-81 8 2 : 6 8  T0:NETC FROM: 658 3221 PB3 
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Navajo Education Technology Consortium E-Rate Letter of Agency 
Ror the Year 2001 - 2002 

This is to confurn & / / ~ P - k ~ ~ / @ Q  e 
Technology Consortium (NkTC) E-rate Consortium for the procurement of 

school district's participation in the Navajo Education 

Video (distance learning) n other 
Technical Suuuort (maintenance) 

- m Infrastru cture Uunades It0 suuuort video/othn needs) 

I hereby authorize NETC to submit FCC Form 470, FCC Form 471, and other E-rate forms to the School and 
Library Division on behalf of the undersigned school district. hh 

I understad that in submitting these forms on our behalf, you are making certifications for our school district. 
By signing this letter of agency, I make the following certifications: 

(a) I certify that the schools in our district are all schools under the s t a t u t o ~  defmitions of elementary and 
secondary schools found in the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1956, do not operate as for- 
profit businesses, and do not have endowments exceeding $50 million. 

(b) I certify that the schools in our district have secnred access to all of the resources, including computers, 
traiaing, software, maintenance, and electrical connections necessary to make effective use of the services 
purchased as well as to pay the discounted charges for eligible services. 

(c) I cextify that the schools in our district are all covered, or will be covered at the time funding i s  granted, by 
Erate approvcd technology plans (unless discounts are only being requested for basic local and long 
distance telephone servicc). 

(d) I certify that the services that our school district purchases using B-rate discounts (as described in the law 47 
U.S.C. Sec. 254) will be used solely for educational puIposes and will not be sold, resold, or transferred in 
consideration for money or any otber thing of value. 

(e) I certify that the entities eligible for suppon that I am representing have oomplied with all applioable state 
and local laws regarding procurement of services for which support is being sought. 

(f) I certify that our school district has complied with all E-rate p r o m  rules and I aCknOWkdpe that failure to 
do so may result in denial of discount funding and/or cancellation of funding commitments. 

(9) 1 understand that the discount level used for shared services is conditional, for future years, upon ensuring 
that the most disadvantaged schools and libraries that are treated as sharing in the service, receive an 
appropriate share of the benefits from those services. 

(h) I ccrtify that I am authorized to sign this letter of agency for my District and, to the best of my knowledge, 
information, and belief, all information provided to NETC for E-rate submission is me. 

serviccs. 

4 ha+ ctCo**wdfdn$s.) 

1 understand that persons willfilly make false statements on Erate forms or through this letter of 
agency cad be punished by f i e  or forfeiture under the Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. Secs. 502, 
503(b), or fine or imprisonment under Title 18 ofthe United States Code, 18 U.S.C. Sec. 1001. 

Districr: 6-e .. .&IC .I r*&Y 

\ V i W D , M ,  ri-Qt%dF- Date: ,2001 Title: - 
Signature: 

Name: 



ID=565 722 6991 P B 5 / 2 2  
ss-es-02 4d?i13  NET@ 
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Navajo Edncnrion Technology Consordurn E-hte Letter of Agency 
For the Year 2001 - 2002 

is to confirm && Ll M\F; 4 -01 dish+ct’s participation in the Navajo Education 
Technology Consortium (”ETC) E-rate Consorh’um for the prmuremt of 

iiaL- I d e o 3  

,- 

n I & &  M video/otheraeed S) 

n- services. 

I hewby authorize NETC to submit FCC Form 470, FCC Form 471, and other E-me forms to the Schools and 
Library Division w behalf of the undmigned schwl disaict. (l’his LOA does nut obligatc district funds.) 

I rmdentand that in submitting these forms on ow behalf, you are cdfioations for our schoo1 district. 
By signjng this letm of agency, 1 make tbe followbg certifications: 

(a) 1 certify that the schools in our district are all schools undcr the stahrtory M f i o n s  of demennry and 
sewndarj schopls found in the Uementary and Secondary Educatim Att of 1956, do nor opmtc as for- 
profit businesses, and do not have endowments weeding $50 million. 

(b) I certify that the schools in OUT district hwe secured access to all of the resources, including computm, 
training, soffware, rnaintenanee, and elecrrical cormecams necessary IO make effective use of the serviccr 
purchased as well a5 to pay the disMuntcd charges far eligible services. 

(c) I cmify that fhe schools in OUT dismst are dl covered, m will be cowred at the time funding is granted, by 
&ate approved technology p h s  (unless disColmtS are only be- rcquestcd for basic locd and long 
distance telephone service). 

(a) I CL&@ that the services rbar our scltool dimiCtpurobases using EM discmts (as desaibed in the law 47 
U.S.C. Sec. 254) will be us& solely for educational purposes and will not be sold, resold, or m f m d  in 
consideration fcc money or my 0th thing of value. 

(e) I certi fy that the entities eligiile for suppmr that I am representing have comptied with dl applicable stak 
and local laws repding procurement of Senrims for which snppon is beh i  sought 

(0 1 certify that our school dislrid has complicd with all E-rate program rule5 and I aohowledge that failure IO 
do so muy result in denial of discount frmdiag and/or cancelladon o f  funding commitments. 

(g) I understand that the discount level used fur shared m c r s  is conditional, fOr fim ws, upon e n ~ n g  
that the most disadvantaged schmls and libraries that are treated rn sharing in the s d c e ,  receive em 
appropriate share of the benefits from those services. 

(h) I certify that I am authorized to sign this letter of agency for my District md, to the besr of my howled& 
informtion, and belief, all information provided m NETC for h a t e  submission is m e .  

1 understand that persons WillfuUy make false statemats on E-mte forms or thmugb this letter of 
agency can be punished by &e or f O F f & W  under the Cammunications Act. 47 U.S.C. sccs. 502. 
503(b), orfine orimpnsonmmtunderTitle 18 oftheUnitod Stares ode, L8U.S.C. SS.  1001. 

Disnict: Signature: L 
Name: &dih 3 0 5 ~  

Date: q./lq ,2001 Title; & N d ! i & t r  04 % . $ d m  
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Navajo Educaaon Technology Consortium E-Rate Letter of Agency 
For fhe Year 2001 - 2002 

This is r.i> confirm Holbrook Unified Schd school diskict's p~c ipat ion  in the Navajo Educntlon Technulogy 
Consortiom (MTC) E-rate Consmrium for rho pMcumnent of 

- E i d z o  (ditsnct leamiml 

Rl Technical Supwrt ( maintenance\ 

- a Infrastructure Upgrades 00 SUV& video/otber needs) 

671 Other services. 

I hereby authorize NETC to submjr FCC Form 47OT FCC Form 471, snd oaer %rate forms to the Schools and 
Library hvision on behalf of the undersigned school district Chiis LOA dots not obligate district funds.) 

1 understand that in submitting these forms on OUT behalf, you &e &ng certifioations far our school district. 
By signing this letter of agency, I m&e the following certifications: 

(a) I cettifi that the schools in our district are all schools undw UU? statutory defiiitions of elementary and 
secondmy schools found in the l3?mnlary and Scoondary Education Act of 1956, do not operare as for- 
p f i t  businesses, and do not have endonments exceeding $50 million.. 

(6) I cetti@ that the schools in OUT clisttia have secured access to all of the resowces, including c m p u t a s ,  
hsining, software, maintenanCc, and electrical connections necessary to make effective use of the Jrrvices 
purchased BS well as to pay the digcounted charges fn: eligible services. 

(C) I certify that thc schools in our dimict are'all covered, or will be covered at the time h d i n g  is gmnbd, by 
&rare approved technology plans (unless diacouots are only being requested for bajic local and long 
diskwcc tclcpho*c S&Ce). 

(d) I certifi that the services that our school district purchases using Errate discounts (as desmid in the Inw 47 
U.S.C. Sec. 254) will be wed solely fox educational purpb$cs and will not be sold, resold, or transfhcd in 
consideration for money or any other thing ofvalue. 

(e) I ce(tify that the entities eligible for suppozt thar X am repreennng have complied with all applicable state 
and local, laws regarding prffiurfznent of services for which support is being sought. 

Q 1 certify that our scl~oanool disuict has complied with d l  E-rate program d e s  and I acknowledge that failure to 
do so may result in denial of discaunt funding andm cancellation of funding commitments. 

($) I understand that The discount level used for shared services i s  conditional, for future years, upon ensuring 
that the most disadwuged sckools and libraries that are treated as sharing in the sewice, receive an 
;tppropriate shme of the benefits from those services, 

fi) 1 certify that I am authorized fo Sjgn this letter of agency for my District md, to the best of my knowledge, 
information, 8116 belief, ell infmation provded to WTC for E-rate submission is true. 

I understand that persons wilfil'ly make false statements on E-rate fonns or through this letter of 
agrncy CM be punished by &le or forfeiture under the Communications Act, 47 W,S.C. Sws. 502, 
503@), or fine or imprisonmenruIKkTitle 18 oftheUnitedState e. 18 U S.C. Scc. 1001. fld on 

Dste: tle: Technology Director 

. .  , .  , .  
k,:. <: ',*."..i. a. 
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Navajo Education Technology Consortium E-Rate Letter of Agency 
For the Year 2001 - 2002 

This is to confirm Holbrook school district's participation in the Navajo Education techno log^ Cornortiurn 
(NETC) Erate Consortium lor the procuremat of 

Ed Video (disuuncelcq&g) 

D71 Technical Smport irnaintmax4 

- W Xnfrastructin-e Upsad~s (to sumort vidcdothcr needs) 

n om er s d c e s .  

X hmby autharize NETC to submit FCC F a n  470, FCC Fom 471, and 0th %rate forms to the Schools a d  
Libt%iy Division on hebalf of the undersigned school district. (This LOA does not obiif@ district funds.) 

I understand that in submitting t l w c  forms on QW behalf, you are making certifications fbr our school district. 
By signing this letter of agency, I d e  the follomg certifications: 

(a) I ctstify that thb schools in ow Jistrict arc dl schools under the stammy definitions ofclemmrary and 
secondsly schools found in the Elemmtary and Secondary Education Act of 1956, do not operate 83 for- 
profit businesses, and do not have endomenu exceeding $SO million. 

@) I c d f y  that the schools in om cliseict have secured access to dl of the resources, including omputers, 
training, soffware, maintenance, and alemica1 c o w e c t i w  necessary to make effective use of the services 
purchased as well as to pay the discounted obwges for eligible services. 

(c) I ccmfy that tbe schools in ow diswict are all c o d ,  or will be covered at the time W i n g  is granted, by 
E-rate approved technology plans (unless discounts am only being requested for basic local and long 
distauce telephone service). 

(d) J catEfy thsl thc xniccs that ow who01 disaict purchases using Prate discounts (as desuibed in the law 47 
U.S.C. Sec. 234) will be used solely for educational purposes md will not be sold, resold, or trans€med in 
conridmation for money OT any 0 t h  thing cf value. 

(e) I certify that the entities eligible for support that X 1101. representing have complied with all applicable sate 
and local laws regarding procurement of Senices fa which supporr is being soughr. 

(f) I certify t b t  ow school dishict ha5 oomplied with all E-rate pro$am d e s  and X aclolowltdge that failure to 
do so may result in denial of discount funding aadior Oanoellation of funding commitment. 

(g) I understand that the discount levcl used for shared smices in conditional, for hturc years, upon ensuring 
that the most disadv.ntagtd $chnols aad libraxies that are treated 86 sharing in the E ~ C E ,  receivi? an 
appropriate share of the btnsfits from those services. 

infomation, and belief, all infm8stion provided rn NETC far E-me submission is Qua. 
(h) I c d f y  that I gm authorized to sI,p this letter of agency for my District and, to the best o f  my howledge, 

1 understand that persons willfully make false statements on E-rate fonns or through this letter of 
agency can be punished by fine crr forfcitwc undm the C~mmicat ions  Act, 47 U.S.C. Sea.  502, 
503@), M fine or rmpnsoment under Title 18 oftheUnited States Code, 18 U.S.C. Sa. 1001. 

msmct &Ct #3 Signaaut!. 

Date: OLtober 20 .ZOO1 Title. Asslsmt supoin&bt 
Nanre: 
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