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To: Federal Communications Commussion, Office of the Secretary W “J{L J/

From: Ervin MacDonald, MSAD #29 E-Rate Coordinator & Contact Per ’ :
Susan L Johnson, MSAD #29 Supernintendent of Schools - M

Fax#f  207-532-6481, Tel 2075323327

E-mail: ekmacd@mfx net

Date: 1/14/2004

Re: CC Docket No 02-6, Appzal, Funding Request#920100, Funding Year 2003, Billed Entity
#121657, 471 Applicaton #341484 on behalf of School Admin District 29

Please consider this carrespondence a letter of appeal to a SLD funding denial dated 5/1/2003 and to a
subsequent appeal decision "Denied in full" dated December 11, 2003 initial SLD denial was
summanzed as “Technology Plan Required” SLD denial of the appeal was based on the interpretation
Lhat there was no approved technology plan or technolegy plan in process to cover funding year 2003
at the time the form 471 was reviewed A copy of the SLD's administrator on the appeal is included in
this fax It 1s our contention that a technology plan was in place during the application period of the form
471 process through June 30, 2003 and that a technology plan was in process to cover funding year
2003 for the following reasons

1 The form 471 was submitted o the SLD on 12/12/2002 m advance of the filng deadiine and
therefore a three year technology plan was in place We were in the process of updating and
filng a plan for a three year renewal that would begin on 7/1/2003 The submission deadline
set by the State of Maine was 6/30/2003 and we were fully n compliance with the filing
deadline

2 The State of Maine has established a procedure of reviewing scheol's technology plan on
three year cycles A staggered review of programs is set up on an annual basis so that one —
third of Maine’s schools submits plans on an annual basis. Based on the funding decision of
this appeal, one-third of Maine schools dunng the 471 applicaton period would not be able to
show approval of a technology plan past 6/30/2003 unty after 7/1/2003.

3  On 7/16/2003, Chrstine Monje, SLD staif, requested receipt of a copy of our technology plan
approval letter by fax within seven calendar days A copy of our State of Mane Technology
Plan approval verfied by Sylvia Norion, Maine Depariment of Education, for the three year
perod ending 6/30/2006 was faxed to Chnstine Monje on 7/17/2003 Receipt was verified by
Christine Monje in an email response to me  In reading the text of the USAC administrator's
decision on the appeal, there 18 no reference to this cormespondence or to the approved
technology plan through 6/30/2006 | can only assume that this cntical informaton was
overlooked or not considered In the appeal process Either of which should be considered
unacceptable as the information pertaining to the technology plan renewal beyond 6/30/2003
was requested by SLD staff within an expressed deadline of seven days We were in full
compliance with this request and feel that funding for this 471 application #341484 is merited
based on all three points of our appeal
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Administrator’s Decision on Appeal - Funding Year 2003-2004

December 11, 2003

Susan J Tolicy

School Administrative District No. 29
Box 190

Houlton, ME (04730

Re Billed Entitv Number. 121757
471 Application Number 341484
Funding Request Number(s): 920100

Your Correspondence Dated: May 12, 2003

After thorough review and investigation of all relevant facts, the Schools and Libranes
Division (“*SLD”) of the Universal Service Admnistrative Company (“USAC”) has made
its decision 1n regard 1o your appeal of SLD’s Year 2003 Funding Commitment Decision
for the Application Number indicated above This ictter explains the basis of SLD’s
decision. The date of this letter begins the 6(-day time penod for appeahng this decision
to the Federal Communications Comnussion (“FCC”). If your lctter of appeal included
more than one Application Number, please note that for cach application for which an
appeal 15 submitted, a separate letter 1s sent.

Funding Request Number 920100
Decision on Appeal Dentied in full
Explanation’

s In the appeal letter, you stated that the school district has a State of Matne
approved technology plan n place, and that the application should be funded as
requested. A PIA reviewer had conlacted you on 2/4/2003 to request venfication
of an approved technology plan On 2/5/2003, you had sent a faxed copy of the
first page of a letter dated 9/11/2000 from the State of Maine, which mdicated the
grant approval of a federal Technology Literacy Challenge Fund to your distrct.
You also stated that you had explained by phone to the PIA reviewer that the
grant served as the technology plan for a three-year period ending 6/30/2003. The
PIA reviewer had informed you that he would seek verification from the State of
Mane, and you were left with the understanding that the submission was
complete and that PTA’s contact with the State of Maine would resolve the
uncertainty You included a letter from the Maine Department of Education dated
on 5/7/2003 to verify the existence of an approved technology plan (The letter
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stated that the school district had previously submitted a technology plan that was
approved by the Mame Dept. of Education through 6/30/2003.)

e According to the information that you submitted as Item #21 attachment, this
request included Centrex services. In accordance with program rules, this type of
service 1s eligible for E-rate discount as a non-basic telephone service and require
that the entity receiving the services to have a technology plan. On the Form 471,
you checked Item 26¢, indicating that there are no technology plans and vou were
only applying for basic local and long distance telephone services. During the
review process of the Form 471, you were contacted and requested to submit a
Technology Plan Approval Letter indicating that a technology plan for this entity
was In place, or proof that a Technology Plan was submitted, but waiting for
approval According to an email from Sylvia Norton of the Maine Department of
Education, dated 2/12/2003, MSAD #29 only had a technology plan approved up
to 6/30/2003 She also mentioned that 2 replacement plan was due to their office
before 6/30/2003, aud she did not indicate that you had submitted one at that time.
With your appeal letter, you included a copy of a letter from Sylvia Norton dated
on 5/7/03, repeating that MSAD #29 had previously submitted a technology plan
that was approved by the Maine Department of Education through 6/30/2003
Therefore, since there was no approved Technology Plan or Technology Plan in
proccss to cover Funding Year 20003 at the time the Form 471 was reviewed, SLD

demes this appeal.

e  Your Form 471 requested funding for services other than basic local and fong
distance telephone service FCC rules require applicants to certify that the entities
receiving services other than basic telephone service are covered by an individual
and/or higher level technology plan, and that the technology plan has been, or1s
in the process of being approved. See 47 C.FR § 54.504(b)(2)(vii); FCC Form
471, Block 6, Item 26, 27 Consequently, the appeal was demed for funding
since you did not demonstrate at the time your Form 471 was imtally reviewed of
having an approved technology plan or a technology plan in process to cover the
non-basic services.

11 you beleve there 1s a basis fot arther cxaminauon of yowr application, you may file an
appcal with the Federal Communications Comnussion (FCC).  You should refer to CC
Docket No 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to the FCC. Your appeal must bc
POSTMARKED within 60 days of the above date on thus letter. Failure to meet this
requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. If you are submutting your
appeal via Uniled States Postal Setvice, send to: FCC, Office of the Secretary, 445 12th

Street SW, Washington, DC 20554, Further information and options for filing an appeal
durectly with the FCC can be found in the "Appeals Procedure" posted in the Reference
Area of the SLD web site or by contacting the Client Service Bureau. We strongly
recommend that you use either the e-mail or fax filing options.
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