RJGLaAw LLC

8401 RAMSEY AVENUE
SiLvER SPRrRING, MD 20910
RupoLrpPH J. GeisT, Esaq. TeL. (301) 589-2999 E-MaIL
Fax: (301) 589-2644 rgslst@rjglawllc.com

February 12, 2004

ExT. 105

Via Electronic Filing
Ms. Marlene H. Dortch

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S. W.

Washington DC 20554

Re: Notice of Ex Parte Presentation, In re Requests for Review by Consorcio
de Blbliotecas y Escuelas de Puerto Rico (“Consorcio”) of Decisions of
Universal Service Administrator (“Requests for Review”);

CC Docket Nos. 96-45, 97-21, and 02-6.

Dear Ms. Dortch:

On February 5 and February 6, 2004, Messrs. Gregory Rohde and Christopher McLean,
principals of E-Copernicus, Jose Luis Rodriguez, President of Hispanic Information and
Telecommunications Network, Inc. (“"HITN”), and I, representing HITN, met with
Commissioner Copps and his legal advisor, Jessica Rosenworcel, Commissioner
Adelstein and his legal advisor, Scott Bergmann, Commissioner Martin and his legal
advisor, Daniel Gonzalez, Christopher Libertelli, Senior Legal Advisor to Chairman
Powell, Narda Jones, Deputy Chief, Telecommunications Access Policy Division,
Wireline Competition Bureau (“WCB”), and Jennifer Schneider of the WCB to discuss
matters related to the above-referenced Requests for Review. The discussions
specifically related to issues outlined in the attached written presentation fumished to the
Commissioners’ at the meeting, as well as the summary outlined below.

A summary of the additional issues discussed is as follows (citing relevant year):

1. Year 6 Appeal at the SLD is Ready for Disposition

HITN discussed two issues regarding the Year 6 Consorcio appeal pending at the Schools
and Libraries Division (“SLD") that are now resolved and should permit the SLD to
immediately make a favorable decision on the appeal. The first issue concems whether
HITN is an authorized common carrier, eligible to provide telecommunications services
under the E-Rate program. The Consorcio demonstrated in its appeal that HITN is an
authorized common carrier and filed copies of HITN’s FCC satellite common carrier
licenses with its appeal. The SLD subsequently requested that HITN file its Form 499A
with the Universal Services Administrative Company (“USAC”). Because HITN is a
non-profit entity serving non-profit entities and because HITN generates “de-minimis”



revenues, HITN is not required under FCC rules to file a Form 499A. However, to
accommodate the SLD request, HITN filed its Form 499A for Year 2002 on February 11,
2004 with USAC, for which HITN reported zero revenue from the provision of
telecommunications services during Year 2002(copy attached). HITN is in the process of
preparing Form 499A for Year 2003 (which is not due at USAC until Aprit 2003), and
intends to file that form shortly after the date of this Notice (this filing will show de-
minimis revenues from the proviston of telecommunications services during Year 2003).

The second issue with respect to the Year 6 appeals at SLD concerns HITN’s contract
with the Year 6 Consorcio customers that applied for E-Rate funds. SLD has requested
that HITN provide copies of its agreements with three of the Consorcio institutions for
Year 6. HITN referred the matter to the Consorcio’s counsel, Ramsey Woodworth, who
replied to the SLD and furnished HITN invoices forwarded to three of the Consorcio
institutions for Year 6 services that are being provided by HITN on a month-to-month
basis, as permitted by SLD rules. In this instance, no wrnitten contract is necessary or
required by SLD rules or policies in the case of the provision of month-to-month
telecommunications services, and the SED has been provided with sufficient
documentation to demonstrate HITN's provision of telecommunications services on a
month-to-mouth basis to the Consorcio entities.

Both issues regarding the Year 6 appeal should be resolved and a positive decision on the
appeal is appropriate at this time.

2. Year S Applications Were Improperly Denied Based on Underlying ROFR
Provision in 1998 HITN-Consortinum Contract

HITN discussed that the existence of a right of first refusal (“ROFR”) provision in the
1998 Master Services Agreement between HITN and the Consorcio in no way could have
constituted a competitive bidding violation by the Consorcio member institutions
applying for Year 5 funding — the principal reason cited by SLD in its denial of the
applications — for several reasons (in addition to those already cited by the Consorcio in
its Request for Review of the SLD decision, filed with the Commission on January 23,
2004).

First, there is no evidence that the ROFR provision in the underlying Master Services
Agreement was even known to any bidder or prospective bidder. Without knowledge,
the term can have no effect on the bidding by other interested bidders. The ROFR issue
was never raised by a disappointed, unsuccessful or discouraged bidder. It was raised for
the first time in the Year 5 rejection letter by SLD.

Second, nothing in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, the FCC Rules, the SLD and E-
Rate rules, guidelines or precedents expressly prohibits or discourages ROFR provisions,
Hf the FCC or SLD are to institute a policy on this matter, it must provide applicants,
bidders and vendors sufficient notice to conform existing and future contracts and not
operate as a “surprise” disqualification of properly prepared and highly audited
applications.



Third, there is nothing in a ROFR term that undermines competitive bidding. A right of
first refusal provision only serves to allow a losing bidder holding the ROFR to match the
lowest bid accepted by the applicant, guaranteeing that the entity seeking bids receives
the lowest possible price from either bidder. It also ensures that the applicant has an
opportunity to select the highest quality service for the lowest possible price.

Fourth, to HITNs knowledge, virtually no entities other than HITN demonstrated an
interest in servicing Consorcio members in the first five years of the program. The
Consorcio competitively bid its request for services each of the first 5 years of the E-Rate
program in Puerto Rico and received virtually no competing bids, as there was seemingly
no other service provider(s) that could (or desired) to provide services to the Consorcio
institutions, which are located in some of the most remote and mountainous regions of
Puerto Rico -- so even if this provision could have been construed by the Consorcio in
some way that would effect its decision to select another bidder, that was not the case
here since there were no other bidders.

Fifth, in Year 6 an alternative provider entered the bidding process for the first time in the
case of the Consorcio’s participation in the E-Rate program. Year 6 (for which there is
an appeal pending at SLD for Consorcio applications denied by SLD for reasons
discussed above), was the first year a bona-fide alternative bidder made a proposal to the
Consorcio to provide Internet access services. The fact that the alternative bidder entered
the bidding competition after five years demonstrates that the ROFR did not serve as a
short term or long term impediment to competitive bidding.

Sixth, the ROFR has never been exercised. In Year 6, the Consorcio selected the
alternative bidder and HITN did not exercise its right of first refusal with respect to the
other service provider’s winning bid for the provision of Internet access — thus
demonstrating that the SLD rationale in this case regarding Year 5 is wrong from the
standpoint of both whether the Consorcio would be disincentivized to select a bidder
other than HITN or that another bidder would be disincentivized from bidding where an
incumbent service provider holds a right to match a competing offer.

Even if the Commission determines that a right of first refusal provision in an agreement
between an applicant and its service providers under the E-Rate program may serve to
“dampen competition” and “compromise selection of the vendor”, in this case the
provision had no such effect, and was in fact proven both to not have been a factor in the
Consorcio’s decision to select a service provider other than HITN in Year 6, and to not
affect HITN to exercise its right of first refusal. HITN has no complaint if the ROFR
were prohibited prospectively. To apply it retroactively, especially under the factual
circumstances discussed herein, would be a grave injustice and contrary to the
Administrative Procedures Act and Commission Rules.



3.) The FCC has more than adequate grounds to grant the Consorcio’s Year 4
Appeal

The Consorcio’s Year 4 Appeal should be granted. In changing the procedures or rules
for filing E-rate applications, without proper notice or review by the Office of
Management and Budget, the SLD violated the Paperwork Reduction and Administrative
Procedures Acts. An English language website change does not provide sufficient notice
to Spanish speaking applicants. The Consorcio met the electronic filing deadline and
submitted the written forms in conformance with prior year procedures. In the
alternative, the FCC should consider waiving the requirement in this case given the fact
that the Puerto Rico is a Spanish speaking Commonwealth of the United States; the
Consorcio and HITN serve some of the poorest, most digitally disconnected and most
rural citizens of the Commonwealth. The SLD English language website simply does not
provide fair notice to members of the Consorcio.

Conclusion

As a non-profit entity providing distance learning, public interest television, Intemmet
access and educational services to the Hispanic community, HITN is committed to do
everything it can to serve the children of Puerto Rico. The barriers to funding that have
been placed before the Consorcio and HITN are imposing heavy financial burdens on
HITN and are robbing the children of Puerto Rico. HITN has provided quality services
to poor, rural and remote areas of Puerto Rico, where no other service provider has
stepped up to the plate to furnish services. We urge the FCC and SLD to act in the public
interest to release E-rate funds to the Consorcio so that HITN can be fairly compensated
for the quality services it has provided under very difficult circumstances over the past
three program years.



This letter is being filed electronically for inclusion in the above-referenced dockets
pursuant to Section 1.1208 of the Commission’s rules, 47 C.F.R. §1.1208. To the extent
this Notice is not considered timely filed, we hereby request a waiver of the requirement
and further request that the Commission accepts this Notice for filing as this matter has
not been contested by any party.

cc:  Narda Jones (via e-mail)
Jennifer Schneider (via e-mail)
Jessica Rosenworcel (via e-mail)
Scott Bergmann (via-e-mail)
Daniel Gonzalez (via e-mail)
Christopher Libertelli (via e-mail)
Christopher McLean (via e-mail)
Gregory Rhode (via e-mail)
Jose Rodriguez (via e-mail)
George McDonald (via e-mail)
Catriona Ayer (via e-mail)
Ramsey L. Woodworth (via e-mail)

Attachments



HITN RECENT (PAST 4 YEARS) EXPERIENCE WITH E-RATE PROGRAM

Presented to Federal Communications Commission, February 5, 2004
(updated from October 2003 version)

E-Rate Funds Applicant(s): Consorcio de Escuelas y Bibliotecas de Puerto Rico
(CEBPR) Member Instifutions

Service Provider: Hispanic Information and Telecommunications Network, Inc. (HITN);
SPIN # 143006644

Program Funding Years: 4,5,6 & 7

Introduction

Since 1998, HITN has been providing advanced telecommunications and Internet access
services and equipment to many of the nation’s poorest K-12 private schools and libraries
located throughout some of the most remote regions of Puerto Rico. Broadband Internet
access and distance leamning services are being provided by HITN to schools and libraries
using an advanced satellite based transmission medium developed by HITN specifically
tailored to serve customers located in the dense foliage and mountainous terrain that are
characteristic of Puerto Rico.

Notwithstanding that HITN’s school and library customers® have not received any E-Rate
funding from SLD during the past 3 program years and therefore have been unable to
make payment to HITN of the E-Rate subsidized portion under service agreements with
HITN (which in most cases equals 90%), HITN has continued providing services to these
entities, funding the continuation of the services from other sources within the
organization. Inaction regarding present appeals on file with the Commission and with
respect to qualified applications on file the SLD has created major uncertainty for the
institutions (many of which have not begun receiving any services) and unfair and
difficult financial strain on HITN. As service provider to many of the CEBPR
institutions, HITN requests the Commission promptly address the following problems
encountered by HITN and its customers over the past 3 years of their participation in the
E-Rate program, and provide these institutions with the appropriate relief so they may
continue deriving the benefits to which they are entitled under this program.

The following summarizes the problems faced by HITN and its customers over the
course of each of the past 3 E-Rate program years:

Program Year 4 (2001-2002)

PROBLEM SUMMARY: Applications for funding of all Applicant members of CEBPR,
a group of private schools and libraries not affiliated with the Puerto Rico Department of
Education, were rejected by the Schools and Libraries Division (“SLD”) as untimely filed




because the mailing of the Block 6 Certifications and Item 21 Attachments to the
Applications were not postmarked before the end of the Year 4 filing window ending
January 18, 2001. After filing an initial Request for Waiver with the SLD that was
rejected, CEBPR filed Requests for Review and Waiver (see below) with the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) arguing that the applications should be reinstated
for SLD consideration and grant because CEBPR member institutions followed
application filing procedures in place during Funding Year 1 through Funding Year 3
permitting applicants to file electronic versions of applications by the close of the filing
window and mail the paper copies within several days after the close of the filing
window. The SLD’s attempt to impose more stringent filing requirements on CEBPR
Applicants during Year 4 through informal and unofficial web site publications that were
not approved by the Office of Management and Budget (“OMB?”) violated the Paperwork
Reduction Act and the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act.

Chronology:

July 2001 — Over six months after the submission of applications with the SLD, CEBPR
received Notices from SLD that Applications of 86 of its member institutions were
rejected for being late-filed outside the close of the filing window.

August 8, 2001 — CEBPR filed Request for Waiver of Filing Deadline with SLD on
behalf of 44 CEBPR member institutions for which it received initial rejections.

August 14, 2001 — Without providing any written decision, SLD rejected CEBPR August
8, 2001 Request for Waiver of Filing Deadline on behalf of 44 CEBPR members.

August 23, 2001 — CEBPR filed Request for Review and Waiver with the FCC on behalf
of 42 CEBPR member institutions that received Notices from SLD rejecting applications
for being late filed. The Commission has not yet acted on this Request for Review and
Waiver.

September 7, 2001 — CEBPR filed second Request for Review and Waiver with the FCC
on behalf of 44 CEBPR member institutions that received Notices from SLD rejecting
applications for being late filed, for which earlier SLD Request for Waiver was filed.
The Commission has not yet acted on this Request for Review and Waiver.

November 28, 2001 — Over 11 months after the submission of applications with the SLD,
CEBPR received Notices from SLD that Applications of 54 additional member
institutions were rejected for being late-filed outside the close of the filing window

December 27, 2001 — CEBPR filed third Request for Review and Waiver with the FCC
on behalf of additional 54 CEBPR member institutions that received Notices from SLD
rejecting applications for being late filed. The Commission has not yet acted on this
Request for Review and Waiver.




February 28, 2002 ~ CEBPR filed Supplement to Request for Review and Waiver with
the FCC on behalf of all 140 CEBPR member institutions denied funding by SLD.

June 7, 2002 — CEBPR filed with the FCC copy of Presentation made on May 30, 2002
by CEBPR to FCC’s Office of General Counsel showing that SLD failed to request OMB
approval for new Year 4 filing procedures imposed on CEBPR member applications.

Program Year 5 (2002-2003)

PROBLEM 1 SUMMARY: SLD failed to process and grant Applications timely filed by
62 qualified CEBPR member Applicants for Year 5 funding for unknown reasons. The
SLD put all CEBPR member Applicants through a multi-stage selective review process.
Even after 62 CEBPR member institutions fully complied with the SLD multi-stage
selective review process and demonstrated full compliance with program requirements
and qualifications, the SLD failed to issue any funding commitment decision letters to the
vast majority of such applicants until November 24, 2003, approximately six months
after the program year had ended — which denied 49 of the applications (4 were denied in
October 2002 as is also discussed below).

Chronology:

May 9, 2001 — SLD forwards Selective Review Request to CEBPR for ail CEBPR
member Applicants (approximately 120 Applicants) requesting information re CEBPR
member institutions effective use of E-Rate funds requested. Approximately 90 CEBPR
member institutions complied with this request on a timely basis and submitted responses
to SLD (approximately 30 did not have the resources to respond and were forced to drop
out of the E-Rate program).

August 9, 2002 - SLD forwards follow-up to May 9, 2001 Selective Review Request
seeking more specific information from CEBPR member Institutions re effective use of
E-Rate Funds requested. 62 CEBPR member institutions fully and completely complied
with this request on a timely basis and submitted responses to SLD (approximately 30
more did not have the resources to respond and were forced to drop out of the E-Rate

program).

PROBLEM 2 SUMMARY: 4 out of 62 Applications for Year 5 funding by CEBPR
member Applicants that were still pending after the second stage of the SLD’s Selective
Review Process of CEBPR member institutions were denied funding by SLD for various
unsubstantiated reasons. The SLD began denying finding of CEBPR member
applications for various reasons as outlined in the Appeals filed by CEBPR (see below),
but then discontinued processing CEBPR member applications and issuing further
funding commitment decision letters altogether. No Applications have been granted to
date.



Chronology:

October 8, 2002 — SLD Funding Commitment Decision letters released to Escuela
Evangelica Unida de Fajardo (App. No. 329287), Colegio San Antonio (App. No.
329300), and Colegio Tomas Alva Edison (App. No. 329371) denying funding requests
for various unsubstantiated reasons.

December 6, 2002 — CEBPR filed an appeal with SLD on behalf of Escuela Evangelica
Unida de Fajardo, Colegio San Antonio, and Colegio Tomas Alva Edison demonstrating
that all SLD reasons cited in the funding commitment decision letters to these institutions
as justifications for the denial of funding were without merit and that the applications
should be reinstated for processing. This appeal has not yet been acted upon by SLD.

December 16, 2002 — SLD Funding Commitment Decision letter released to Biblioteca
Publica San Lorenzo (App. No. 329385) denying funding request for various
unsubstantiated reasons.

February 12, 2003 — CEBPR filed an appeal with the SLD on behalf of Biblioteca Publica
San Lorenzo demonstrating that all SLD reasons cited in the funding commitment
decision letter to this institution as justifications for the denial of funding were without
merit and that the application should be reinstated for processing. This appeal has not yet
been acted upon by SLD.

PROBLEM 3 SUMMARY: All remaining Applications for Year 5 funding by CEBPR
member Applicants that were still pending nearly two years after they were filed, and
after having complied fully with the SLD’s Selective Review Process, were denied
funding by SLD for various unsubstantiated reasons. No CEBPR Applications have been
granted. Several CEBPR member applications still remain pending at SLD.

Chronology:

November 24, 2003 — SLD Funding Commitment Decision letter released to 49
additional CEBPR member institutions denying funding request for various
unsubstantiated reasons.

January 23, 2004 — CEBPR filed a Request for Review with the Commission requesting
the Commission reverse SLD’s decision denying the funding based on SLD gross errors
in processing the applications and interpreting its own rules and policies.



Program Year 6 (2003-2004)

PROBLEM SUMMARY: SLD outright rejected all timely filed applications of CEBPR
member institutions (60 institutions) claiming that the funding request numbers (FRNs)
are for a request for telecommunications services from a service provider that is not a
COmMmMmON carrier.

Chronology:

June 9, 2003 — SLD releases Funding Commitment Decision letters to all CEBPR
member institutions (60) that filed applications for Year 6 E-Rate funds rejecting funding
of the FRNSs related to HITN.

August 6, 2003 — CEBPR filed an appeal with the SLD on behalf of all 60 CEBPR
member institutions that received Year 6 funding commitment decision letters denying
funding. This appeal establishes HITN is an authorized commeon carrier and therefore
SLD’s action in denying the funding to CEBPR institutions was improper and the
applications should be immediately reinstated for processing and grant. This appeal has
not yet been acted upon by SLD.

Program Year 7 (2004-2005)

HITN was selected by S5 libraries and private schools to provide Internet access,
Telecommunications Services and Internal Connections during Program Year 7. Only 77
Forms 470 were filed from the entire Commonwealth of Puerto Rico seeking E-Rate
funding for Program Year 7, of which HITN made proposals to 64 such institutions and
was selected as the service provider by 55. The vast majority of Puerto Rico schools and
libraries stopped applying for E-Rate funding in Year 7 since Puerto Rico has been
denied funding over the past three program years.



RJGLAwW LLC

8401 RAMSEY AVENUE
SiLvER SerinGg, MD 20910
TeL. (301) 589-2999

. Fax: (301) 589-2644
Loretta J. Garcia

Of Counsel

February 10, 2004

USAC

Form 499 Data Collection Agent
Attn: Lori Terraciano

80 South Jefferson Road
Whippany, NJ 07981

Re: FCC Form 499-A; Hispanic Information and Telecommunication
Network, Inc.

Dear Ms. Terraciano:

Enclosed is the 2002 FCC Form 499-A, Telecommunications Reporting
Worksheet, for Hispanic Information and Telecommunication Network, Inc. (“HITN™)
HITN did not have revenues in 2002.

Please date-stamp the enclosed copy and retumn it in the envelope enclosed for
that purpose. If you have any questions about this submission, please contact the
undersigned.

Sincerely,

Fpbfjen
Lo

Enclosures
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FCC Form 489-A
February 2002



2002 FCC Form 499-A Telecommunications R-porﬂng Worksheet

Page 2

Block 2-A: Regulntory Coatact Information
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FCC Form 486-A
Fabruary 2002




2002 FCC Form 483-A Telecommunications Rnporllng Worksheet

Page 3

Block 2-C: FCC Registration snd Contact informstion Carriers must reflle Blocke 1, 2 and 8
if thera ars any changes in this section. See Instructions.

219 Filer 488 ID [from Line 101]
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PERBONS MAKING WILLFUL FALSE STATEMENTS IN THE WORKIHEET CAN 08 PUMEHED fiy FRIE O MPFUILSONMENT LUNDER TITLE 18 OF THE UNITED STATES COOE, 18 LLA.C §100%

FCC Form 498-A
February 2002



2002 FCC Form 488-A Telecommunications Raporﬂn! Worksheet Page 4

Biock 3: Carrier's Carrier Revenus informution
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Repart billed revenues (or January 1 through December 31, 2001.
Do not report any negative numbers. Dollar amounts may be roundad to
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Univarsal sarvice support revenuas received from Fedaral or atats sourcas
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311 Ordinary long distance (direci-disied MTS, customer (i-iree 800/888
servica, "10-10" calls, associated monthly account maintenance, PICC
pass-through, and other swilched servicas not reported above)

312  Long distance privata line sarvices

313 Satellite gervices

am2ld__All other long distance sarvicos

PERSONS MANING WILLFUL FALSE STATEMENTS IN THE WORKBHEET CAN BE FUMSHED 8Y FINE Ot IMPRIBONMENT UNDER TITLE 18 OF THE UNITED STATES COOE. 10 L.SC f0m

FCC Form 499-A
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Block 4t End-User and Noo-Telos

2002 FCC Form 499-4 Tolocommunlutlonl

rting Worksheest

i

401 Filer 498 1D [from Line 101]

402 Legal name of reporting antlty [from na 102]

Report bliled revenues for January 1 through December 31, 2001,
Do not report any negative numbers. Dollar amounta may be roundad to
thanaarestmousanddour: Hmmar raponsllmunlsuwhdodm

ur blnoru. & non-telecom.)
403  Surcharges or other amounts on bils identified as
Staie or Federal universal service contributions

interstats
It} - ()

\sganic. Tafal Telecam Nebwork Tme.
braakoutls are nol book

Tota! amounts, entar whole

o estimates Interstats

Inlarnational Revenuas

—iS) -()E

Intsmational
Revenues

_(g)

R malaaniny
404 Monthly service, ocal caling, connection charges, vertical features,

and other local exchange servics charges axcept for federsily
tariffed subscriber ine charges and PICC charges

'."e.-',-*r;*FJ:l:_' e e
= '

405 PICC charpes levied by @ local exchanga canier on 8 no-PIC
customer and Tariffed subscriber line charges

4068 Local privais lina and special accass servica

407 Payphone coin revenues (local and long distance)

408 Other local lelecommunications senvice revenues

409 Mnnﬂ!lyandmm

410 Meazage charges hdudlnu roaming, but excluding toll charges

Ladgagacny
411 Prepald caliing card {including card sales lo cusiomers
and non-carrler distributors) reported &l fece value of cards

412 Intemational calls that both originata and lsminats in foraign points

413 Operator and (oll calls with altamalive biling amangsments (credil
card, collect, inlamational call-back, elc.) other than revanues
reported on Line 412

414  Ordinary long distanca (direct-dialed MTS, customer toft-fres 800/888
service, "10-10" calis, assoclated monthly account maintsnancs, PICC
pass-through, and other switched services not reported above)

415 Lonp distance private line servicss

416 Salsliite services

417  All olher long distance services
= Pl e i e

418" Information services, inskde wiring malnienance, billing and collection
customer premises squipmant, published directory, dark fibsr, Inlemet
access, cable TV program transmission, foreign camier operations,
and non-lslecommunications revenues (Sae instructiona.

419  Gross billed revanues from &li sourcas [incl. reseller & non-lalecom.)
[Lines 303 through 314 plua Linss 403 through 416j

420 Unlversal sarvice contribution bases [Lines 403 through 411
& Lines 413 Ihmuah 4171

Pmmmmm.mslumarranmmmumwmmmmmuaumnﬂam 18 uu:.gum

< =

FCC Form 455-A
February 2002



2002 FCC Form 498-A Telecommunications Reporting Worksheet Page 8
Block §: Additions! Revenus Sreekouts

501 Fuuwyg_mununwu

Heganie Tubcuahnn b Telecdm Nehonie Tuc..

Most flers must contributs to LNP administration and must provide the percentages requested In Linea 5§03 through 510,

Filing entities that usa Line 803 to certify that they ans exempt from this equirernent nead not provids this Information, Block 3 Block 4
Percentage of revenuss reported In Block 3 and Black 4 bliled In aach reglen of the country. Round or Camiera End-User
estimate to nearest whaole percentage. Enter 0 if no service was provided in the region. Carrlar Telecom.

(a) (b)

503  Southsast: Alabama, Florida, Geargla, Kantucky, Loulsiana, Missiasippi, North Carolina, % %
Fuarto Rico, South Camiins, Tennessee, and U,S, Virgin Islands

504 Wastemn: Alaska, Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, lowa, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, New Mexica, % %
Narth Dakota, Oregon, South Dakota, Utah, Washingion, and Wyoming

505 West Coast: Califomia, Hawail, Nevada, American Samoa, Guam, Johnston Atoll, Midway Atoll, % %
Narthem Mariana |sisnda, and Wake Isiand.

506 Mid-Atiantic: Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, New Jersey, Pennsyivania, Virglnla, snd % %
West Virginia

507  Mid-West: |Hinoia, Indlana, Michigan, Ohlo, and Wisconsin % %

508  Northeast: Connacticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New York, Rhode Island, and Vermant % %

509 Southwast: Arkansas, Kansas, Misaourl, Okiahoma, and Taxas % %

510 Total [Percentages must add to 0 or 100.] % %

§11  Revenues from resellars that do not contributs to Universal Service supporl machaniems are included In Block 4, Line 420 but may be excluded
from a filar's TRS, NANFA, LNP, and FCC intarstate telephone ssrvice provider regulstory fee confribution bases. To have these amounts excluded,
the filer hes the option of ldentifying such revenues balow.

()] {b)
Totpl Revenyes Interstato and intermational
Revenues from resellers that do not contribute to Universal Service 8.0 B $. &
PERBONS MAMING WILLFUL FALSE STATEMENTR N THE WORNKBHEST CAN DE FUNIBHED BY FINE OR IMPRISONMENT LUNDER TITLE 10 OF THE UNITED STATES CODE, 18 UBC §1001
FCC Form 488-A

February 2002



2002 FCC Form 499-A Telscommunications mrﬂni Worksheet Page 7
Block 6: CERTIFICATION: to be signad by an officer of the filer
601 _Fller 498 ID_jfrom Line 101]
802_Lagal name of reporting antily [from Lins 102] H 1< [ [ M » <,
Section IV of the Instructions providea information on which types of reporting entilies are required 1o file lor which purposes. Any entity claiming
to ba exemp! from ona ar more contribution requiremants should so certify below and attach an expianation. [The Universal Service Administrator
wili determine which entiiea meaet the de minim/s threshold based on information provided in Block 4, aven if you fall lo so cartify, balow.]
603 | certfy that the reporting entlty Is exempt from contributing to: Universal Sarvice [e]” ®s [ NaveA B LNP Administration [2F~

Provide explanation balow:

604 | certify that the ravenue dala contained herein are privileged and confidantial and that public disclosurs of such information would likely
cause subsiantial harm to the compatitive position of the company. | request nondlsclosure of the nevenue Information containad hersin
pursuant to Sections 0.459, 62,17, 54.711 and 84.804 of the Commission's Rules.

A

| certify that | am an officer of tha above-named reporting antity, that | hava examined the foregoing repart and, to the bast of my
knowledge, Information and beliel, all statements of fact contained In this Worksheet are rue and that said Worksheet is an accurate
statement of the affairs of the above-named company for the pravious calendar year. In addltion, | swear, under penalty of perjury, that all
requested identification regisiration Information has been provided and Is accurate.

605 Signature

608 _Printed name of officer Te

807_Position with reparting entity e nt

608 Dale -5 [

608 Check those that apply: E&HM'whw Dunﬂ-r. regustiaton anly nwmmmw ﬁmhmwmm

Do not mail checks with this form. Send this form to: Form 489 c/o NECA, 80 South Jefferson Road, Whippany, Now Jersey 07881
For additianal information regarding this workshaeet contact: Telecommunications Reporting Worksheet information: (873) 580-4480 or via e-mall: FormdB8@neaca.org

PERSONS MAKING WILLFUL PALEE STATEMENTS IN THE WORKEHEET CAN BE PUMSHED BY FINE OR IMPRISONMEENT UNOEN TTTLE 10 OF THE UMNITED STATES COOE. 18 LLA.C. §1001

FCC Form 498-A
February 2002



