
RUDOLF'H J. GEIST, ESQ.

EXT. 105

RJGLAW LLC
8401 RAMSEY AVENUE

SILVER SPRING, MD 20910

TEL. (301) 589-2999

FAX: (30 I) 589-2644

February 12,2004

E-MAIL

rgeI8t@rjglawllc.com

Via Electronic Filing
Ms. Marlene H. Dortch
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S. W.
Washington DC 20554

Re: Notice ofEx Parte Presentation, In re Requests for Review by Consorcio
de Blbliotecas y Escuelas de Puerto Rico ("Consorcio") ofDecisions 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 ofE-Copernicus, Jose Luis Rodriguez, President ofHispanic Infonnation and
Telecommunications Network, Inc. ('WTN"), and I, representing lllTN, 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 furnished 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

JllTN 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 concerns whether
HITN is an authorized common carrier, eligible to provide telecommunications services
under the E-Rate program. The Consorcio demonstrated in its appeal that JllTN is an
authorized common carrier and filed copies ofHITN'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 Fonn 499A. However, to
accommodate the SLD request, HITN filed its Fonn 499A for Year 2002 on February II,
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 Fonn 499A for Year 2003 (which is not due at USAC until April 2003), and
intends to file that fonn shortly after the date of this Notice (this filing will show de­
minimis revenues from the provision oftelecommunications 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 cnstomers 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 HlTN invoices forwarded to three of the Consorcio
institutions for Year 6 services that are being provided by HlTN on a month-to-month
basis, as permitted by SLD rules. In this instance, no written contract is necessary or
required by SLD rules or policies in the case of the provision ofmonth-to-month
telecommunications services, and the SLD has been provided with sufficient
documentation to demonstrate HlTN's provision of telecommunications services on a
month-to-month 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 5 Applications Were Improperly Denied Based on Underlying ROFR
Provision in 1998 HlTN-Consortium 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 ofthe 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 tenn 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.
Ifthe FCC or SLD are to institute a policy on this matter, it must provide applicants,
bidders and vendors sufficient notice to confonn existing and future contracts and not
operate as a "surprise" disqualification ofproperly prepared and highly audited
applications.

2



Third, there is nothing in a ROFR tenn that undennines competitive bidding. A right of
first refusal provision only serves to allow a losing bidder holding the ROFR to match the
lowest bid ace pted 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 HITN's 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 ofthe 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 ofboth 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 lllTN in Year 6, and to not
affect HITN to exercise its right of first refusal. IDTN has no complaint if the ROFR
were proWbited 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.
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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 fOmls 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.

ConclusioD

As a non-profit entity providing distance learning, public interest television, Internet
access and educational services to the Hispanic community, HITN is committed to do
everything it can to serve the children ofPuerto Rico. The barriers to funding that have
been placed before the Consorcio and HITN are imposing heavy financial burdens on
lllTN and are robbing the children ofPuerto 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 IllTN can be fairly compensated
for the quality services it has provided under very difficult circumstances over the past
three program years.
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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
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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 Institutions

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

Program Funding Years: 4,5,6 & 7

Introdu .on

Since 1998, HITN has been providing advanced telecommunications and Internet access
services and equipment to many of the nation's poorestK-12 private schools and libraries
located throughout some of the most remote regions ofPuerto Rico. Broadband Internet
access and distance learning services are being provided by HITN to schools and libraries
using advanced satellite based transmission medium developed by HITN specifically
tailo 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 SID 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%), lllTN 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 ofeach 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 ofprivate 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 Sill 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
pennitting 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 ofManagement 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 ofapplications with the SLD, CEBPR
received Notices from SLD that Applications of 86 of its member institutions were
rejected for being Iate-filed outside the close of the filing window.

August 8.2001 - CEBPR filed Request for Waiver ofFiling Deadline with SLD on
behalfof44 CEBPR member institutions for which it received initial rejections.

August 14,2001- Without providing anywrittel.'l decision, SLD rejected CEBPR August
8,2001 Request for Waiver of Filing Deadline on behalf of44 BPR members.

August 23, 2001- CEBPR filed Request for Review and Waiver with the FCC on behalf
of42 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 behalfof 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.
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February 28,2002 - CEBPR filed Supplement to Request for Review and Waiver with
the FCC on behalf of a11140 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 ofGeneral 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 ofsuch 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 all CEBPR
member Applicants (approximately 120 Applicants) requesting information re CEBPR
member institutions effective use ofE-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 of62 Applications for Year 5 funding by CEBPR
member Applicants that were still pending after the second stage of the SLD's Selective
Review Process ofCEBPR member institutions were denied funding by SLD for various
unsubstantiated reasons. The SLD began denying funding ofCEBPR 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.
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Chronology:

October 8. 2002 - SLD Funding Conunitment 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 behalfof 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 behalfof 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.
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Program Year 6 (2003-2004)

PROBLEM SUMMARY: SLD outright rejected all timely filed applications ofCEBPR
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
common 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 FRNs related to HlTN.

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 common 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)

ffiTN was selected by 55 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 ofPuerto Rico seeking E-Rate
funding for Program. Year 7, of which HlTN 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.
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JGLA\N LLC
8401 RAMSEY AVEN U E

SILVER SPRING. MD 20910

TEL. (301) 589-2999

FAX: (301) 589-2644
Loretta J. Garcia
OfCounsel

February 10. 2004

USAC
Fonn 499 Data Collection Agent
Attn: Lori Temciano
80 South Jefferson Road
WbippanYt NJ 07981

Re: FCC Form 499-A; Hispanic Infonnation and Telecommunication
Netwo~Inc.

Dear Ms. Tenaciano:

Enclosed is the 2002 FCC Fonn 499-A. Telecommunications Reporting
Worksheet, for Hispanic Infonnation and Telecommunication Network, Inc. (UHITN")
HITN did not have revenues in 2002.

Please date-stamp the enclosed copy and return it in the envelope enclosed for
that purpose. Ifyou have any questions about this submission, please contact the
undrsigned.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
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the ne8rest thousand dol18flll. HtlW8V8r. ~port all amounl5 all whole dollars. ReYen~ o.l1lInlalia_numatl. Intlntate 1Iltetfi!lUonBi
see I ':......-.... ,. 1&.1, Intel'ltall 'nl,matlonll Revenues Revenues

RIVlnUB.. fram All other Sou fc.Q. ,(ItBd-ti',,. ''-Ilteom. &nan-telecom.) tal lb\ lll'!\ ld\ IA\

403 Surcharges or other amounlt' em bllf.ldGnWled 88 ItICOVering
State or Federal unlvel'l8l ..Nfce c:ontrtbutlol\l

eus.,.,'"0"7' irJ;,' :
~ .. .';~

~

- ., .. ... . ' . , "

404 Monthly service. local allHno, co.nneo.tlon chaI:ges, vertical l'eatuRlI.
and othe-r Igcal uahsngll IIIDI'Vlced1a~ i»CCtlpt for ted8r8lly
tarlff8d Gubm'lbor ~ne ehslQllt ,1Ifld Plea l;tJilpPS

405 Pice ctla/Igu IavM!d bj 0 IQCB1 ~1I"rll" Qln1ef on a no-PIC
customerancl T~lljffl!lCl.sutlscrlber nn.e d1.arD1I1I

406 Local prfvilIla line lam~ spedal m::8Sill AMl:O

407 PayphDl'I1l coin RMJniial OOelll, ~11tJ'Uld"l8lanC(1)
408 Other laral leleccllllBrl./.$a1loos _1:0 nlvenLtaa

-.,.-*'-!#!' ? 'Wn?'2F:' ",,"'
" rtm'",*"m1PM' - .-

~ ... ',:~ . ;f1.... _L ..~ -.:.~ ~ ~~ ...~,~.. ~, .. ,
~. '-! •. 'v-

409 Monthly lind lldWatrQl:l~
410 Me...cherges Inc;ludlng I'OI!lIIllng, but excluding toll chafVeI
rgc ""'!f!! """.~~ , .~~..~. -,~--;---",," r:-;,."l' ..,";•. w I- -,:-"._-,,,!,- ~~-."';"----. "...--~.~... -
411 Prepaid caltlng card {Indudlng t:arl:I •• to cwlomenl

and non-ClIn!D. dlStJIbulot1l}~~l_ Vlluo' Gt c;an:tll
412 Inlem8tlonalcalle that boItIql_ .,.cr'l8m'\lnIte In forelg(i pObflt 0% 100%
413 Operator and tell C8!1II wtlh a\temaDvl,lb~\ir!g a~rs (credJi

card, coUea, Intam;lIona' call-b8ck. etc.) other Ihan revenues
repOrted onLJ!'1II412

414 Ordinary long dlstance (diretWlill'ld MTS, ouetom.lDa-frM 800/888
service, -10-10· caUl, eBlOClared monthly account malnbtl1llnce. PICC
paae-throug/l, and other~ 18Mee8 not reported above)

415 ILoJIIl dlrslal'ltlO priv.a.le line IGMg"

416 &alalll!1l UIltce::l
...

0
417 A:U o:thetlcl1G1 dl5t1nce:SerV1~ J I

418'· 'IntOiirlaUQna«VIceS. iti'aIde~_ ~ln~:bllt;;g-.;;aCC~dIan ' .... .- ot,.l:

:':;,~:~~~t~~,;, .. ',1
cuslomer premises equlpmel1lit p.I:lIlobediJ~ry. dlrtt 'nbur, fnlllmet - ' .
access, cable 1V program irantmllClfml, fgl1llOn CllI"I'Ier OfMIl1lItlonl, -
and non-le1ecommunlC8tlOna-"'WII\uas-_(&Ie 1"$11*1\11:)

" c::l

"
, - - -

419 Graaa billed revenlJ8l from 1I1l1lOJ.ltc;e~ [lJ+cI. raeUer,&:no~m.} 7·. ,"~ .. "_~-:-;' ; .~'-.
IUnes 303 through 314 pita Una 40S tl'u:ou;h 418) D

420 Universall8fVlce contribution beaea [Unea 0403 thl"OUClh 411
I ~ .. ~T~ '.~"~~.~~I .-

& UJlBll4131h~UIl1il4t71 • ..&;- - ..... -..

PEiUIOHlJ IiWIlNQ~, r.Hl5aSJATfMl!HTl IN MWCN(aer ~14 ae,~ IlV ,Fl'(IIi. Of!.~ IJfiIDI!R Tm.E-1l1 eF! 1ioI!"l.Ill'lS,~ too~ '8 u~ .,IlIlI'- - - ~

FCC fOmt-4"99-A
Febf\lsry 2002



Pag.emmunleatlon. Reporting WOI
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:::::..~ lI!aoJJ>oo '~~ t=IlIC:: ;::~C;tAhJ... ). Td-e-w,oo..: ....,UW...d. .Jt;.....592 Leggl Of;' qfmDOl1Ing elJJm! (flOm Un. 1021 ~••u_..&:" .E:;;""lla.!3t

Most fliers mulJI contribute to LNP edmlnll1ratlon and must proIIlde the percentages f1lClW8tee1ll1J LII'Iea;GQ3 Chrnugh 510
BIodt3 BlocIt 4

Carner's End,.Uaef
Carrfer Telecom.

(8) (b)

503 Southeut: A1abl!JIIIB, FloItde. Georg•• t<an!udty, LoulaW.. M1u1allm:!l1 NorlhClroUna'. % %
FuI\1D RIco, South CIuaIlne. Ten....... end U.S. VkVID I~nde,

504 Western: Al~. AritanEl', CoIonIda, IdIho, 1DW8. Mlm.obIl. Montsnlil. Ne.akEI. New Meldco, % %
Nm1hD¥da,~, South 0ak0Ia. UWl, WIIIhII1ItDn.and~.

505 West Coast: CeIUcllrlla, Hswall, Newda. Amerlcr.n samoa. Gull'l, JotmlDlll AlIiII. MldWBy Atoll. % %
Nolft1el:!rl·~ lelMdI, .ad WIlke IlIBnd.

506 Mld-AIIElntlc: DIl~ Cljbld of Columbla. Maryllnd, NBW JeIMY, Pennsyh,,,, Vlr;InI8, .00 % %
West Vlrglnl.

507 Mid-West: 11IInoII. Indlena, MIchIgIn. Ohio. and WIaoonaln % %

508 NorthealJl: Conndcut, Maine. MlIIMChuaetll. NlIW Hempthlre, Ntw Yen. RhClde lal~, Ind Vermont % %

509 Southwelt: AtkIn..., ~MlAautI. Oklahoma, and T8lCU % %

510 Total (Pe"*'lIlIiIlI mu~ Idd to 0 QIl1 DQI.] % %

511 ~ In Block 4. LJrIe 420 but I'IMIY be elCCIuded
ccmtdl)utIOn ball.. To hew these amountl 8lCcluded.
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Block 8: CER11FICATION: to bit ...... by an ofIIow of.. flllir

c.,

Section IV of the InstnlcIJons provldellnformatlon on which typel of reporting enUUM are requ~ 10 fila '(Iit which~all. MY ,entity claiming
to be exempl from one or more contribution requlremenb should 10 certify below Ind attach en alllplunilion. .lTtle Unl,v,tl'RIli SeNlce Admlnlltrator
will determine whlcl1 entill.. meet the da minimis lIuelhold based on Information provided In Blcdl4. alien If you r.Jllo ao certify, below.) -'"

603 I certify thel the reporting emlty II e.empl from contrlbullng to: Unlvenal 8eJYIc:e I:il' lR$ I:iit"' NANPA IJ::I

Provide ellplanatlon balow:

LNP AdmlnlstratlonEl""

[3-""

"- ...
.... ...:---"
......

~...,,~-.,...
FCC Form 49&-A
Fsbn.nuy 2002

TP'l.!!o 11, 01' THe \JItllMl) lI1...m C~111 ,U-rlrC."OOl

...• ._':±-_.... .. .......
-~-~- ~~ -~ ... '._-- ..•- ......

Co not mall checks with !hI' form. &md tl\1, fonn to: Fa:
For addltlClnallnformetlon regatdlnclhI" -

eOIi Check thOlJe that apply:

605 Signature

606 PrlntBd name of amesr

e07 Posilion with 1'8.

600 D

604 I certify that the revenue data contained herein are prlYlleged ami conftdrilill anCS that public dl,clot-llra arS:IJ\Ch informllllon would likely
cause substantial harm to the competitive posillon of the company. I requllt nondlecloaul'8 or the rwvenue Information contained herein
pursuant 10 Sectlona 0,459, 52.17. 54.111 and 64.804 of the CommlAlon's Rulel.

I certify that I am an offlcer of 'lila above-nemed reporting entity, that' hava 8Il8II11ned the kngoh'1. '*pc:!r!:.Qlld, to the bMt or my
knowledge, Information snd bellef, lin .k1lel'nenls of feet contained In !hI' WOlbh"1 are bu. end lhateatd Workehaat II an ecc:urato
statement of the offali'll of the 8bove-n.med company tor the previoul calendar year. In addition. I aWNr, under penalty of perjury, that all
requested Identllleation reglslnlUon Information hal been provld~ and II accurate. \.


