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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C. 20054 

 
__________________________________________ 
In the Matter of     ) 
       ) 
Request for Review by Radiant Telecom, Inc. )  CC Docket No. 96-45 
of Decision of Universal Service Administrator ) 
       ) 
Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service ) 
__________________________________________) 

 
AMENDED AND SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

 
Radiant Telecom, Inc. (“Radiant”), by its attorneys and pursuant to Sections 54.719 and 

54.721 of the Commission’s rules, 47 C.F.R. §§ 54.719, 54.721, hereby files an amended and 

supplemental request for review (“Request”) of a decision made by the Universal Service 

Administrative Company (“USAC”).  This Request amends and supplements the request for 

review filed by Radiant on January 20, 2004.1/   

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

Telecommunications carriers that provide interstate telecommunications services are 

required to contribute to the universal service fund (“USF”) in order to preserve and advance 

universal telephone service throughout the United States.2/  Telecommunications carriers’ 

contributions to the USF are based on their quarterly and annual Form 499 filings, which USAC 

uses to calculate and assess telecommunications carriers’ monthly universal service obligations. 

                                                 
1/ Letter from Jeffrey L. Rubinger, Counsel for Radiant, to Federal Communications Commission, Office of 
the Secretary, CC Docket No. 96-45 (filed Jan. 20, 2004) (“Radiant Initial Request”) (Attachment 1).  This amended 
and supplemental Request relates back to Radiant’s Initial Request.  See Letter from Cathy Carpino, Deputy 
Division Chief, Telecommunications Access Policy Division, Wireline Competition Bureau, Federal 
Communications Commission, to Mark E. Williams, Counsel for Radiant, CC Docket No. 96-45 (Aug. 13, 2004).   
2/ 47 U.S.C. § 254(d).  
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In contrast, providers of information services currently are not required to contribute to 

the USF.3/  Indeed, information service providers generally are free from all federal and state 

regulation.4/  Radiant provides voice over Internet Protocol (“VoIP”) services to customers 

throughout the United States and many countries worldwide.  To date, most VoIP services have 

been treated as information services free from federal and state regulation.  As a provider of 

information services, Radiant is not subject to universal service contribution obligations.  

Despite the fact that it was not required to make any Form 499 filings due to its status as 

an information service provider, Radiant mistakenly filed Form 499s in May 2002, August 2002, 

November 2002, February 2003, August 2003, and November 2003.5/  Realizing its error, 

Radiant informed USAC that it is not a telecommunications carrier because it offers VoIP 

services, which are considered information services under the Communications Act and 

Commission precedent.6/  Radiant also revoked its previously filed Form 499s and requested that 

USAC remove Radiant from its database.7/  

                                                 
3/ Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, 12 FCC Rcd 8776, ¶ 789 (1997) (“Universal Service 
Order”); see also In the Matter of IP-Enabled Services, 19 FCC Rcd 4963, ¶ 63 (2004) (“IP-Enabled Services 
NPRM”). 
4/ 47 U.S.C. § 230(b)(2) (stating that the Internet and other interactive computer services should remain 
“unfettered by Federal or State regulation”); Amendment of Section 64.702 of the Commission’s Rules and 
Regulations (Second Computer Inquiry), 77 FCC 3d 384, ¶ 102 (1980) (“Computer II”) (“We seek to remove 
unnecessary and inappropriate FCC regulation as an inhibiting barrier to the various combinations and permutations 
of enhanced services that may be offered over the nationwide telecommunications network.”); Petition for 
Declaratory Ruling that pulver.com’s Free World Dialup Is Neither Telecommunications Nor a Telecommunications 
Service, 19 FCC Rcd 3307, ¶ 21 (2004) (“FWD Order”) (finding information services “develop best in an 
unregulated environment and, given the competitive nature of the market, regulation of enhanced services was thus 
unwarranted”). 
5/ Letter from USAC, to Jeffrey L. Rubinger, Counsel for Radiant, at 2 (Dec. 19, 2003) (“Administrator’s 
Decision”) (Attachment 2). 
6/ Letter from Jeffrey Rubinger, Counsel for Radiant, to USAC (Oct. 30, 2003) (“Radiant October 30 Letter”) 
(Attachment 3). 
7/ Letter from Jeffrey Rubinger, Counsel for Radiant, to USAC (Nov. 20, 2003) (“Radiant November 20 
Letter”) (Attachment 4).  
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On December 19, 2003, USAC issued an Administrator’s Decision finding that it did not 

have the requisite authority to determine whether VoIP services generally are 

telecommunications services for purposes of the universal service assessment, or whether 

Radiant’s specific VoIP services are telecommunications services.8/  In addition, USAC 

determined that it did not have the authority to reverse the USF billings already imposed on 

Radiant or to reclassify Radiant’s revenue as non-telecommunications revenue.9/  Consequently, 

Radiant requested that the Commission, through its Wireline Competition Bureau, review the 

Administrator’s Decision and find that Radiant is not subject to universal service obligations 

because it does not offer telecommunications services. 

As described in more detail below and in the attached Affidavit, Radiant is a VoIP 

service provider offering information services.  Radiant’s services offer consumers enhanced 

functionality and significant subscriber interaction and direction, the true hallmarks of the 

information service classification.  While the Commission is currently considering whether VoIP 

service providers should be subject to universal service contribution obligations in the future,10/ 

under existing law there is no requirement for information service providers like Radiant to 

contribute to the universal service fund.  Accordingly, Radiant respectfully requests that the 

Commission issue a finding that Radiant is under no obligation to file Form 499 or contribute to 

the USF, and is not liable for previously assessed USF contribution amounts.11/   

                                                 
8/ Administrator’s Decision at 2. 
9/ Administrator’s Decision at 2.  
10/ IP-Enabled Services NPRM ¶ 63. 
11/ Letter from Claudette E. Pride, Chief, Revenue and Operations Group, FCC, to Radiant (Dec. 10, 2003) 
(“USF Assessment Letter”) (Attachment 5).  
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I. RADIANT’S SERVICES ARE INFORMATION SERVICES UNDER CURRENT 
LAW 

The VoIP services offered by Radiant are information services under the language of the 

Act, Commission rules, Commission precedent, and court decisions.  Radiant’s VoIP services 

fall within the purview of the definitions established by Congress and the Commission for 

information and enhanced services, and provide enhanced functionality beyond mere transport of 

telephone calls.   

Radiant’s VoIP services offer the “capability for generating, acquiring, storing, 

transforming, processing, retrieving, utilizing, or making available information via 

telecommunications,” and therefore, fit within the definition of “information service” in the 

Act.12/  In addition, Radiant’s services fall within the Commission’s definition of “enhanced 

service” because they are  

services, offered over common carrier transmission facilities used 
in interstate communications, which (1) employ computer 
processing applications that act on the format, content, code, 
protocol, or similar aspects of the subscriber’s transmitted 
information; (2) provide the subscriber additional, different, or 
restructured information; or (3) involve subscriber interaction with 
stored information.13/   

One federal court has relied on these definitions to confirm that a VoIP service provider, like 

Radiant, is to be treated as an information service provider. 14/  Another federal court recently 

indicated that these definitions likely support a VoIP service provider’s claim that it should be 

considered a provider of information services.15/   

                                                 
12/ 47 U.S.C. § 153(20). 
13/ 47 C.F.R. § 64.702(a). 
14/ Vonage Holdings Corporation v. Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, et al., 290 F. Supp. 2d 993 (D. 
Minn. 2003).  
15/ Vonage Holdings Corporation v. New York State Public Service Commission, et al., 04-CV-4306, 
Preliminary Injunction Order (S.D.N.Y. July 16, 2004). 
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As the attached Affidavit reflects, Radiant’s services offer all of the features delineated 

by Congress and the Commission to be characteristic of the information service classification.  

Radiant’s VoIP service is not removed from the information/enhanced service classification 

merely because it may transmit voice communications or use “telecommunications” as part of 

the service.  It is well-established that  

when an entity offers transmission incorporating the ‘capability for 
generating, acquiring, storing, transforming, processing, retrieving, 
utilizing, or making available information,’ it does not offer 
telecommunications.  Rather, it offers an ‘information service’ 
even though it uses telecommunications to do so.16/   

Indeed, the Commission has determined that “[a]n offering that constitutes a single service from 

the end user’s standpoint is not subject to carrier regulation simply by virtue of the fact that it 

involves telecommunications components.”17/  Thus, offerings such as Radiant’s “combining 

communications and computing components should always be deemed enhanced.”18/   

Further, unlike the specific service offered by AT&T at issue in the AT&T Phone-to-

Phone Order, Radiant offers its subscribers far more than basic transport of telephone calls.19/  In 

the AT&T Phone-to-Phone Order, the Commission found that the service described by AT&T 

was a telecommunications service, not an information service, based on three factors that 

separated AT&T’s specific service from typical information services: (1) use of ordinary 

customer premises equipment (“CPE”) with no enhanced functionality; (2) origination and 

termination on the public switched telephone network (“PSTN”); and (3) no evidence of a net 

                                                 
16/ Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, Report to Congress, 13 FCC Rcd 11501, ¶ 39 (1998) 
(“Report to Congress”) (emphasis added). 
17/ Report to Congress ¶ 58.  
18/ Report to Congress ¶ 60.  
19/ Cf. Petition for Declaratory Ruling that AT&T’s Phone-to-Phone IP Telephony Services Are Exempt from 
Access Charges, 19 FCC Rcd 7457, ¶ 12 (2004) (“AT&T Phone-to-Phone Order”) (finding that users of AT&T’s 
specific service obtain only voice transmission with nothing more).  
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protocol conversion or offering of enhanced functionality to end users.20/  In addition, the 

Commission found that AT&T did not offer an information service because its specific service 

did not provide “access to stored files,” and end users did not “order a different service, pay 

different rates, or place and receive calls any differently” than they would through a traditional 

telephony offering.21/  As a result, “[c]ustomers of AT&T’s specific service receive no enhanced 

functionality by using the service.”22/ 

 Radiant’s VoIP services are distinguishable from the specific service addressed in the 

AT&T Phone-to-Phone Order.  While Radiant’s customers utilize ordinary CPE to use Radiant’s 

VoIP services, Radiant’s VoIP service gives CPE enhanced functionality beyond that of ordinary 

CPE.  Specifically, as described in the attached Affidavit, Radiant has the capability to 

supplement the information typically provided on a Caller ID display to include additional 

information such as advertisements, additional names, the time of day, date, temperature, 

account balance, available talk time, or other customized messages.  Radiant’s service also 

allows its customers to bypass the traditional method of initiating new calls using ordinary CPE 

(i.e., hanging up to obtain a new dial tone).  A Radiant VoIP service customer can re-originate a 

new call, initiate a conference call, or access operator services without hanging up.23/  

 In addition, Radiant’s VoIP service customers receive “enhanced functionality by using 

the service.”24/  Unlike the specific AT&T service at issue in the AT&T Phone-to-Phone Order, 

Radiant’s customers receive “a different” and “separate” service and place calls differently than 

                                                 
20/ AT&T Phone-to-Phone Order ¶ 1.  
21/ AT&T Phone-to-Phone Order ¶ 12.  
22/ AT&T Phone-to-Phone Order ¶ 15.  
23/ Affidavit ¶ 8.  
24/ Cf. AT&T Phone-to-Phone Order ¶ 15.  
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they would with a traditional telephony service.25/  Radiant customers can access other 

information (such as lottery or weather information) while talking to a third party, or can find out 

information about the call itself (such as the duration and cost of the call), in real time, without 

disturbing or interrupting the ongoing conversation in any way.26/   

Similarly, Radiant customers can manage information, retrieve stored information, and 

specifically customize their service to fit their individual needs.  Radiant’s service allows 

customers to instantly receive access to stored information on their calling patterns, access 

content, redirect calls, and schedule message delivery.27/  Radiant’s services are interactive 

services that offer consumers enhanced and additional functionality, a “variation in experience or 

capability” beyond that of traditional telephony.28/     

II. RADIANT IS NOT SUBJECT TO UNIVERSAL SERVICE CONTRIBUTION 
REQUIREMENTS AS AN INFORMATION SERVICE PROVIDER 

 Under the Commission’s existing rules, providers of information services are not required 

to contribute to the USF.29/  In 1997, the Commission first considered whether to apply universal 

service obligations to Internet access providers and other information service providers.  In that 

proceeding, the Commission found that universal service requirements are “explicitly limited to 

telecommunications services.”30/  The Commission reasoned that information service providers 

“alter the format of information through computer processing applications such as protocol 

                                                 
25/ Cf. AT&T Phone-to-Phone Order ¶¶ 12, 18.  
26/ Affidavit ¶ 6.  
27/ Affidavit ¶¶ 6-7.  
28/ AT&T Phone-to-Phone Order ¶ 17; Statement of Chairman Michael K. Powell on AT&T Phone-to-Phone 
Order, at 1; FWD Order ¶ 11.  
29/ IP-Enabled Services NPRM ¶ 63; Appropriate Framework for Broadband Access to the Internet over 
Wireline Facilities; Universal Service Obligations of Broadband Providers; Computer III Further Remand 
Proceedings, 17 FCC Rcd 3019, ¶ 79 (2002) (“Wireline Broadband NPRM”). 
30/ Universal Service Order ¶ 437.  
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conversion and interaction with stored data while the statutory definition of telecommunications 

only includes transmissions that do not alter the form or content of the information sent.”31/  The 

Commission also recognized that information service providers already contribute to USF 

indirectly when they lease or purchase telecommunications inputs from carriers in order to 

transmit their information services.32/  Thus, the FCC concluded that there was no legitimate 

justification for considering information service providers to be providers of 

“telecommunications service” for purposes of universal service contributions.33/ 

In addition, it would be patently unfair to subject Radiant to universal service obligations 

while the Commission is considering a complete overhaul of the USF system, including the 

future application of those obligations to information service providers.34/  Any application of 

universal service obligations to an information service provider like Radiant should be done in 

the context of the Commission’s pending dockets to ensure evenhanded application of such 

obligations to all similarly situated providers.  It also would be premature to impose these 

obligations on VoIP service providers without resolution of the critical issues regarding 

assessments and contributions the Commission currently is reviewing in its separate universal 

service proceedings.35/ 

                                                 
31/ Universal Service Order ¶ 789.  
32/ Wireline Broadband NPRM ¶ 74; see also Comments of Vonage Holdings Corp., WC Docket No. 04-36 at 
48 (filed May 28, 2004); Comments of AT&T Corp., WC Docket No. 04-36 at 37-39 (filed May 28, 2004); 
Comments of CompTel/ASCENT, WC Docket No. 04-36 at 18 (filed May 28, 2004); Comments of Dialpad, et al., 
WC Docket No. 04-36 at 21 (filed May 28, 2004).  
33/ Universal Service Order ¶ 789; see also Report to Congress ¶ 81 (concluding that information service 
providers that do not provide stand-alone telecommunications services are not required to contribute to universal 
service). 
34/  Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, et al., 17 FCC Rcd 3752 (2002); Wireline Broadband 
NPRM ¶ 79; IP-Enabled Services NPRM ¶ 63. 
35/  See, e.g., Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, et al., 17 FCC Rcd 3752 (2002) (seeking 
comment on assessment and contribution issues); Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, 19 FCC Rcd 
10800 (2004) (asking for comment on the designation process for eligible telecommunications carriers and whether 
high cost support should be limited to primary lines). 
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CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, Radiant respectfully requests that the Commission, acting 

through its Wireline Competition Bureau, find that the services offered by Radiant are 

information services, and therefore, Radiant is not subject to universal service contribution 

obligations or liable for previously assessed USF contributions amounts.     

  Respectfully submitted, 

 RADIANT TELECOM, INC. 

       
Allison Hift 
Becker & Poliakoff, P.A. 
3111 Stirling Road 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33312 
(954) 364-6045 
ahift@becker-poliakoff.com 
 
Elgin Yesil 
Radiant Telecom, Inc. 
1020 163rd Drive 
Miami, Florida 33169 
(305) 914-3434 
 
 
 
 
 

Chérie R. Kiser 
Angela F. Collins 
Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky 
  and Popeo, P.C. 
701 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. 
Suite 900 
Washington, D.C.  20004 
(202) 434-7300 
crkiser@mintz.com 
afcollins@mintz.com 
 

Its Attorneys 
 

Dated:  September 17, 2004 
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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C. 20054 

 
__________________________________________ 
In the Matter of     ) 
       ) 
Request for Review by Radiant Telecom, Inc. )  CC Docket No. 96-45 
of Decision of Universal Service Administrator ) 
       ) 
Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service ) 
__________________________________________) 

 
AFFIDAVIT OF GUVEN KIVILCIM  

IN SUPPORT OF RADIANT TELECOM, INC. 
 
 I, Guven Kivilcim, being of lawful age and under no disability, upon being duly sworn, 

and having personal knowledge of the matters set forth herein, declare and state as follows: 

 1. I am the President of Radiant Telecom, Inc. (“Radiant”).  I have been with the 

company since 1997. 

 2. I am submitting this Affidavit in support of Radiant’s assertion that it provides 

information services. 

 3. Radiant offers voice over Internet Protocol (“VoIP”) services to customers 

throughout the United States and internationally. 

 4. Radiant’s VoIP services offer enhanced features and functionality that are not 

available through traditional telephony services and that have the capability of generating, 

acquiring, storing, transforming, processing, retrieving, utilizing, and making available 

information. 

 5. Radiant has the capability to supplement the information typically provided with 

Caller ID service to include advertisements, provider name, time of day, date, temperature, 

account balance, available talk time, or other customized messages. 
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 6. Radiant provides its customers with an interactive web portal, which provides real 

time call detail (including the cost and length of the call), automatic account balance upload, and 

the ability to establish conference calls.  Radiant VoIP service customers also can dial *411 

during a call to find out real time call detail information without the called party hearing the 

information. 

 7. Unlike traditional telephony services, Radiant’s VoIP services give consumers the 

opportunity to manage their own communications needs by screening or redirecting calls to 

predetermined numbers or to voicemail, and offering customized ring tones or on-hold messages.  

In addition, Radiant customers can schedule specialized messages to be delivered to a specific 

predetermined number at a predetermined time, such as a birthday message to be delivered at a 

certain time. 

 8. Customers also have the increased convenience of initiating new calls or 

conference calls and accessing operator services or other information (e.g., lottery or weather 

information), all without the need to hang up or redial a customer service number. 
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, 

Universal Service Administrative Company 

Administrator s Decision 

December 19,2003 

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS 

Jeffrey L. Rubinger 
Becker & Poliakoff, P.A. 
3 11 1 Stirling Road 
Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33312-6525 

Re: Radiant Telecom, Inc. (Filer ID 822268) 
Request for Decision of the Universal Service Administrative Company 

Dear Mr. Rubinger: 

The Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) has completed its evaluation of 
the Letter of Appeal on behalf of Radiant Telecom, Inc. (Radiant) dated October 30, 
2003, and subsequent letter dated November 20,2003. Although styled a “Letter of 
Appeal,” USAC construes these letters together as a Request for Decision (Request). 

Backaound: 

In accordance with Federal Communications Commission (FCC) rules and regulations, 
Radiant reported its revenue from the provision of telecommunications services on 
Universal Service Worksheet FCC Form 499-Q (Form 499-4) that were due in May 
2002, August 2002, November 2002, February 2003, August 2003, and November 2003, 
respectively. USAC relied on the revenue reported by Radiant in order to calculate and 
invoice Radiant for its required Federal Universal Service Fund OJSF) contributions. 
Radiant asserts in its Request that “it derives all or substantially all of its revenues from 
voice-over IP telephony.”’ Radiant claims that the FCC has not determined whether or 
what types of voice-over IP telephony service (VOIP) are telecommunications services 
and that, therefore, Radiant is not subject to the USF contribution requirement. Radiant 
seeks to withdraw all of its previously filed Forms 499 and to have its previously paid 
USF charges reversed. 

I Radiant indicates that the type of VOIP services it offers are commonly known as “phone-to-phone” IP 
Telephony. 

2000 L Street, N W , Suite 200, Washington, DC 20036 Voice: 202.776.0200 Fax 202.776.0080 
Visit us online aP h @ / W  universalsewice org 
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Becker & Poliakoff, P.A. 
December 19,2003 
Page 2 of 4 

Discussion: 

FCC regulations in force during the period at issue required carriers to file a Universal 
Service Worksheet FCC Form 499-4 quarterly and a Universal Service Worksheet FCC 
Form 499-A (Form 499-A) annually and required USAC to bill contributors based on 
reported revenues. Seegenerally 47 C.F.R. Part 54. 

Radiant did not file the Form 499-A that was due in April 2003 reporting 2002 annual 
revenue. However, Radiant reported revenue from the provision of telecommunications 
services on the Forms 499-4 that it submitted, beginning in May 2002. Radiant now 
asserts that “it derives all or substantially all of its revenues from voice-over IF’ 
telephony” and that such services are not “telecommunications services” for the purposes 
of USF assessment. In its Request, Radiant takes the position that the FCC has explicitly 
deferred deciding whether VOIP services should be considered telecommunications 
services and that, until the FCC takes definitive action, Radiant’s VOIP services are 
exempt from USF assessment 

USAC does not have authority to determine whether VOIF’ services generally are 
telecommunications services for the purposes of USF assessment or whether Radiant’s 
specific type of phone-to-phone VOIP services are telecommunications services. 
Furthermore, USAC does not have the authority to reverse Radiant’s billings or to 
reclassify Radiant’s revenue as non-telecommunications revenue.* 

Accordingly, and for these reasons, Radiant’s request that USAC reverse Radiant’s 
previous USF assessments and allow Radiant to withdraw its previously filed Form 499s 
is denied. 

If you disagree with USAC’s decision, you may file an appeal with the FCC. Your appeal 
must be POSTMARKED within 60 days of the date of this letter. Failure to meet this 
requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. If you are submitting your 
appeal via the United States Postal Service, you should direct the appeal to: 

Federal Communications Commission 
Office of the Secretary 
445 - 12” Street, sw 
Room TW-A325 
Washington, DC 20554 

Moreover, as USAC has explained to MI Rubmger, attorney for Radiant, in the event that Radiant simply 
stops filing Forms 499, USAC, as current procedures require, will continue to assess and invoice Radiant 
based upon estimated revenues derived 60m Radiant’s previous filings. 
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Documents sent by Federal Express of any other express mail should use the 
following address: 

Federal Communications Commission 
Office of the Secretary 
9300 East Hampton Drive 
Capitol Heights, MD 20743 
(8:OO A.M. - 5:30 P.M. ET) 

For hand-delivered or messenger-delivered items, use the followinp address: 

Federal Communications Commission 
Office of the Secretary 
236 Massachusetts Avenue, NE, Suite 110 
Washington, DC 20002 
(8~00 A.M. - 7:OO P.M.) 

For security purposes, hand-delivered or messenger-delivered documents will not be 
accepted if they are enclosed in an envelope. Any envelopes must be disposed of before 
entering the building. Hand deliveries must be held together with rubber bands or 
fasteners. 

Appeals may also be submitted to the FCC electronically, either by the Electronic 
Comment Filing System (ECFS) or by fax. The FCC recommends filing with the ECFS 
to ensure timely filing. Instructions for using ECFS can be found on the ECFS page of 
the FCC web site. Appeals to the FCC filed by fax must be faxed to 202-418-0187. 
Electronic appeals will be considered filed on a business day if they are received at any 
time before 12:OO A.M. (midnight), Eastern Standard Time. Fax transmissions will be 
considered filed on a business day if the complete transmission is received at any time 
before 12:OO A.M. 

Please be sure to refer to CC Docket No. 96-45 on all communication with the FCC. The 
appeal transmission must also provide your company’s name and Filer ID, plus necessary 
contact information, including the name, address, telephone number, fax number, and e- 
mail address of the person filing the appeal. Unless the appeal is by ECFS, please 
include a copy of the letter being appealed. 

Sincerely, 

USAC 

Universal Service Administrative Company 



Jeffrey L. Rubinger 
Becker & Poli&off, P.A. 
December 19,2003 
Page 4 of 4 

cc: Diane Law Hsu, FCC Wireline Competition Bureau 
James Shook. FCC Enforcement Bureau 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 I, Angela F. Collins, hereby certify that on this 17th day of September 2004, I filed, via 

ECFS, the foregoing Amended and Supplemental Request for Review and accompanying 

Affidavits and Attachments with Secretary Marlene H. Dortch of the Federal Communications 

Commission, and served one (1) copy on each of the following: 

 
Universal Service Administrative Company 
2000 L Street, NW 
Suite 200 
Washington, DC 20036 
Via facsimile and First-class U.S. mail, postage prepaid 
 
Cathy Carpino 
Deputy Division Chief 
Telecommunications Access Policy Division 
Wireline Competition Bureau 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
Via electronic mail 
 
 
 
 
       
       
        ______________________________ 
        Angela F. Collins 
 
 




