Edward Hawkey
605 Bowers , Clawson, MI 48017

RECEVED & INSFew . D
November 1, 2005 11:26 AM

Representative Joe Knollenberg DEC - § 2005
U.S. House of Representatives

2349 Rayburn House Office Building FCC - MAILROOM
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Knollenberg:

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress's (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and
neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month,
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which ] am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Edward Hawkey

ce:
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Jeremy Start

1403 Grand Avenue , Kalamaz;ml 49006 B o
RECENED & INSF. . ,ED November 1, 2005 2:30 PM
Senator Debbie Stabenow DEC - § 2005
U.S. Senate o
e Ot e | Foo- wALROOM

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Stabenow:

I oppose FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection

method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed
by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings
with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. Please pass
along my concerns to the FCC.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Jeremy Start

[ oN

FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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RICK HUGHES G T
620 FAST CALHOUN STREET , SALEM, VA 2415

DEC — 5 2005 November 5,2005 8:47 AM

Senator John Warner
LIS, Senate

225 Russell Senate Office Building FCGC - MAILROOM

Washington, NC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Warner:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF)
eollection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and netghbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to
a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance 2 month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A Dat fee tax conld cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rural cansumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on smzll businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF tssue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their wehsite, inckeding links to FCC information. While I am aware that federa! law does not requite companies to recover, or
"pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure Iam chatyged fairly. If the FCC goestoa
pumbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee system scon and without legislation.

T will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 reguest you pass along my concerns
to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and ! look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
RICKEY L HUGHES

ce: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress

ho. of Cocias rec'd__ ()
LUSIABCDE T T

————

e ——



Deborah Harris

147 Pond Drive , Caldwater, MI 48036-83 REGENED &1

November 20, 2003

DEC - 5 2003

FCC - MAILROOM

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Senator Carl Levin

1.5, Senate

269 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Dear Senator Levin:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ {FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF)
collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes that systemn to
a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month, Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, sentor citizens and low-inceme residential
and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF [rom
high velume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with menthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law cloes not require compahies te recover, or
“pass along’ these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a censumer §would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goestoa
nurmbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a {lat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the isstie and continue to spread the word to my community. T request you pass along my concerns
to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax ceuld disproportionately afect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,
Sinicerely, Debarah Hartis 147 Pond Drive Coldwater, MI 49036-8324

Sincerely,

Deborak Harris

oo



James Manley
126 Larkwood Road , West Seneca, NY 14224

RECEVED & lNSa'?CTED November 1,2005 10:55 AM
Senator Hillary Clinton - R 7005
U.S. Senate DEC =5
476 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001 ECC - MAILROOM

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Clinton:

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress's (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and
neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. Please listen to what we have to
say.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you

pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

James Manley

cc: . .
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Cong'r&‘;ss..'l R
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Gerry Quillin L i
438 Dover 5T, Marion, VA 24354 ‘ '

Senator George Allen

LS. Senate

204 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

November 6, 2005 801 PM

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Allen:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund {USF)
collection method to a monthly fat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on & revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system.  If the FCC changes that system to
a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thougand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cavse many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rural consumets, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from
high volume to low-velume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I amn aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or
*pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes toa
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developrrents on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass along my concerns
to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a ftat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Gerry Quillin

cc
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Sarah Sedlacek
1020 Walnut St., Dayton, KY 41074

November 11, 2005

Senator Jim Bunning

{J.5. Senate

316 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Bunning:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (USE)
collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change preposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People whe use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes that system toa
yOU = , ¥ T pay Y &f Y

flat fee, it means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who

uses zero minutes of long distance « month. Constituents who use their limited respurces wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A [lat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rural consuiners, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from

high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T ama member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
infarmatjon on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While ] am aware that federal law does not require companies to recaver, ar
*pass along’ these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As 2 consumer ['would like ensure thatiam charged fairly. I the FCC goes
to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change toa [lat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will contirue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request that you pass along my
concerns to the FCC onmy behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Sarah Sedlacek
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Donald Wibben
421 7th 8t , Lincoln, IL 62656

RECEIVED & ... £CTED
November 1, 2005 11:35 AM

. DEC — 5 2005
Senator Dick Durbin !
U.S. Senate
332 Dirksen Senate Office Building FCC - MAILROOM

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Durbin:

I have serious concerns regarding The Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to chang e the
Universal! Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, wili be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Donald Wibben

cc: o
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Mary Arens
14 Union Road , St. Louis, MO 63123-7645

REGEVEL « iNor ECTED

November 1,2005 11:34 AM

Senator Jim Talent peC - b 2005
U.S. Senate

493 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 205106-0001

FCC - MAILROOM

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Talent:

I have serious concerns regarding The Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to chang e the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, -
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minufes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.

If T use long- distance once a year-it is unusual behavior.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary, In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Mary Arens

ce:

FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
o, of Copies rec'd
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RECEVED .. v =CTED

Gl — b 2005

James Lamb
39769 Wildwood Dr. |, Excello, MO 652472022

FCC - MA"—HOOM November 16, 2005 11.05 AM

Senator Christopher Bond

115, Senate

274 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Jeint Beard on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Bond:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund {USF)
collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. Many of us are retited and on a fixed income; and, we need bath cell phones and land lines for
possible emergency medical uses.

As [ understand, the USF is currently collected on a revenue hasis. People who use mare pay more into the system.  If the FUC changes that
system to a flat tee, that means that someone who uses no, or just a few, minutes a2 month of long distance will pay the same amount into the
fund as someene who uses hundreds of minutes of long distance 2 month. People who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized
for doing so.

A Hlat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the UISF from
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, ot
"pass along’ these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC imposes
the flat fee proposal, my service will cost more, And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change toa flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my friends, relatives, and neighbors. Irequest you pass
along my concerns o the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your pesition on this matter.
Sincerely,
James Lamb
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Nina Hansen
26017 East Shore Rte , Bigfork, MT 5991

ovember 5, 2005 3:07 PM

Senator Max Baucus

U.S. Senate

511 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Baucus:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC} position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, wili be negatively impacted by the
unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who
uses one thousand minuies a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as
someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited
resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on smali businesses all across America.

As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed,
my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC
officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

| request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat
fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this
matter.

Sincerely,

Nina Hansen -1, L

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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David St Maurice

19 Penshire Circle , Penfield, NY 14526-2667
RECEVEDS ...... :CTED

November 1, 2005 5:14 PM

Senator Hillary Clinton DE C. -5 2005
U.S. Senate
476 Russell Senate Office Building FCC - MAILROOM

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Clinton:

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress’s (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone whe uses zero.minutes of long distance a month
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so0.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like to ensure I am chargeq fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will
cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a
flat fee system soon and without legislation.

To make my point directly- NO FLAT FEE SERVICE FUND REGULATIONS.
I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. Irequest you

pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately aftect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
David St Maurice

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Mértin,'Congress
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Marz Ann Prior
P. O. Box 76 , New Florence, MO 63363

RECEIVED &INL. .CTED November 1, 2005 4:28 PM

Senator Christopher Bond - | 2009
U.S. Senate DEC 2

274 Russell Senate Office Building OOM
Washington, DC 20510-0001 FCC - MAILR

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Bond:

I have serious concerns rcgardiﬂg FCC, Chair Kevin Martin, Congress’s (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected.on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you
pass along my concemns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Mary Ann Prior

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Edward Rosso
35 Derrick Ave. , UNIONTOWN, PA 15401-4780

RECENED & INSPLTED November 1, 2005 11:50 AM
1
i'
Senator Arlen Specter - K 7200%
U.S. Senate DEC 5
711 Hart Senate Office Building OOM
Washington, DC 20510-G001 FCC - MAILR

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Specter:

I have serious concerns regarding The Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to chang e the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to 2 monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary, In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like to ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans
to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Edward Rosso

cC:
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Mike Perushek

2016 Bonney Oak Dr , Mosinee, W1 54455-7926
RECEIVEL & INSPECT ED November 1, 2005 11:05 AM
Senator Herb Kohl DEC ~ 5 2005
U.S. Senate o
S0t S Ot B FCC - MALROOM

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Kohl:

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress's (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and
neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shiftiag the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legisiation.

Like so many other things, this policy of a "flat fee” benefits only the rich while punishing the middle class and
working poor. Bush must realize that he represents ALL Americans (which so far he is failing at doing) NOT just the
big corporations, the oil companies and the rich.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word te my community. Irequest you
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Mike Perushek
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Ken Rust :
17 E. University Ave. Apt. 506, Champai%

0, 1L 618204038
RECEIVED &L..... _CTED
November 1, 2005 4:14 PM

- 5 2005
Senator Barack Obama DEC 5
U.S. Senate
713 Hart Senate Office Building FCC - MAILROOM

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Obama:

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress’s (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.,

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.

Both my parents and I use prepaid minutes for our long distance calling, which means that the USF fee would, as I
understand it, be collected *twice* from us- on the phones we have which do not have long distance service, and also
billed to us on our calling cards or cell phones as we make long distance calls.

Those who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like to ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers tax, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continiue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you

pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,
Kenneth R. Rust

¢c: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress ,
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Patricia Goheen
1998 N. Mistywood Ct , Defiance, OH 43512

RECEVED & - oPECTED |
November 1, 2005 4:26 PM

Senator George Voinovich DEC ~ b 2005
U.S. Senate
524 Hart Senate Office Building FCC - MAILROOM

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Voinovich:

[ have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress’s (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issuc with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Patricia Goheen

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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robert durrance
7 liberty st saugus ma, 01906 , saugus, MA 01904

S

RECEIVED} & NSPECTED

November 1, 2005 4:13 PM

DEC - 5 2005
Senator John Kerry
U.S. Senate
304 Russell Senate Office Building FCC - MAILROOM

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Kerry:

f have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress’s (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you
pass along my concerns to the FCC.on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I lpol;'for\;val_rd to hearing. about your position on this matter.
Sincerely, |
robert durrance

cc: FCC ChaHKevaarn;l, Congres§
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Rachel Harbaugh
17432 Garden View Road , Hagerstown, MD 21740

| RECEIVED & INSPETED

November 1, 2005 3:54 PM
Senator Barbara Mikulski DEC - 5 2005
U.S. Senate
503 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001 FCC - MAILROOM

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Mikulski:

I have serious concemns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress’s (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is RADICAL and
UNNECESSARY. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like to ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will
cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a
flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. Irequest you
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Rachel Harbaugh

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress -

LT e e g of Copies recd O
SN TEVE N Tt ABCDE” '




vincent hendy

118 walnut way , barboursville, VA 22923

Senator John Warner

US. Senate

225 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20310-0001

Subject: Another law to benefit the rich

Dear Senator Warner:

S

November 18, 2005

Tuse 100 cell phone minutes per year. Why should 1 pay the same fee as some fat cat who uses 10,000 minutes per year.

I have sertous concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) positicn to change the Universal Service Fund {TSF)

collection method to a monthly flat fee.
Sincerely,
vincent hendy

ccl
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Amie Johnson i
750 Wheat Field Lane , New Whiteland, IN 46184 ‘
RECEIVED . "="ECTED |

November 1, 2005 11:09 AM

Senator Richard Lugar DEC — 5 2005
.S, Senate
306 Hart Senate Office Building FCC - MAILROOM

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Lugar:

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress's (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and
neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimentai effect on small businesses ail across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

T will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. Irequest you
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Amie Johnson

ce:
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Carolyn Bolotin
4164-H Mt. Alifan PLace , San Diego, CA 92111-2825

& INSPL - :ED November 1, 2005 5:06 PM

RECEVED
0EC - b 2005

FCC - MAILROOM

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Senator Dianne Feinstein

U.S. Senate

331 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Dear Senator Feinstein:

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress’s (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. Irequest you
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Carolyn Bolotin

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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| RECEIVED
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| FCC - MAILROOM
evitT T Martin, Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. SW

Washington, DC, 20554

o 47 Gaylord Court
Newtown, PA 18940-1859

Dear Mr. Martin:

Please drop plans to change the USF from collection on a usage basis to a flat fee.

Citizens who save money by limiting their phone calls should not be penalized for doing
$0. '

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up
their phones because of unaffordable increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden
of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

It is no defense to say that the law doesn’t require phone companies to pass the charges
on; they do so, regardless. Making those who use less pay for the calls of high-use
customers is blatantly unfair.

Sincerely, -
M» \F’K\/‘J

Ivan Winegar & Natalie Kaye
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RECEVED & INSPECTED

DEC - 5 2005 U
100 Palace Court Q v, 5
FCC - MAILROOM Chalfont, PA 18914

Kevin J, Martin, Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. SW

Washington, DC, 20554

Dear Mr. Martin:

Please drop plans to change the USF from collection on a usage basis to a flat fee.
Citizens who save money by limiting their phone calls should not be penalized for doing
S0.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up
their phones because of unaffordable increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden
of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

It is no defense to say that the law doesn’t require phone companies to pass the charges
on; they do so, regardless. Making those who use less pay for the calls of high-use
customers is blatantly unfair.

Sincgrely,
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Debbie Hitchcock
398 Grizzell Road , Mc Minnville, TN 37110-4463

November 1, 2005 11:18 AM

| RECEIVED & INSPECTED
Senator Bill Frist 'l :l;_
U.S. Senate
509 Hart Senate Office Building DEC — & 2005 \}\6
Washington, DC 20510-0001 VI
FCC - MAILROOM O\

Subject: 931-668-3492

Dear Senator Frist:

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress's (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and
neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrirmental effect on small businesses ali across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that
federal law does not require companies o recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. Irequest you
pass along my concems to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,
Debbie Hitchcock

CC! L
FCC Chair Kevin Martin; Congress
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