[RECEWVED & INSPECTED

DEC - 5 2005
Carol Lancaster
15200 Brandywine Dr, Wm

November 2, 2005 7:20 PM

Senator Barbara Mikulski

1.8, Senate

503 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

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

Dear Senator Mileulski:

1 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.

Ag you know, TISF 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 arnount into the fund as someane
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 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 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 ensured that 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 toa flat fee system soon and without legislation.

T will continue to monitot developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ 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 positior:. on this matter.
Sincerely,
Carol Lancaster

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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DEC - b 2005

FCC - MAILRGOM

Melba Kalaher
1436 5. Yates St. , Denver, CO 80219-3638

November 2,2005 6126 PM

Senator Wayne Allard

U8, Senate

521 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washingron, DC 20510-0001

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

Dear Senator Allard:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (17SF)
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, UISE 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 whe uses one thousand minutes 2 month of long distance, pavs 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. 1
would have to choose not to have any long distance at all. 1rarely make long distance calls maybe only once every two year. You slime you are
expecting me to pay for the rich. You are nothing more thar 2 giant pain in the backside. 1do not helieve this would hurt the rich but it would
hurt the pour and Senjor Citizen with limited income. You are just one of the rich who wants everyone to pay for you. You are not working in
the best interest of the General puhlic. Let those who use long distanc pay the price.

A Rat 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 volure 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 monthly newsletters and up to date
information o 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 2 consumer I'would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goestoa
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And accerding to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to 2 Bat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments an the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. § 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 lock forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,
Melba Kalaher

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress




RECEIVED & INSPECTED

tom koske

3449 5 11th st , abilene, TX 79605 UEC - 5 7008
FCC - MAILROOM

November 2,2005 ©:47 PM

Representative Randy Neugebauver
11.5. House of Representatives

429 Cannon House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515-0001

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

Dear Representative Neugebauer:

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

A&s you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay mote into the system. [ the FCC changes that system to
a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, puys the same amount irto the fund as someone
who nses zeto 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-valume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rural consumers, to give up their phanes due to unaffordable monthly icreases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from
high volume to low-volume users is tadical 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 2 member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, inchading links to FCC information. While 1am aware that federal law daes not require companies to recover, or
"pass along” these fees to their custamers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer 1 would ltke ensure I am charged fairly. 1f the FCC goestoa
nursbers taxed, my service will cost rore. 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. [ request you pass along my concerns
to the FCC on my behall, 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,
Tom Koske 3449 s. 11th st. Abilene, Tx 79605

cc; FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress




RECEIVED & INSPECTED

NGV 2 9 2005
Rona Ronquillo

804 W Jefterson St , Pecos, Texas 79772 FCC-MAILROOM

November 17, 2005 01:25PM

The Federal Communications Commission Agency
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

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

Dear The Federal Communications Commission Agency:

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I
am one of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the
flat fee plan. The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for peopie like me -- consumers that use
prepaid cellular phones or make few long distance calls.

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping
the flat fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear
from me again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-
American.

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls
would pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-
volume and primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund
burden as high-volume residential or business customers. Iurge you to reject this flat-fee
proposal.

Thank you.

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
Sincerely,

Rona Ronquillo

ce:

Senator Kay Hutchison
Representative Henry Bonilla
Senator John Corn .
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RECEIVED & INSPECTED

NOV 2 1 2005

! F@ . MAILROOM
Susa '

8538 Main St. , Campbell, New York 14821

September 14, 2005 10:11 AM

The Federal Communications Comrnission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

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

Dear The Federal Communications Commission:

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. 1urge you to oppose this plan. [ am one
of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan.
The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular
phones or make few long distance calls.

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me
again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American.

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund burden as high-

volume residential or business customers. [ urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal.
Thank you.

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress

Sipcerely,

Susan Mclnroy
ce:

Senator Charles Schumer
Representative John Kuhl
Senator Hillary Clinton
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Kenneth Early prr———— EEE!‘_ B "','.;ECTED \

1220 W. 3rd , Chanute, KS 66720

DEC - 5 2005 November 4, 2005 4:39 PM

FCC - MAILROOM

Senator Sam Brownback

U.S. Senate

303 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

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

Dear Senator Brownback:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection methed 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 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 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, Kenneth

ce: FCC Chair Kevin Martin,
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Steven G. Kunkel
1939 Haughton Ave , North Mankato, MN!56003-1437

RECEVED & 1.2 CTED

November 1, 2005 4:39 PM

Senator Norm Coleman DEC — b 2005
U.S. Senate
320 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 Coleman:

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. 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,
Steven G. Kunkel

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Sharon Carter
0817 170th St. Ct. E. , Puyallup, WA 98375-2031

RECEVED( ... _TED November 1, 2005 2:31 PM
Senator Patty Murray _
U.S. Senate DEC - 5 2005
173 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001 FCC - MAILROOM

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

Dear Senator Murray:

I have serious concerns regarding 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, 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, 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 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. 1request 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,

Sharon Carter

CC:
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Josephine Ortega e
P. 0. Box 13, Clearlake Park, CA §5424-0013 S

DEC - 5 2005 } November 1, 2005 529 PM
Senator Dianne Feinstein FCC - MAILROOM
U.S. Senate (

331 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

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

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. 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, Josephine Ortega P. O. Box 13 Clearlake Park, CA 95424-0013 ce: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
Sincerely,

Josephine Ortega

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress ..



Sidney Dew
L
PO Boxx 281 , Middlebury, IN 46540-028

¥

DEC - 5 2005 November 1, 2005 2:46 PM
Senator Richard Lugar

U.S. Senate FCGC - MAILROOM

306 Hart Senate Office Building
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 FFund (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 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,

Sidney Dew

cc: FCC Chdir Kevin Martin, Congress SR




Thomas Hoesman
18267 Crystal Lakes Drive , North Royalton, OH 44133-6084

‘ S November 1, 2005 11:08 AM
HECEWED&IN; CED

Senator George Voinovich
U.S. Senate DEC - 5 2005
524 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

FCC - MA200M
Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Voinovich:

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 coliected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 1f the
TCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same armount 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 monthty 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 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 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,

Thomas Hoesman

cc:
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress




Marissa Vargas ; EE“ EB £ IAISE. TFD
5870 Norwaldo Ave. , Indianapolis, IN 4622 ;
DEC - 5 2005 November 15, 2005

Senator Evan Bayh
U5, Senate

463 Russell Senate Office Building FCC - MA“—ROOM

Washington, DC 20510-0001

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

Dear Senator Bayh:
As a voter and a cell phone and house telephone user, 1 strongly oppose this tax system.

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ {ECC) 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. Peaple 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 ws 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-incorne 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 2 highly detrimental effect on smal! businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which L 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 1 would like ensure [am charged fairly. 1f the FCC goestoa
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. 1request 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,
Marissa Vargas
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Frank Bachman
392 Birch St., Imperial, PA 15126

DEC - 5 2005 November 15, 2005 12:23 PM

Representative Tim Murphy
1.5 House of Representatives

322 Cannon House Office Building FCC - MAILROOM

Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-43

Dear Representative Muphy;

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Corminissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (UST)
collection method to a monthly flat fee.

On a personal basis, I mysell am disabled and receive 38D as my only income. This added tax burden, at a time when heating costs will force me
to freeze this winter, is unjustified. Perhaps you would personally, oui of YOUR own pocket, increase my income by the SAME percentage that
this tax would decrease my income.

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. Pecple who use more pay more into the system. 1f the FCC changes that system to
a flat [ee, that means that semeone 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 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 cetrimental 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, nctuding links to FCC information. While lam 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 cansumer [ would like to ensure Lam 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 {lat fee system seon and without legislation.

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

Thank you for your continved work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Frank Bachman

<<



Andrew Badall
860 Sylvia Dr. , Deltona, FL 32725

[RECEWEL . .-PECTED
November 1, 2005 2:15PM

- K 2005
Senator Bill Nelson DEC 5 [A
U.S. Senate
716 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 Nelson:

I have serious concerns regarding 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, 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 ail across America.

I am currently a prepaid cell phone customer with TracFone, and I am pretty new to this. Throughout the six months I

have been using the phone, I enjoyed the benefits of affordable phone service, being a low-volume user; and that there
was no credit checks or checking accounts required. With this flat fee tax, I may not be able to afford using the phone

anymore, and may end up having to quit using the phone altogether.

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, inciuding 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.

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 matcer.

Sincerely, B T S ey
Andrew Badall ) e ERALL TG T e g i e
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jhowe

1779 summerlin x-rd | mt olive, NC 28365 RECm‘: - ﬁ

Senater Richard Burr DEC - 5 2005

1.5, Senate
217 Russell Senate Office Building

Washingeon, DC 20510-000% FCC - MAILROOM

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Tniversal Service CC Docket §6-45

November 15,2005 7:47 PM

Dear Senator Burr:
Currently, USFis currently colleeted on a revenue hasis. 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 soeone whe uses zere minutes of long distance  month.

A Hat fee tax could cause many low-velume 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.
As a consumer I would like ensure [ am charged fairly. 1f the FCC poes to 2 numbers taxed, my service will cost more,
AND TWILL CANCFL MY SERVICEM
ENSURING THE GOVERNMENT WILL NOT COLLECT MY PORTION OF THE USF
HUNDREDS OF THOUSANDS OF OTHER AMERICANS WILL CANCEL ALSO
WEDONT NEED A PHONE TO SURVIVE,
according to top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word fo my community. 1request 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 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
jhowe

Ccel

Ma. ¢l Copios rec'd 0
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Jomes Bl BECENED & INSETED

PO Box 455 , Hartsel, CO 804490435

DEC - 5 2{]05 Novemnher 4, 2005 2:07 M

Senator Wayne Allard
1.5, Senate

521 Dirksen Senate Office Building FCC - MAILRCOM

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 95-435

Dear Senator Allard:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund {UST)
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 youknow, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. Peaple 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, sentor citizens and low-income residential
and tural consumers, to give up their phones due to unafferdable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the fnding burder. of the USF from
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. [naddition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USFE Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the UST issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federa! law does not require companies to recover, or
"pass along' these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer 1 would like to 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 effictals, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system socn and without legislation.

T will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ 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 Eldridge

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress

o, f Goplos rec'd 0
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Beverlz Wiles
76 A Main Street , Gardner, MA 01440 |

RECEIVED & INSPECTED

November 1, 2005 2:22 PM
DEC - 5 2005

Representative John Olver
U.S. House of Representatives
1111 Longworth House Office Building FCC- MAILROOM
Washington, DC 20515-0001

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

Dear Representative Olver:

I have serious concerns regarding 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, including me, my friends, family and
neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, UST 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 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 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,

Beverty Wiles

ce:
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Jerg Hughes
1623 N Houston , Amarillo, TX 79107

RECEIVED & ivc.. ECTED November 1, 2005 2:16 PM

Senator Kay Hutchison DEC - b 2005
U.S. Senate
284 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 Hutchison:

I have serious concerns regarding 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, 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.

Some of my family are low income or elderly and really need thier phone if this increase takes place they will not be
able to afford to keep thier phone and with out that they (the elderly ones) lose thier independance and they and the
ones with small children have no way to call for help in case that the have an emergency.

I think that this would be more costy because of lose of service to poor people. Please use your brains here.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wircless 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 [ would like ensure I am charged fairty. 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 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 I'look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Jerry Hughes
R "o ST LI e A P B

ce: - ‘ - o
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress - ,
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Ria Faber
2759 Alger , Grand Rapids, MI 49546

RECENVED & i - £CTED
DEC - 5 2005

FCC - MAILROOM

November 1, 2005 11:48 AM

Representative Vernon Ehlers

U.S. House of Representatives

1714 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

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

Dear Representative Ehlers:

I have and emergency cell phone that I use very infrequently. I do not want to pay extra charges for this phone.
I do not even carry long-distance service on my home phone because of the ridiculous service charges.

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 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, tmy 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.

1 will continue to moniter developments on the issué aﬁ_d 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. S

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

Ria Faber

‘ s Mo, ¢ Cogies ra@dﬁ@ﬁ
cc: LstAZCDE
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress e
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Elaine Manning
260 Madison Road , Parsippany, NJ 07054
RECEIVED . ... ECTED

November 1, 2005 10:54 AM

Senator Jon Corzine DEC ~ 5 2005
U.S. Senate

502 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 Corzine:

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 a single mother on a very limited income, I use a pre-paid wireless phone for emergencies. It is reassuring to have
it with me in case of car trouble. I buy the lowest amount of minutes possible to keep this affordable for me. To have
to pay a flat-fee for something I rarely use would make this a financial burden I would need to give up. Why should
consumers have to pay for something they aren't using? A phone should not be a luxury item.

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 ['would like ensure I am charged fairly, Jf the FCC goss io a numbers texed, 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 i issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you
pass along my concerns to-the FCC on my behalf;. jetting them know how a flat fee- tawc could dlsproportlonately affect
those in your cOnbutuenuy S

Thank you for yOur contmued work and I look forward to heanng abou* your pos1t10n on this matter

Sincerely, L

Elaine Manning’

CC. TR RN Vo !w (:1 L‘;g\_“}b {G-\fd O
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress C s UStABC DE T T
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Wanda Vanderpool
838 Tamarack Drive , Willard, OH 44890

RECEIVEL & INSPECTED November 1, 2005 11:52 AM
Senator George Voinovich
U.S. Senate DEC - § 2003
524 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 Voinovich:

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 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 monthiy
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 be ensured that 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 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Wanda Vanderpool

ce:

FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 0. o Copios rec'd O |
' ' | LstABCDE
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James Maher

2504 Desert Butte DR |, Las Vegas, NV 89134“88fimECEiVEB & INSPECTED

November 1, 2005 11:38 AM
DEC - § 2005
Senator Harry Reid
U.S. Senate FCC - MAHLROOM
528 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

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

Dear Senator Reid:

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 systemn. This
method is in keeping with the long standing good accounting principle of COST MANAGEMENT. 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
(of which I am one) and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable
monthly increases on their bills. I personally would at that point seriously consider an alternate long distance
communication method, such as the use of the Internet voice communication systems. Shifting the funding burden
of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary, and should the Internet alternative
method be taken, would not provide the forecasted revenue. 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 [ 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 BCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without leglslatlon

I will continue to monitor deveIOpments 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 Maher Mo. ¢i Cagies reg '

UStABCD E ““—-—O-~__._
cc:

FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress TTTT——



Harold Schultz

515 Aquarius St. , Mission, TX 78572

DEC - 5 2005 November 1, 2005 5:20 PM
Senator Kay Hutchison .
U.S. Senate FCC - MAILROOM

284 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

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

Dear Senator Hutchison:

I have 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, 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. We who use our limited
resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, me, 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 unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a detrimental effect on small businesses.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition keeps me informed about the USF issue with newslefters 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
"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, 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,
Harold Schultz

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Deborah Kademan
17415 W. Westward Dr. , New Berlin, WI 53146

DEC - b 2005
FGC - MAILROOM

November 1, 2005 4:10 PM

Representative James Sensenbrenner
U.S. House of Representatives

2449 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

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

Dear Representative Sensenbrenner:

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 a2 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.

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 aftect
those in your constituency.

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

Sincerely,
Deborah Kademan

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Audrey Hoerle
14 Morning Hill Drive , Manchester, Missouri 63021 r'f: 5901

. . -t
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November 08 2005 08:19 PM

The Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554 R

et T

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Do@t 96-45 ’
—

Dear The Federal Communications Commission:

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. [ am one of
the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan. The
flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular phones or
make few long distance calls.

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me again,
until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American.

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund burden as high-volume
residential or business customers. | urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal.

Thank you.

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
Smcerely A{ ( ov. %4 /“L
Audrey Hoerle

cc:

Senator Christopher Bond

Senator Jim Talent
Representative Todd Akin



