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I. Joint Request for Review and Waiver

A+ Technology Solntions, Inc., ("A+") and Integra Consulting & Computer Services, Inc.
("Integra") (collectively, "the Parties"), pursuant to Section 54.719(c) of the Federal Communication
Commission's ("Commission" or "FCC") rules, submit this Joint Request for Review and Waiver
("Appeal" or "Request") seeking reversal of the Administrator's Decision on Appeal ("USAC" or
"Administrator"), denying funding requests for Funding Year ("FY") 2001. 1

This Appeal is timely. Section 54.720(a) of the Commission's rules requires the filing of an appeal
"within sixty (60) days of issuance" of a decision by USAC. The USAC COMAD Denials 2 to
Integra and A+ were dated March 19, 2008, and 60 days thereafter is May 18,2008. Since May 18'h
falls on Sunday, a holiday according to Commission rules,' the deadline is the following business
day, May 19, 2008. Therefore, this Appeal is timely ftled.

I Attachment 1, Administrator's Decision on Appeal--f'Y 2001 to Integra Consulting & Computer Services,
Inc., dated Mar. 19,2008, denying FRN 638905. r\rrachment 2, Administrator's Decision--FY 2001 on Appeal to A+
Technology Solutions, Inc., dated Mar. 19,2008, denying FRNs 537661, 537681, 638928, 638948, 638969 and 638989
("collectively USAC COMAD Denials")

2 Id.

, 47 .CF.R. § 1.40).
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II. Summary

USAC has spent: seven years investigating one small school district through conducting an audit4 of
2001, multiple PIA reviews, selective reviews, special investigation reviews, pattern analysis reviews,
pouring over Web sites, lease agreements and corporate records only to fall woefully short on
substantive and procedural grounds in its funding denial decision. The facts demonstrate that
USAC has misapplied the law to the facts and created law to calve out its justification for denial,
thereby exceeding its authority under Commission rules.

In addition, USAC's unwarranted, seven-year inquiry represents an abuse of discretion and is not in
accordance with Congress's intent in establishing the Io-Rate Program. Rather, Congress intended
that funds be awarded to schools and libraries in a competitively neutral manners Yet USAC's
heightened scrutiny is anything but competitively neutral.

Moreover, USAC has failed to file its COMAD Denials in a timely fashion according to
Commission precedent. The record will show that USAC's action is time-barred because the
COMAD Denials were not filed within a five-year period after final delivery of selvice for FY2001
for Little Flower's 471 Application No. 230544. As a result, the Commission should reject USAC's
arguments and fully fund the FRNs in this case.

In addition, the Parties have not violated any federal statutes, Commission rules or Orders.
Moreover, there are neither Commission rules nor precedent that prevents a company from
organizing different operating divisions to provide different selvices. Rather, the issue in this case is
whether a competitive bid violation has occurred as a result of an improper relationship. As the
facts will demonstrate, there was no improper relationship and there was no competitive bid
violation.

There was no improper relationship because the facts will show that Integra as an E-Rate consultant,
provided Little Flower with basic, clerical and administrative E-Rate consulting selvices. Integra was
not involved in Little Flower's selection of products and services or its selection of vendors. Integra
had absolutely no involvement in Little Flower's competitive bid process. Letters from Little Flower
demonstrate that Integra provided only "necessary clerical" and data entry support to navigate the
E-Rate forms and adhere to program filings and deadlines.' At no time did Little Flower relinquish
control of its competitive bidding process or abdicate its competitive bid process responsibilities to
Integra.'

./ Attachment 3, Little Flower 2003 Letter.

5 Jee 47 U.S.c. § 254(h)(2) (stating that the "Commission shall establish competitively neutral rules to enhance
... access to advanced telecommunications and information services for all public and non-profit secondary school
classrooms, health care providers and libraries ... ").

6 Attachment 3, Letter from Little Flower Superintendent John r~d\Vards to \X/ayne Scott:, USAC Director,
datcd Sep. 17,2003 ("Little Flower 2003 Letter"), Attachmcnt 4, Letter from Little Flower Superintendent George Crigg
to USAC, datcd r'cb. 8,2006 ("Grigg 2006 Letter").

, Jd.
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In addition, the facts will demonstrate that no service provider was excluded from the vendor
selection process by Little Flower, because Little Flower relied on vendors listed on various state
master contracts that already had been competitively bid by the state.

The Parties abided by the rules and procedures in place in FYZ001 and Little Flower conducted a
fair and open competitive bid process without any service provider involvement in complete
compliance with the Commission's rules. Moreover, Integra and A+ have acted responsibly and in
good faith to comply with the Commission's competitive bidding regulations. USAC has failed to
demonstrate that the Parties have acted improperly or compromised the integrity of the competitive
bidding process.

USAC, throughout its multi-year investigation, audits, and special compliance reviews, has failed to

rely upon information and procedures applicable to FYZOOI. In reaching its decision in its funding
denials, USAC failed to provide and to cite pertinent legal support that was applicable to FYZ001.
At that time, the only guidance provided by USAC and the Commission related to service provider
involvement as a consultant to an applicant were drawn from the Commission's Mastet1VIilld Order,
which is discussed in detail in section IV.

USAC's ongoing investigation is fundamentally unfair and prejudicial because USAC waited more
than seven years to take action. This protracted delay is unduly burdensome and unfair to Little
Flower and the Parties. The Parties must now recreate a timeline for a company (Integra) that was
in transition in ZOOO/Z001 and provide documentation for FYZ001-a time period that even
exceeds the FCC's five-year record keeping requirement.

In FYZ001, Integra was in the process of consolidating all of its services and functions to A+. The
transition resulted in some inevitable interchange in the name of the companies providing
consulting, products and IT services. However, the record will demonstrate that the clerical, basic
and administrative E-Rate consulting services were performed by a consultant with no involvement
in the service provider functions of the organization.

III. Statement of Facts

A. Background

The facts before the Commission are straightforward. In FY Z001, Little Flower and other
neighboring school districts relied on various state master contracts for multiple services. The state
master contracts already had been competitively bid by the New York State Office of General
Services ("OGS") and were maintained by OGS.A+ appeared as a lead company on many master
contracts and in others, A+ was listed as a lead company's reseller. In this way, A+ was selected to

provide internal connections, such as servers, wiring and Interactive TV, to Little Flower.

In addition to the services previously described, Little Flower also sought wireless equipment and
installation in FYZ001 for its school district. Again, Little Flower turned to the OGS master
contract list. For wireless equipment and installation, Symbol Technologies, Inc. ("Symbol") was
listed as the lead company and Integra was listed as a reseller. Little Flower chose Integra to provide
wireless equipment and installation in FYZ001 in compliance with state and federal competitive bid

3



rules. Unlike the other state master contracts, A+ was not listed as a provider on O(;S's wireless
master contract for wireless equipment and installation.

In addition to internal connections, Little Flower and other school districts purchased E-Rate
Consulting Services through the Eastern Suffolk Board of Cooperative Education Services
administrative ("BOCES") from the separate E.-Rate consulting division, Integra. 8 Integra's
Rosanne Sweeney provided all of Little Flower's basic and clerical consulting services.

More than seven years later, on September 28, 2007, USi\C sent iI.+ and Integra two separate
Commitment Adjustment and Further Explanation of Commitment Adjustment Letters ("COMAD
Justification Letter")' rescinding funding commitments for the following FRNS:

FRN Subject FCDLE-Rate Amount Disbursed and Party
Approved Funding Reimbursement Sought

537661 Internal $43,200.00 $43,200.00 A+ Technology
Connections Solutions, Inc.

537681 Internal $14,078.70 $14,078.70 A+ Technology
Connections Solutions, Inc.

638928 Internal $73,187.82 $73,187.82 A. + Technology
Connections Solutions, Inc.

638948 Internal $180,000.00 $90,000.00 A+ Technology
Connections Solutions, Inc.

638969 Internal $54,000.00 $54,000.00 A+ Technology
Connections Solutions, Inc.

638989 Internal $108,108.00 $54,000.00 A+ Technology
Connections Solutions, Inc.

Total: $328,466.52

USAC's COMAD Justification Letter to Integra also included the following FRN:

FRN Subject FCDLE-Rate Amount Disbursed and Party
Approved Funding Reimbursement Sought

638905 Internal $37,626.75 $37,626.75 Integra Consulting &
Connections Computer Services,

Inc.

f\ Attachment 5, I.cuef froOl Allan l1cnmann, Senior Purchasing Agent, Eastc1'I1 Suffolk Board of Cooperative
r.~ducation Services, to Integra Consulting and Computer Services, Inc., dated Sept. 24,2001 (notifying Integra of the
Board's approval to extend Integra's contract for the E-Ratc consulting services bid under RFP #001-1 for an additional
year from Sept. 25, 2001, through Sept. 24, 2002).

9 Attachment 6, COMAD Justification Letter to A+ from US.A.C, dated Sep. 28,2007 ("A+ COi\L\D
Justification Letter"); Further Explanation of Commitment Adjustment Letter to A+, dated Sep. 28,2007. Attachment
7, CO?vIAD Justification l-,ettcr to Integra from USAC, dated Sep. 28,2007 ("Integra COMAD Justification Letter:");
Further Explanation of Commitment Adjustment Letter to Integra from USAC, dated Scp. 28, 2007.
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The Parties appealed the denials to USAC.'o On March 19,2008, USAC denied the appeals." Days
later, on March 24, 2008, USAC issued Demand Payment Letters to A+ and Integra, threatening to

red light the Parties, despite the fact that the 60-day appeal period had not expired. 12

B. Companies Provided Services to Little Flower

Little Flower chose Eastern Suffolk BOCES as its E-Rate consultant in FY2001 with services
provided by Integra's consulting division. Little Flower chose Integra's service division and A+ to

provide products and services as service providers. They are described in more detail below.

1. Integra's E-Rate Consulting Services

Integra provided E-rate consulting services to Little Flower through its consulting contract with
Eastern Suffolk BOCES. Integra performed clerical work for Little Flower that did not include any
role or responsibility in identifying or selecting the services sought, the evaluation of the bids, and
the choice or selection of the service provider. At all times, Integra provided only administrative
and clerical support in assisting Little Flower in processing forms, adhering to deadlines, and
assisting with responses to a multitude of PIA and USAC questions. At no time, was Integra or for
that matter A+ ever involved in the competitive bid process for .Little Flower or any other school
clistrict:.

Integra provided these E-Rate consulting services as a separate operating unit of Integra Consulting
& Computer Services. In FY 2001, Rosanne Sweeney'3 performed all of Integra's day-to-day E­
Rate consulting services. Sweeney continues to serve as Integra's E-Rate consultant today for Little
Flower and other school districts."

In numerous responses to USAC, Little Flower has described Integra's consulting role as one with
the sole administrative function of "data enter[ing] the information provided by Little Flower on our
Form 470, provid[ing] basic information about the program and assist[ing] us in meeting all

10 Attachment 8, Letter of Appeal from ;\+ 'I'cchnology Solutions, Ine. to USAC, dated Nov. 1,2007 ("A+
L·cttcr of Appeal"); .Attachment 9, Letter of Appeal from Integra Consulting & Computer Services, Tnc., dated Nov. 15,
2007 ("Integra Letter of Appeal")(incorporat1ng the arbYLuncnts and supporting documents of the A+ Letter of Appeal).

11 ,ree Attachments 1 and 3, USAC COMAD Denials.

12 Attachment 10, Demand Payment Letter to.A + from USAC, dated i\1arch 24, 2008. i~ttachment 11,
Demand Payment Letter to Integra from USAC dated March 24, 2008. The Palties find that USAC's procedures arc
flawed with respect to the issuance of such Demand Payment I.,etters within the 60~day period to appeal. The issuance
of such letters and threat of red light during the 60-day appeal window is unfair. Demand Payment Letters should be
held in abeyance until the time period for the USAC and/or FCC appeal has been exhausted.

B A+ Letter of Appeal, page 4. Jee a/so Attachment 6, Declaration of Rosanne Sweeney.

1·1 Attachment 12, Fax to USAC from Rosanne Sweeney, dated December 20, 2006 (attaching Little Flower's
Form 471 f01" telecommunications services provided by Vcrizon \Xiireless and NextCTen Telephone, Inc., and
demonstrating Sweeney's clerical role in entering data on behalf of Integra. l,ittle Flower's Form 471 listed l\Iyra Polite
of L,ittlc Flower as the contact person and was certified by Little J''lower Superintendent George Grigg.).
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deadlines required by the ming."'\ Little Flower has stated that Integra had "no other role or control
of the process of filing our Form 470, and ... has never had any undue influence over Little
Flower.,,16 Little Flower further affirmed to USi\C that Integra provided "limited neutral assistance
in preparation of Form 470," by data entering information provided by Little Flower to Integra."
As furtber evidence of this limited consulting relationship, a January 31, 2001, invoice from Integra
to the Eastern Suffolk BOCES demonstrates that the services that Integra provides were clerical and
administrative in nature as is evidenced by the $75 hourly fee, not the several hundred dollar per
hour fee that USi\C asserted in original notice."

2. Integra's Wireless Equipment and Installation Services

A separate division of Integra provided custom programming and support solutions to non·school
entities in New York in FY2001 and had been doing so since 1988.19 This operating division of
Integra appeared as a reseller of Symbol on a master contract for wireless equipment and installation
that had been competitively bid by the New York State OGS. Little Flower chose Integra from the
master state contract as the most cost effective provider for wireless equipment and installation.

i\+ might have been the service provider for those services, but had not been listed on the state
master contract as a reseller and, therefore, could not be chosen by Little Flower. Although Integra
remained on the state master contract list, Integra's executives were in the process of transitioning
its services and operations to A+, a separate corporation..As part of that process, Integra asked
Symbol to correct the New York State contract list by replacing Integra with A+ as a wireless
reseller. The state contract list was not revised to reflect A+'s addition until February 10, 2004.20

Although Integra sought to have the change take effect in 20(H, Symbol failed to submit a contract
addendum immediately to OGS adding A+ to its contract list. As a result, Integra's service provider
unit remained on the OGS contract list. When Linle Flower sought wireless equipment and
installation in FY2001, it relied on the OC;S master contract list for wireless equipment and
installation, where Integra appeared as a reseller. Little Flower chose Integra from the OGS
contract list as its wireless service provider.

3. A + Internal Connections for Schools

15 Attachment 13, Letter from C':;corgc Grigg, Superintendent, Little Flower School District to j'vIichacl
Dcusingcr, Spccial1nvcstigations Dcpt, to USi\C, dated January 6,2005 ("(;Tigg 2005 Letter").

16 IrI.

17 See Attachment 4, Grigg 2006 I"etter.

111 Attachment 14, Integra Consulting and Computer Services, Inc., Invoice to Eastern Suffolk BOCES, dated
Janua,.y 31, 2001.

19 Attachment 15, Letter from David A.ntar, President of Integra, to Gcorge Grigg, Superintendent, Little
Flowe,., dated Dec. 28, 2006 ("Anta,. 2006 Lette,.").

20 Contract Award Notification Updatc #7, Addendum to Contract of Symbol TechnolobYics, Inc., Croup
77502, dated February 10, 2004. hJJ.1U~L~.'\\'\\'"i~J,.,."--'-~llJJg-,J.1Yj.!,>i. (search "Symbol Technologies, Inc."; then follow
"Purchasing ~vlcmos" hyperIink).
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1\+ appeared as a provider of products and selvices on various master contracts maintained by
OGS. In some cases, A+ was the lead company on the O(;S master contracts. In others, A+ was
a reseller of a lead company on a master contract. In FY2001, Little Flower chose A+ from the
OGS contract lists to provide certain internal connections A+ was not listed as a reseller of
wireless equipment and installation on Symbol's master contract on file with OGS.

IV. Legal Arguments

A. The Required Time For Audits, Investigations Has Lapsed

The Commission has determined that US1\C's audits and investigations are subject to a five-year
administrative time limitation. In its Fifth Report and Order," the Commission stated:

"Accordingly, we announce our policy that we will initiate and complete any inquiries to determine
whether or not statutory or rnle violations exist within a five-year period after final delivery of

. f ·fi f d· ,,22servIce or a specl IC un mg year.

USAC's denials are improper because the five-year administrative period has lapsed. Delivery of
fmal service for all of the FRNs that are the subject of this appeal are outside of the five-year period.
The Service Certifications" in the following chart serve as proof that Little Flower received final
delivery of service on all FRNs by July 12, 2002.

Based upon the Fifth Report and Order, the last day for A+ and Integra to have received notice from
US/I.C would have been July 11, 2007. USAC did not issue a determination regarding A+ and
Integra until September 28, 2007. Thus, USAC's rescission of funding of the above FRNs is time­
barred.

FRN Date of Final Service Authorized Signature Fifth Report &
DeliveryIInstallation Order Cutoff Date

537661 july 12, 2002 john Edwards, LF Superintendent july 11, 2007
638948 July 12, 2002 john Edwards, LF Superintendent July 11, 2007
638989 july 12, 2002 fohn Edwards, LF Superintendent full' 11, 2007

21 III Iv Scbools alJd L.ibmries Ulli/lased Jemiee Jllpp0f1 Jl1ec!J(wislll, Fifth Report and Order, 19 FCC Red 15808, FCC
04-190 (reI. Aug. 13,2004) ("Fifth Report and Order").

22 Irl at '132.

.'B Attachment 16, Service Certification of Little Flower School District for FRNS 537661, 638948, 638989,
638928, signed by Little Flower Superintendent John Edwards, date services delivered and instaUedJuly 12, 2002; Service
Certification for FRN 638905 signed by Little Flower Superintendent John E'.dwards, date services delivered and
installed, July 12,2002; Service Certification for FRN638969, signed by Little I'lowcr Superintendent John r:dwards, date
services delivered and installed, November 1,2001. See al.fOAttachment 18, FCC Form 474, dated November 1,2001,
for FRN 537681. (No Service Certification was requested for FRN 537681).
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638928 July 12, 2002 John Edwards, 101' Superintendent July 11,2007
537681 July 12,2002 fohn Edwards, 101' Superintendent lull' 11, 2007
638969 November 1, 2001 lohn Edwards, 101' Superintendent October 31, 2006
638905 July 12, 2002 John Edwards, 101' Superintendent July 11,2007

In the Administrator's Decision to the Parties, USAC argues that "the deadline for delivery and
implementation of non-recurring services is September 30 following the close of the funding yeaL""
However, USAC has improperly interpreted "the final delivery of service for a specific funding year"
in the FCC's J7ijih Report and Order.

If the Commission had intended final delivery of service to occur on September 30'}; following the
close of the funding year, as USAC asserts, it would have expressly stated so in its Fifih Report and
Order. The Pifth Report and Order was issued four years after the Commission adopted the rule to
extend deadlines of non-recurring services. Still, USAC failed to provide any support for its
interpretation that the Commission intended for the five-year deadline for E-Rate Program inquiries
into statutory or rule violations to traek the extension of deadlines of non-reeurring services. USAC
eannot unilaterally adopt its own rules in the absenee of Commission authority.

Moreover, USAC's attempt to interpret the Commission's Fifth Report and Order exceeds the scope of
its authority pursuant Section 54.702(c)25 of the Commission's rules. If USAC had desired to bring
clarity to the Commission's Fifth Report and Order, it could have sought Commission guidance
under Section 54.702(e).'" USAC, however, chose not to do so.

For these reasons, the Commission's decision to sunset USAC's inquiries "within a five-year period
after final delivery of service for a specific funding year" is appropriate. The Commission's l'ifth
Report and Order reeognizes that its rules and decisions change dramatically over time and that any
review that exceeds five years would be unjust and unreasonable given the changes in business
circumstance and the burden on the Parties to conduct research of old faets given the applicant's
and Parties' limited resources. As a result, the Parties respeetfully request that the Commission
reverse the Administrator's Denial, rescind the USAC Demand Letters and fully fund the above
FRNs.

The 17ijih Report (md Order is dispositive on USAC's completion of inquiries "within a five-year period
after final delivery of service for a specific funding yeaL" However, in the interest of addressing
USAC's rationale set forth in its COMAD Denials and preserving all arguments on appeal, the
Parties respond in more detail below.

B. USAC Is Not Legally Authorized to Issue a COMAD For Procedural Reasons

24 See USAC COi\lAD Denials, page 2, ~12.

25 47 C.F.R. §54.702(c)(2008) (stating that, "\X/here the Act or the CommissionIS rules arc unclear, or do not
address a particular situation, the Administrator shall seek guidance from the Commission.").

26 It!.
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As explained above, USJ\C has failed to prove or cite any violation of federal statute or Commission
competitive bidding rules in its COMAD denials. In its 2001 Ulli1Jet:fa! .l"enJice Order, the Commission
stated that USAC can only recover funding for a violation of federal statute.27 The Commission
further held in its Fifth Report alid Order that actions that fail to rise to the level of a statutory violation
or Commission regulation do not require recovery.28

In this case, there is no evidence that Integra andlor A+ violated a federal statute or competitive
bidding rule of the Commission. Even assuming, for argument's sake, that Integra andlor A+
failed to follow USAC procedures, that would not be grounds for recovery of disbursed funds. The
Commission has held that if the "procedural violation is inadvertently overlooked during the
application phase and funds are disbursed, the Commission will not require that they be recovered,
except to the extent that such rules are essential to the financial integrity of the program, as
designated by the agcncy, or that circumstances suggest the possibility of waste, fraud, or abuse,
which will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.""

Here, Little Flower relied on the Oc;S master contract list to purchase wireless equipment and
installation from Integra, a reseller of Symbol. As indicated earlier, A+ should have been listed as
Symbol's reseller instead of Integra, because all of Integra's services and operations were being
transitioned to A+. Symbol, however, failed to amend its OGS master contract to reflect the change
to A+ until 2004. Symbol's failure to amend its contract resulted in a procedural glitch. Despite the
glitch, there is no evidence that any abuse occurred because none did. Little Flower remained in
complete control at all times of its competitive bid process. As a result, USAC lacks the authority to

issue a COMAD on procedural grounds and the recovery of funds is not required in this case.

C. USAC Failed to Demonstrate a Violation of Commission Competitive
Bidding Requirements

USAC has failed to provide any evidence that Integra andI orA+ violated the Communications Act
or the Commission's competitive bid rules and decisions.

The FCC Form 470 is the official FCC request for E-Rate services and initiates the competitive
bidding process for the E-rate Program.30 As such, the Commission requires the applicant to follow
certain steps to ensure that the competitive bid process is fair and open. For one, the FCC Form
470 must be signed by a person authorized to recluest the services on behalf of the applicant." In
addition, the FCC Form 470 requires the applicant to name a contact person, who is responsible to
speak with prospective service providers.32

27 UlliPet:rat Semi,", Report and Order, 14 FCC Red 2769 at 1j11 (1999).

"Fifth R'p0l1 alld O"t,,. at 1119.

2') Jd

30 ])esaiptioll ojJcm;ces Ivqllcsted (I/Jd CeJ1ijicaiioll Forlll, OMB 3060-0806 (ftCC Form 470).

31 FCC Form 470 Instructions at 19-20.

32 Id.
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The Commission reaffirmed these requirements in its 2000 MasterMind Order," In that case,
MasterMind sought the Commission's review of USAC's denial of funding requests. Certain
funding requests were denied even though a MasterMind employee was not listed as the contact
person and a MasterMind employee had not sii,'ned the school district's Form 470 or Form 471.34 In
that decision, the Commission found that USAC had erred in denying requests for support that did
not name a service provider as the contact person on the Forms 470 or 471.33 Importantly, the
Commission found that no competitive bid violation occurred where the applications did not name
a MasterMind employee as the contact person and a MasterMind employee did not sign the FCC
Forms 470 and 471. The Commission concluded, however, that an applicant surrenders control of
the bidding process and violates the Commission's competitive bidding process when a service
provider serves as a contact person on the Forms 470 or 471 or signs those forms."

MasterMind was the controlling law during FY 2001. However, USAC has failed to adhere to the
Commission's conclusions in the lVIasterMilld Order and has failed to apply the Commission's
MasterMind holdings to the facts in this case. In this case, the service provider was not listed as a
point of contact on Little Flower's FCC Forms 470 or 471. Rather, Myra Polite, a Little Flower
employee, was listed as a point of contact on Little Flower FCC Forms 470 and 471. In addition,
Little Flower Superintendent John Edwards signed and certified Little Flower's FCC Form 470.

Furthermore and most critical and significant to this appeal is the fact that Little Flower did not
delegate its power and responsibility to any entity that participated as a vendor in the competitive
b 'dd' 371 111g process.' .

For the past five years, Little Flower has consistently and repeatedly told USAC that it never
relinquished control of the competitive bidding process. In 2003, Little Flower Superintendent John
Edwards told USAC's auditors that Little Flower never surrendered control of the process "not only
in terms of who communicated with the prospective service providers, but what was provided in
response to the inquiries."" In 200S, then Superintendent George Grigg reaffirmed the role of
Integra as "supplying clerical and support staff to assist in the transfer of information provided to it"
by Little Flower:" Grigg stated further that "Integra has always been neutral, has never had any
undue influence over Little Flower, nor have they displayed any inappropriate conduct during the
Form 470 process.,,40

53 RequestfOr E.el/jelV ~rDecisiolls if the UlJilJel:ftll Jemice AdJll;lIiJ!n:J!ol' /!JI i\1astuJ\1illd I"leme! Jemil'es, 16 FCC Red 4028
(2000) ("Ma.rtC/Milid Order").

,14 Jd. at 4033 '16,

,13 Jd. at 4033 '[14.

.1G MaslC/Milid Order at 4033, ~1 O.

37 Grigg 2006 Letter. See also Attachmcllt 17, Declaration of David AntaL

3f\ Little Flower 2003 Lener.

y) Grigg 2005 Letter.

·m Id.
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In 2006, Grigg responded again to USAC with the same refrain: Integra's E-Rate consultant
provided "limited neutral assistance in the preparation of our form 470....At no time did Little
Flower relinquish control of the procurement process to anyone other than Little Flower personnel.
In addition, no information was shared with any service providers that would have tainted the
competitive bid process.""

As stated earlier, Little Flower relied on a New York State-approved contract list available through
OGS for prospective service providers. In addition, Little Flower also awarded similar eligible
selvices to other service providers. For example, Little Flower's FCC Form 471 for FY 2001
indicates that Avaya, Inc. and Eastern Suffolk l)OCES also were sclected as service providers for
FRNs totaling $18,609.00.42 Those awards selve as further evidence that Little Flower maintained
control of the selection process and chose an array of selvices providers rather than granting
exclusive provision of eligible selvices to a single provider.

Instead of relying on the Commission's MasterMil1d decision, USAC, in denying Little Flower's
funding requests, relied on outdated information listed on company Web sites. US./l.C argues in its
Further Explanation of Commitment Adjustment Letter" that Integra's Web site "does not appear
to inelude information abour its E-Rate consulting services" and that i\+'s Web site indicates that it
can be contacted at the same address as Integra. USAC asserts that the Web site demonstrates an
improper relationship between the companies.

Nevertheless, USAC correctly states that the Web sites did not contain information related to
Integra's E-Rate consulting services. As such, USAC improperly bases its rational for denial on the
basis that the E-Rate consulting services partnered with services providers. This is factually
incorrect. Integra's consulting services never partnered with any service provider. The only vendor
partnerships that existed were service provider-to-service provider partnerships, which is common,
every day industry practice for these types of selviccs.

USAC, however, reviewed the Web sites well beyond FY 2001 and perhaps as late as 2007. As a
result, the Web sites have changed over time. In addition, even assuming that in 2001 Integra's Web
site lacked information about its E-Rate consulting services, that would not be unusual. At the time,
Integra was still a service provider acting as a reseller of Symbol's wireless equipment and
installation. As stated earlier, Integra was transitioning all of its services and operations t:o A+. i\t

worst, USAC's Web site obselvations demonstrate that Integra and A+ were lax in updating the
transition of service provider functions online. It is absurd, however, to conclude, as USAC does,
that failure to maintain information on a Web site is a statutory or regulatory violation. There is no

·11 Grigg 2006 Letter. See a/.w Antar 2006 Letter (noting that Integra's l~-rate consultant never was listed as
contact for Little Flower and that all communications go through and arc approved by Little Flower); See al.w
Attachment 18, Declaration of Rosanne Sweeney.

"Little Flower Fmm 471, ApI'. No. 230544, Billed Entity No. 123977, FY 2001-2002.

·13 Further E':xplanation of Commitmcnt,\djustmcnt Letter to Integra from USAC, dated September 28, 2007,
page 2. Explanation of Commitment Adjustment Letter to.A+ from USAC, dated September 28, 2007, page 2.
("I~xplanatiol1 Letters"). Jee footnote 9.
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federal statute, Commission rule or Commission precedent stating that outdated Web site
information constitutes a violation of the Commission's competitive bidding process.

USAC, in misapplying the law to the facts in this case, is exceeding its authority by attempting to
inappropriately extend its reach. Moreover, it is unusual that USAC did not even cite to Mas/eiMind,
the controlling law at the time of the alleged violations, in its COMAD Denial and Demand
Payment Letters.44 Instead, USAC cites as its only lcgal authority a 2007 Commission decision45 that
did not even exist in FY 2001-the funding year at issue--and that therefore cannot apply
retroactively to actions that occurred in FY2001.

Because USAC failed to meet its burden in proving a violation of the competitive bidding process
and because the facts in this casc fully comply with the Commission's Mas/eiMind decision, the
Commission should reverse USA.c~'s dcnials.

D. Mailing Forms to Track Delivery is Clerical in Nature

USAC also based its funding denial on the fact that the certification for Little Flower's FY 2001
Form 470 was mailed from Integra's Massapequa, New York, office. The Commission has
determined that the mere act of mailing FCC Form 470 certifications does not constitute a violation
of its competitive bidding process. In its Calrbvell Pari"h Order," the Commission reviewed USAC's
funding denials of applicants who gave thcir FCC Forms 470 certifications to an employee of a
service provider to mail to USAC using the service provider's Federal Express account. In reaching
its conclusion, the Commission found that the service provider's "provision of Federal Express
mailing service for the certifications does not:, by itself, rise to the level of a violation of the
competitive bidding process."" While the Parties note that the Commission was not clcar as to

whcther it granted retroactive status to this issue, the facts in Caldwell Pari"h are similar to Integra's.
Integra mailed the certification for Little Flower's FCC Form 470 after it was signed by Little
Flower's School Superintendent.

As in Caldwell Parish, in this case, Rosanne Sweeney, as the E-Ratc consultant, not service provider,
mailed the certification as a means to track and deliver the certification. Nonetheless, USAC
determined thar this action, in conjunction with unexplained similarities in the FCC Forms 470,
constituted improper service involvement and violated the Commission's competitive bidding
rules. 48 Because Little Flower's consultant never engaged in any competitivc bid processes for Little

.f4 Explanation L.cttcrs, page 3.

·15 l\i:qllest fOr IvlIieuJ ofa Decisioll q!the UlIi1Jn;iCI! JenJiu Administrator I!J! Jellt! Techn%gies, CC Docket No. 02-6, D1\
07·1270 (2007).

·16 ReqllestsfOr Rwiew ojDecisioNs of the UllijJ(!1'sal JC1wice AdlJliniitrator I?} Ccdr/well Pmiih ,)(/;001 Disltict, ct al., (Jrdcr, ,
DA 08-449, CC Docket No. 02·6 (reI. Feb. 22, 2008).

4H Reqtt{!stfor ReJ!iew oftbe DedJioll oftbe UlliIJf.I:rtlJ Semite Adll1illirtmtor I!)' AcadcII!)' ifCClreen CllId TecblloJ({~ieJ, et a/.,
JdJOol.r tJlld LibrmicJ UlIillersaJ Semice S1Ipp0I1 1F!ec!J(miJIIl, CC Docket No. 02··6, Otder, 21 r:cc Rcd 5348, 5349, para. 3
(finding that USAC improperly denied requests for funding based on its "pattern analysis" procedure when LJSAC
stopped its review after identifying a pattern in certain applications without sufficiently examining whether the
Commission's rules were actually violated due to improper third-party participation in the competitive bidding process).
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flower, a eonsultant mailed Little Flower's eertification merely to provide for the tracking and timely
filing of the document, the Commission should conclude that Integra's assistanee did not interfere
with the competitive bidding process.

V. Conclusion

We respectfully request the Commission to grant this joint appeal because USAC failed to ftle its
COMAD Denials in accordance with the Commission's five-year deadline. As a result, US.I\(~'s

action is time-barred.

Even if the Commission finds that USAC's actions were timely, the Commission should find that
the facts demonstrate that Little Flower alone was responsible for the competitive bidding process.
At no time did Little Flower delegate authority of the competitive bidding process, or surrender its
control to any another entity.

USAC's-and the taxpayers'-resources are best served when USAC focuses on whether sehools
and applicants are engaged in open and fair competitive bidding process rather than how or where
the schools ftle their forms. The evidence in this case clearly establishes that Little Flower remained
in complete control of the preparation and filing of its Forms 470 and that no serviee provider was
involved in the competitive bidding process. The Commission cannot permit USAC to disregard
the record and make decisions that laek grounding in fact and in law.

If the Commission finds that the Parties have erred, it should conclude that theirs was a minor,
clerical error. The COlllil1ission has held that procedural violations do not warrant recovery of
funds." Finally, the Commission has ruled that administrative errors do not constitute competitive
bid violations. 50 In this ease, the failure to amend the OGS master contract to add A+ led Little
Flower to erroneously include Integra on its Form 471. Accordingly, the Commission should
reverse USAC's COMAD Denials.

'''Fifth Rcpolt alld O,d,,. at '[19.

50 Bis/JOp Pm)' Order at '18.
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