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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, DC  20554 
 
 

In the Matter of    ) 
      ) 
Request for Review by AT&T Inc. of ) WC Docket No. 03-109   
Decision of Universal Service   )  
Administrator     )  
   

 
REQUEST FOR REVIEW BY AT&T INC. OF 

DECISION OF THE UNIVERSAL SERVICE ADMINISTRATOR 

I. STATEMENT OF INTEREST AND ISSUES 
 
 Pursuant to sections 54.719(c), 54.721 and 54.722 of the Commission’s rules,1 AT&T 

Inc., on behalf of its wholly owned subsidiary Cingular Wireless LLC (Cingular),2 hereby seeks 

review of Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) Management Responses to the 

Independent Auditor’s Report on Cingular Wireless’s Compliance with the Hurricane Katrina 

Order (USAC Audit No. LI2008LR005), which summarized an audit of Cingular’s compliance 

with the Commission’s Hurricane Katrina Order.3  In particular, AT&T seeks review of 

USAC’s erroneous conclusion that because Cingular was unable to produce copies of documents 

from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), USAC should recover all Hurricane 

Katrina-related payments that Cingular received in response to providing special temporary 

                                                 
1 47 C.F.R. §§ 54.719(c), 54.721, 54.722. 
 
2 As a result of AT&T Inc.’s acquisition of BellSouth Corporation, 22 FCC Rcd 5662 (2007), Cingular 
became a wholly owned subsidiary of AT&T Inc.  Cingular Wireless LLC’s name was changed on 
January 8, 2007 to AT&T Mobility LLC.  Since the audit at issue concerned the compliance of legacy 
Cingular with the Commission’s rules, for simplicity’s sake, we will refer to that entity as “Cingular.”  
When discussing events that occurred post-audit period and post-AT&T/BellSouth merger, we will use 
“AT&T.” 
 
3 See Hurricane Katrina Order, 20 FCC Rcd 16883 (2005); Appendix A (Letter to Jamie Michael Tan, 
AT&T Services, Inc., from Pamela Gallant, USAC, High Cost and Low Income Division (dated Dec. 1, 
2009) (attaching the Final Audit Report).  We note that even though the Final Audit Report is dated 
March 13, 2009, AT&T did not receive a copy of it (via electronic mail) until August 6, 2009. 

1 
 



Lifeline support to almost 20,000 customers.  For the reasons provided below, AT&T requests 

that the Wireline Competition Bureau (“Bureau”) or Commission reverse this incorrect audit 

finding. 

II. STATEMENT OF FACTS 
 
 In the aftermath of the devastating Hurricane Katrina, Cingular sought special 

designation as a temporary eligible telecommunications carrier (ETC) in order to provide 

Lifeline service to qualified individuals affected by that disaster.4  “[W]orking within the 

existing parameters of the low-income program,”5 the Commission established this temporary 

designation along with a special wireless Lifeline service in its Hurricane Katrina Order.6   For 

purposes of this special program (hereinafter referred to as Katrina Lifeline), the Commission 

determined that federal Lifeline support meant a free wireless handset and a package of at least 

300 minutes of use, not to exceed $130 per household available from the date of the release of its 

order to March 1, 2006.7  The Commission also found that “any person approved for FEMA 

disaster assistance or determined by FEMA to be eligible for individual assistance relating to the 

hurricane will be eligible for [Katrina Lifeline] on a per household basis.”8  For purposes of this 

order, the Commission defined “household” as “one adult and his/her dependents, living together 

                                                 
4 Petition of Cingular Wireless LLC for Designation as a Temporary ETC to Provide Relief to Victims of 
Hurricane Katrina, CC Docket No. 96-45, WC Docket No. 03-109 (filed Nov. 9, 2005) (Petition).  The 
Wireline Competition Bureau stamp granted Cingular’s petition on November 16, 2005.   
 
5 Hurricane Katrina Order at ¶ 18. 
 
6 Id. at ¶¶ 8-24. 
 
7 Id. at ¶ 11.  The Commission subsequently extended the Lifeline benefit period by three months to June 
1, 2006.  See Hurricane Katrina Extension Order, 21 FCC Rcd 2803 (2006).   
 
8 Hurricane Katrina Order at ¶ 17.   
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in the same residence.”9  The Commission required Katrina Lifeline applicants to “provide 

documentary evidence to the ETC serving them to demonstrate that FEMA determined they were 

eligible for individual disaster housing assistance.  Proof of FEMA’s determination of eligibility 

for individual housing disaster assistance without repayment obligations is sufficient.”10 

 Additionally, the Commission required Katrina Lifeline applicants to “certify that they 

were residents of counties that are designated by FEMA as eligible for individual assistance, that 

they are the head of the household, and that they are only receiving one Lifeline special support 

package.”11  The Commission indicated that a “signed letter with these certifications will 

suffice.”12  The Commission instructed all participating ETCs to “maintain all necessary 

documentation to verify that the support was used for the intended purpose of assisting victims 

of Hurricane Katrina.”13  The Commission put all would-be participating ETCs on notice that it 

would “require all carriers receiving $1 million or more of this support to undergo an audit or 

other investigatory review . . . to verify the accuracy of all data submitted and that the support 

was used for the intended purposes and to validate that the [ETC] has not obtained double-

recovery from a single household.”14 

 Consistent with that order and in accordance with its Petition, Cingular made the 

following services available to eligible individuals:  a free wireless handset and at least 300 

minutes of use; up to 520 minutes for existing Cingular Go Phone – Pay as You Go prepaid 

                                                 
9 Id. at ¶ 12. 
 
10 Id. at ¶ 17. 
 
11 Id. at ¶ 23. 
 
12 Id. at n.53. 
 
13 Id. at ¶ 23. 
 
14 Id. 
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customers; and up to 1300 minutes for existing Cingular postpaid customers.15  Eligible 

individuals were (1) heads of households, (2) residents of counties designated by FEMA as 

eligible for individual assistance; and (3) approved for FEMA disaster assistance or determined 

by FEMA to be eligible for disaster housing assistance without any obligation to repay FEMA 

for the support.16   

 It was clear to Cingular at the outset that if it chose to participate in this laudable 

temporary program, its compliance with the special rules that the Commission established in its 

Hurricane Katrina Order would be reviewed in an audit.17  Thus, Cingular developed a 

comprehensive set of methods and procedures (M&Ps) that it required its employees to follow to 

ensure that it was providing the Hurricane Katrina Order Lifeline benefit only to qualified 

individuals.  Additionally, Cingular created a special Hurricane Katrina Lifeline database for 

employees to use to confirm that a customer (and household) requesting free service under the 

program had not already received a Katrina Lifeline package from Cingular.18  Cingular 

employees were required to enter customer information into this database to determine if a 

customer already had received Katrina Lifeline support and that information was validated 

against all other records in the database based on the customer’s last name, current address, 

social security number, and wireless phone number.19  Only after the employee verified that the 

                                                 
15 Petition at 2; Hurricane Katrina Order at ¶ 22 (describing variations of acceptable offerings in addition 
to the free wireless handset plus at least 300 minutes of use package). 
 
16 See Petition at 3; Hurricane Katrina Order at ¶¶ 17, 23.  We will refer collectively to these offerings as 
our Katrina Lifeline package. 
 
17 Hurricane Katrina Order, ¶ 23 (“we require all carriers receiving $1 million or more to undergo an 
audit or other investigatory review”). 
 
18 Petition at 3. 
 
19 Id.  
 

4 
 



customer (and household) had not already obtained a Lifeline package from Cingular could that 

employee process the transaction.20  Cingular also required its employees (and the third-party 

vendor that processed mail-in certifications) to forward all documentation provided by customers 

to verify program eligibility to a vendor for scanning so that such documentation would be 

available to the Commission or USAC via an optical viewer.21 

 As explained in its response to the auditors, Cingular expended significant resources (in a 

compressed period of time, due to the exigency of the situation) in order to develop its Katrina 

Lifeline program.  In sum, the steps that Cingular took included the following:  

created a cross function team dedicated to creating the processes, systems, and 
methods and procedures; built feature and tracking codes to apply 
credits/adjustments to customers, including the creation of billing system scripts 
to apply credits; updated the prepaid platform to apply credits/minutes; secured 
handsets and created process to support equipment fulfillment; communicated 
support to impacted customers in advertisements in local papers and on the AT&T 
website; created counter cards and displayed in the Company Owned Retail (“COR”) 
stores in the impacted and surrounding areas; created methods and procedures for 
all customer facing personnel supporting the program (sales, customer service, 
local dealers, and so forth); created and launched process to send a text/SMS 
message to customers to confirm credits had been applied; developed a team to 
handle notification of denial of benefits; established a team to handle customer 
inquires; created a database to capture customer information; developed scripting 
to capture fallout/errors along with a report for error resolution by back office 
team; established process for retention of records through outsource vendor which 
included scanning of required documents; created customer flows for application 
processing through the various channels and hand off procedures to the 
appropriate groups; held training sessions and dedicated staff meetings to review 
program expectations, requirements, and methods and procedures with customer 
facing associates; and, created reports and processes to support audits and controls 
for information needed in the event of an audit.22 

                                                 
20 Id.  Cingular also reserved the right to subsequently deny a Lifeline package after the initial validation 
if Cingular subsequently found reason to believe that the request was a duplicate or the customer was 
otherwise ineligible.  Id. at 4.  
 
21 Id. at 4. 
 
22 See Final Audit Report at 27-28. 
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 In a letter dated April 22, 2008, USAC informed Cingular that it was going to audit 

Cingular’s compliance with the Commission’s Hurricane Katrina Order.  This audit began 

several months later and resulted in a final audit report that contained several findings, including 

“Eligibility and Certification – Missing Documentation,” where USAC recommends recovering 

all Katrina Lifeline payments from Cingular because Cingular was unable to produce 119 out of 

120 FEMA letters.23  As part of the audit, USAC “obtained and examined 120 subscriber bills 

and handset  invoices to ensure that the Hurricane Katrina temporary Low Income support 

received by the Beneficiary was passed on to the subscriber.”24  In other words, USAC validated 

that Cingular passed along the full amount that it received from USAC to 100 percent of its 

Katrina Lifeline subscribers.   

 As noted above, Cingular retained a vendor to scan Katrina Lifeline-related customer 

documentation forwarded to it from Cingular’s stores and a third-party vendor retained to 

process requests that were mailed in.  For reasons that remain unclear, Cingular does not have 

copies (electronic or paper) of all of the documents that its employees forwarded to the scanning 

vendor.25   In particular, Cingular does not have electronic or paper copies of the FEMA 

documentation (i.e., either a FEMA authorization letter indicating eligibility for individual 

disaster assistance without any repayment obligation or proof of payment from FEMA) for some 

                                                 
23 Final Audit Report at 6-7.  We note that most of the other findings relate to Cingular’s inability to 
produce all of its Katrina Lifeline subscribers’ certification forms or FEMA documents. 
 
24 Id. at 5. 
 
25 Based on one of the vendor’s invoices, it is clear that the vendor charged Cingular to scan 69,049 
documents, which, for 19,654 subscribers, corresponds to 3.5 pages per subscriber.  See Attachment B.  
Cingular’s Katrina Lifeline application form is two pages.  See Petition, Exh. D.  We note as an aside that 
the version of the application form that USAC attached to its Final Audit Report is four pages.  Final 
Audit Report at 31-34.  That is not the correct length of the form that Cingular’s Katrina Lifeline 
subscribers completed, however, and we suspect that the two page increase was a result of some copying 
issue with USAC or between USAC and Cingular.  
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unknown, yet we believe high, percentage of its Katrina Lifeline subscribers.  In its Final Audit 

Report, USAC notes that it requested copies of FEMA eligibility letters and customer 

certifications for 120 subscribers.  According to USAC, Cingular was unable to provide FEMA 

letters for 119 of the 120 subscribers.26  In addition, USAC stated that Cingular was unable to 

produce customer certifications for 47 of the 120 subscribers (or 39 percent of the 120).27  

AT&T personnel performed their own randomly selected, statistically valid sample of the 19,654 

Katrina Lifeline subscriber listings to determine whether we had copies of signed customer 

certifications for those customers.28  Based on AT&T’s analysis, Cingular had 64 percent of the 

customer certifications from that sample.  Upon request, we will make available the underlying 

documentation supporting our analysis to the Bureau or USAC. 

III. KATRINA LIFELINE ETCS WERE NOT REQUIRED TO RETAIN COPIES OF FEMA  
 DOCUMENTS AND, THEREFORE, USAC ERRED IN CONCLUDING THAT IT SHOULD  
 RECOVER ALL KATRINA LIFELINE SUPPORT PAID TO CINGULAR BECAUSE CINGULAR  
 DOES NOT HAVE THESE RECORDS. 
 
 AT&T respectfully requests that the Bureau reject USAC’s erroneous conclusion that 

participating Katrina Lifeline ETCs were required to retain copies of their subscribers’ FEMA 

eligibility letters.  Instead, the Bureau should agree with AT&T that it was sufficient for the 

applicant to produce the FEMA documentation in person to ETC personnel and for the 

subscriber to certify, under penalty of perjury, on the application form that FEMA determined 

he/she was eligible for individual housing assistance related to Hurricane Katrina without any 

obligation to repay FEMA for such support.  Similarly, for those subscribers who mailed in their 

applications along with copies of government-issued identification and the FEMA Eligibility 

                                                 
26 Final Audit Report at 6. 
 
27 Id. 
 
28 AT&T used a larger sample size of 488 subscriber listings.  
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Determination Letter or proof of payment from FEMA, it is sufficient that the person in the call 

center who reviewed the applicant’s information validated that the application form was 

completed accurately and copies of those two documents were included.  In this regard, we note 

that Cingular’s Certification of Eligibility Application required a Cingular store or call center 

employee to initial that “I validated that the applicant is eligible for the Hurricane Katrina 

Lifeline Package and I have received all required documentation.”29  Immediately beneath that 

statement, the Cingular employee had to write his/her initials next to: “Government Issued ID,” 

“Certification of Eligibility Application,” and “FEMA Eligibility Letter or proof of payment 

(FEMA check stub or deposit slip) from FEMA.”30  

 As AT&T noted in its response to the draft audit report, the Commission designed the 

Katrina Lifeline program to “work within the parameters of the existing program.”31  Under the 

Commission’s Lifeline rules, ETCs operating in federal default states “must retain certifications 

regarding a consumer’s eligibility for Lifeline for as long as the consumer receives Lifeline 

service from that ETC. . . .”32  Applicants to the regular Lifeline program may demonstrate their 

eligibility in one of two ways:  self-certification that the applicant participates in a qualifying 

program such as Medicaid or Food Stamps, or a certification that the applicant’s income is at or 

below 135 percent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines along with some proof of income (e.g., W-

                                                 
29 Petition, Exh. D at 2. 
 
30 Id. 
 
31 Hurricane Katrina Order at ¶¶ 12, 18. 
 
32 Lifeline and Link-Up, WC Docket No. 03-109, 20 FCC Rcd 1918, ¶ 38 (2004) (2004 Lifeline and Link-
Up Order).  In 2007, the Commission extended this recordkeeping requirement for as long as the 
consumer receives Lifeline service from that ETC and three years thereafter.  Comprehensive Review of 
the Universal Service Fund Management, Administration, and Oversight, WC Docket No. 05-195 (and 
related proceedings), 22 FCC Rcd 16372, ¶ 25 (2007). 
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2, pay-stub).33  In its 2004 Lifeline and Link-Up Order, the Commission stated that its rules “do 

not require ETCs to retain the consumer’s corroborating documentation.  ETCs need only retain 

records of their self-certifications and those made by the applicant.”34  Indeed, in a Federal 

Register notice published in 2005, the Commission stated,  

Pursuant to OMB guidance, we emphasize that while carriers are allowed to ask 
for information to verify eligibility, they are not allowed to keep records of the 
actual information contained in the documents that are presented to them.  
Rather, carriers may only keep a record that the appropriate documentation was 
presented and reviewed at the point of eligibility determination.”35  

 
 AT&T provided this information to USAC in response to the draft audit report’s finding 

that, because Cingular was unable to provide 119 out of 120 FEMA documents, USAC should 

recover all Katrina Lifeline support paid to Cingular.  In its Final Audit Report, USAC, in turn, 

responded that AT&T’s claim (that it was not required to retain a copy of FEMA documentation) 

“is without merit.  In fact, the Katrina Order specifically required that customers provide proof 

of FEMA eligibility, which is different from the requirement that customers qualifying for 

regular Lifeline merely present documentation of their household income.”36  Commission 

precedent on this point is not as clear as USAC would have one believe.  In its 2004 Lifeline and 

Link-Up Order, the Commission uses the terms “provide” and “present” interchangeably when 

discussing a consumer’s qualification under the income-based standard.  For example, the 

Commission states that for “federal default states, we adopt rules reflecting the Joint Board’s 

recommendation that consumers must provide documentation of income eligibility at 

                                                 
33 2004 Lifeline and Link-Up Order at ¶¶ 27-31. 
 
34 Id. at ¶ 31.  The Commission noted in this regard that “participation with need-based programs is easily 
verified.”  Id. at ¶ 27. 
 
35 70 Fed. Reg. 30110-11 (rel. May 25, 2005) (emphasis in original). 
 
36 Final Audit Report at 12, citing 47 C.F.R. § 54.416 (emphasis in original and further citations omitted). 
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enrollment.”37  In the Joint Board’s Recommended Decision, it too uses the term “provide” in 

describing how a consumer would demonstrate that he/she is qualified for Lifeline support based 

on his/her income.38  It was likely due to the ambiguity in the Commission’s orders and rules 

that the Commission felt compelled to clarify in 2005 that ETCs were not to retain “records of 

the actual information contained in the documents that are presented to them.”39 

 Cingular, and other Katrina Lifeline participating ETCs, should be permitted to rely on 

the information contained in their subscribers’ applications to demonstrate that these subscribers 

were eligible for the Katrina Lifeline package.  As noted above, Cingular’s application required 

subscribers to make a number of certifications (i.e., resident of impacted county/parish at the 

time of Hurricane Katrina, FEMA determined that he/she was eligible for individual housing 

assistance with no obligation to repay FEMA, he/she is head of the household, and this is the 

only Katrina Lifeline package that he/she requested from Cingular or any other wireless 

provider).40  They were also required to produce for Cingular store employee verification a 

government-issued ID and a copy of FEMA documentation (either their “Eligibility 

Determination Letter” or proof of payment from FEMA).41  Subscribers were then required to 

                                                 
37 2004 Lifeline and Link-Up Order at ¶ 30 (emphasis added).  In that same paragraph, the Commission 
states that if a consumer chooses to “proffer” any documents other than a previous year’s income tax 
return, the consumer must “present” three consecutive months worth of income statements within that 
calendar year.  Id. 
 
38 Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Recommended Decision, 18 
FCC Rcd 6589, ¶¶ 35 (“States could access the documentation via an online database, if available in that 
state, or could require consumers to provide one or more forms of documentation from the following list . 
. . .”), 36 (“We recommend that the federal default criteria require consumers to provide one or more 
forms of documentation from the list above. . . .”) (2003) (emphasis added). 
 
39 70 Fed. Reg. 30110-11. 
 
40 Petition, Exh. D at 2 
 
41 Id. at 1.  For those subscribers who mailed in their applications, Cingular required those individuals to 
include copies of these documents with the completed and signed application.  Id. 
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sign their names beneath the following statement:  “I hereby certify under penalty of perjury that 

the information contained on this application is true and correct.”42  In other words, Cingular 

followed the Commission’s existing low-income requirements and “ke[pt] a record that the 

appropriate documentation was presented and reviewed at the point of eligibility 

determination.”43  

 USAC cannot explain why the information obtained by Cingular in its application form is 

inadequate to demonstrate that its subscribers were indeed eligible to participate in this special 

program.  Instead, it simply states that, “[w]ithout proof of eligibility provided by the 

Beneficiary, USAC cannot validate the customers’ eligibility and, thus, has no way to ensure that 

the support was ‘used for the intended purpose of assisting victims of Hurricane Katrina.’”44  

USAC ignores altogether the “proof of eligibility” that is contained in the subscribers’ 

applications.  While AT&T believes that nothing more is required, we note that, like program-

based eligibility, whether a particular individual received FEMA disaster housing assistance is 

“easily verified.”45  The Commission and, likely, its designee (USAC) have the ability to 

confirm this information with FEMA, which has a database of those individuals who received 

assistance related to Hurricane Katrina.  AT&T learned of the existence of these records during 

USAC’s audit and informed the auditors that this information is available but the auditors 

declined AT&T’s suggestion that they contact FEMA to confirm that the 120 individuals 

selected by USAC as part of its audit in fact received Hurricane Katrina-related disaster housing 

                                                                                                                                                             
 
42 Id. at 2. 
 
43 70 Fed.Reg. 30110-11 (emphasis in original). 
 
44 Final Audit Report at 12. 
 
45 2004 Lifeline and Link-Up Order at ¶ 27. 
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assistance.46  It would be particularly inappropriate to recover all Katrina Lifeline payments 

received by Cingular because Cingular did not have copies of FEMA documentation when it was 

not required to retain such copies and the Commission and its designee could “easily verify” 

with FEMA that the 120 subscribers selected by USAC did indeed receive disaster housing 

assistance. 

 By upholding what is essentially USAC’s strict liability decision and seeking full 

recovery from Cingular, the Bureau would not only chill future participation in Katrina Lifeline-

like programs, its decision would be inconsistent with Commission precedent.  The Commission 

has previously determined in the Schools and Libraries context that “[i]n situations where 

disbursement of funds is warranted under the statute and rules, but an erroneous amount has been 

disbursed, the amount of funds that should be recovered is the difference between what the 

beneficiary is legitimately allowed under our rules and the total amount of funds disbursed to the 

beneficiary or service provider.”47  In a 2008 order, the Commission extended its recovery 

findings made in the Schools and Libraries Fifth Report and Order to all of its universal service 

programs, including the low-income program.48  As a result, the most that USAC should recover 

from Cingular is $920,181.60 (36 percent of 19,662 subscribers x $130).49   

                                                 
46 For obvious privacy reasons, FEMA will not share any individual’s information with a private party 
such as AT&T. 
 
47 Schools and Libraries Fifth Report and Order, 19 FCC Rcd 15808, ¶ 20 (2004). 
 
48 See USAC Program Management Order, 22 FCC Rcd 16372, ¶ 30 (2008). 
 
49 The 36 percent is based on AT&T’s own analysis of a randomly selected, statistically valid sample of 
Cingular’s Katrina Lifeline subscriber listings in which it determined that it did not have signed 
application forms for 176 out of the 488 queried (or 36 percent).  AT&T will make available all of its 
supporting documentation for Bureau or USAC review.  Moreover, if requested, AT&T will make 
available its entire optical file to the Bureau or USAC for further analysis.   
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 But even that amount is excessive given the rigorous M&Ps Cingular established at the 

inception of its participation in this program that were designed to ensure its compliance with the 

Commission’s rules.  For example, as explained in response to this particular draft audit 

finding,50 Cingular developed a Hurricane Katrina Lifeline database for this program.  Before a 

new customer record could be entered into this database, the system logic would verify that a 

matching record based on certain fields had not already been entered.  Cingular store employees 

thus had to validate that the customer had not already received a Cingular Katrina Lifeline 

package (based on the customer’s last name, current address, social security number, and 

Cingular wireless phone number) before they could process the transaction.51  These employees 

were also trained to review three documents (government-issued identification, specific FEMA 

documentation, and the application form itself) in order to validate that the applicant was eligible 

for the Katrina Lifeline package.52  This step would occur even before the employee checked the 

Hurricane Katrina Lifeline database.  Based on the checks that Cingular established for this 

temporary program, the Bureau should have confidence that even the 36 percent of subscribers 

for whom we do not have signed application forms were eligible to participate.  In fact, the 

Bureau or USAC could ask FEMA to confirm whether a sample of those subscribers for whom 

Cingular no longer has the application form did receive Hurricane Katrina disaster housing 

assistance to verify our contention. 

 

 

                                                 
50 Final Audit Report at 7-9. 
 
51 Petition at 3. 
 
52 Petition, Exh. D. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 
 
 For the foregoing reasons, AT&T respectfully requests that the Bureau or the 

Commission reject USAC’s decision to recover all support that Cingular received as a result of 

its participation in the Hurricane Katrina Lifeline program because Cingular did not retain copies 

of a document it was not required under the Commission’s rules to keep. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

/s/ Cathy Carpino   
 Cathy Carpino 
 Gary Phillips 
 Paul K. Mancini 
 
 AT&T Inc. 

        1120 20th Street NW 
        Suite 1000 
        Washington, D.C. 20036 
        (202) 457-3046 – phone 
        (202) 457-3073 – facsimile  
 
February 1, 2010      Its Attorneys 
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USAC Pamela Gallant
Director, Low Income Program

l1I\i"I'r<,111 SI~rviCl' Arltl1lni,rr.lllV/' Company High Cost and Low Income Division
--------------------"'--------'-

Via Certified Mail

December 1, 2009

Jamie Michael Tan
AT&T Services, Inc.
1120 20th St. NW Suite 1000
Washington, DC 20036

RE: Results of 2008 Hurricane Katrina Lifeline Audit of Cingular Wireless

Dear Mr. Tan:

As you know, the Internal Audit Division of the Universal Service Administrative
Company (USAC) conducted an audit of Hurricane Katrina Lifeline support
received between November 2005 and June 2006. The final report from that
review was sent to the company and an add itional copy is attached for you r
reference. The auditors found that Cingular Wireless was not compliant with the
rules.

Because Cingular Wireless cannot provide proof of eligibility for its customers
who received Hurricane Katrina Lifeline, the auditors recommended that USAC
recover all Hurricane Katrina support, $2,556,060. Without the documentation,
USAC cannot ascertain whether support was provided to eligible households as
defined by FCC's rules. The audit findings are set forth below and include the
monetary effect related to each finding based on the audit sampling.

Proof of Eligibility. The auditors found that Cingular Wireless could not locate the
FEMA authorization letters for 119 out of 120 sampled subscribers. Cingular
Wireless does not dispute that it cannot provide proof of eligibility for its
customers who received Hurricane Katrina Lifeline. The monetary effect of this
finding is $15,470.

Duplicate Address. The auditors found both duplicate telephone numbers and
duplicate subscriber names on the list of Hurricane Katrina subscribers provided
by Cingular Wireless. The monetary effect of this finding is $56,550.
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Designated Area. The auditors discovered that Cingular Wireless claimed
Hurricane Katrina support for customers living in counties outside of the FCC­
designated area. The monetary effect of this finding is $4,940.

Subscriber Listing. The auditors found that Cingular Wireless's subscriber list
had fewer subscribers than the company claimed on its Hurricane Katrina Lifeline
and Link Up Assistance worksheet, resulting in a $1,040 overpayment. Further,
the auditors noted that the subscriber list had blank fields and business-like
names, resulting in a $3,380 overpayment. The monetary effect of these findings
is $4,420.

Time Period. The auditors noted that Cingular Wireless claimed Hurricane
Katrina support for customers that initiated service after June 1, 2006, after the
FCC's deadline. The monetary effect of this finding is $1,430.

Consistent with the auditors' overall recommendation, USAC will issue an invoice
to Cingular Wireless in the amount of $2,556,060.

If you wish to appeal this decision to the FCC, the appeal must be filed within 60 days
of the date of this letter. Additional information about the appeals process may be
found on USAC's web site at www.universalservice.org/li/aboutlfiling-appeals.

Sincerely,

TJ ('I-jfi>,~tt;
Pamela Gallant

Director, Low Income Program

Enclosures



USAC
To: Ms. Karen Majcher, Vice President, High Cost and Low Income Division

From: MI'. Wayne Scali, Vice President oflntemal Audit

Date: March 13,2009

Re: lmlependenl Auditor's Report on Cingular Wireless's Compliance with the
Hurricane Katrina Order (USAC Audit No. LU008LROOS)

Introduction

The Universal Scrvice Administrative Company (USAC) Intemal Audit Division (lAD)
audited Cingular Wireless (Beneficiary 01' AT&T) for compliance with the Fedcral
Communications Commission's Hurricane Katrina Order' (the Rules). Compliancc with
the Rules is the responsibility of the Beneficiary's management. USAC lAD's
rcsponsibility is to cxprcss an opinion on the Beneficiary's compliancc with the Rules
based on our audit.

Purpose and Scope

The Katrina Order required all entities receiving $1 million or more of suppon to
undergo an audit or other investigatory review to verify the accuracy of all data
submitted and that the support was used for intended purposes and to validate that the
eligible telecommunications carrier has not obtained double-recovery from a singlc
household.'

lAD conducted this performance audit in accordance with Generally Acceptcd
Government Auditing Standards (GAGAS) issued by the Comptroller General of the
United States (2007 Revision, as amcnded)3 Those standards require that we plan
and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. Our
audit included examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the data used to
calculate support, as well as performing such other procedures, as we considered
necessary to form an opinion. We believe that the evidence ubtained provides a
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.

Wc obtained and examined the Beneficiary's documentation to support the amOllnls
reported on its submittal that is thc equivalcnt to the FCC Form 497 (Form 497) for the

1 In the MaUer 0/Federal-Stale .Joint Board on Universal Service, 20 FCC Red loSS3. FCC 05-178 (2005)
(Katrina Order).
~ Kalrina Order nt ~ 23.
J See Government Aexollntabilily Office, Government Audilinj{ Standards: July 2007 Revision, GAO-07­
73 to. (July 2007) (GAGA:'2-
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period November 2005 through June 2006. The following chart summarizes the support
the Eleneficiary received during the audit period.

Number of Amount of
Snbscribers SuppOIi

Lifeline 19,662 $2,556,060
LinkUp 0 0
Total $2,556,060

We performed procedures to determine whcther the Beneficiary complied with the Rules.
For the purposes of this report. a finding is a condition that shows evidence of
noncompliance with the Rules.

Conclusion

USAC lAD concludes that the Eleneficiary was not compliant with the Rules for the
period reviewed, Our examination disdosed six findings, and based on these results,
lAD recommends that the full amount of support paid to the Beneficiary in the amount ur
$2,556,060 be recovered.

lAD is required to conduct its audits in accordance with GAGAS,', which requires that an
auditor must obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to substantiale audit findings ancl
recummcndations.5 The Katrina Order states that benefieiarics must make available Hny
documentation and records necessary to verify compliance with the rules (e.g.,
substantiale that the benefieiary used the funds to provide SUppOlt to eligible
subscribers'), As described in detail in Audit finding #1 below, during the eourSc of this
audit, the Eleneficiary was unable to provide the required eligibility documents for 119 01'
the 120 ilems in lAD's requested sample. Based on this sample, as well as on statements
by the I:lenefieiary that documcntation was similarly unavailable for the beneficiarics not
included in the sample, lAD has reasonable confidence that the condition that exists with
the sample (i.e., Beneficinry inability to provide documentation to support eligibility)
exists lor the full population of subscribers. As such, lAD is unable to determinc the
eligibility of Beneficiary's enlire population of Hurricane Katrina Lifeline applicants.

The I:leneficiary informed us thai it hired a vendor tu scan, slure, and transmit documents
related to subscribcr cligibility. This vendor is no longer in business, leaving the
Reneficiary without the ability to access thc required documentation. lAD's
recommendation that USAC management seek full recovery is based on the fact the
Benefieiary could not provide documentation to verify the eligibility of its subscribers,
which is undisputed.

Federal-Slale JojlJt BOllrd on Uni\'ersal Service, CC Docket No. 96·45, Order, 18 FCC Red 19911, FCC
Ol-2l2 (200l) (U,I/IC CovGIlAP Order).
S See CACAS, § 7.55 (July 2007).
6 Katrina Order £/1 ,! 23.
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An auditor cannot rely solely on tile Beneficiary's assertions (as opposed to surficienl,
appropriate evidence) that its subscribers were in fact eligible, Maimaining and making
available suflicient, appropriate evidence to substantiate its subscribers' eligibility is a
COre foundation of the Low Income program and a fundamental requirt:lTIL:nl of GAGAS
auditing standards and audit best practices, Thus, we recommend that USAC
management seck full recovery orHurricane Katrina temporary Lifeline support paid to
the 13eneficiary,

Findings

• Eligibility and Cel1ification - Missing Documentation,
• Subscriber Listing - Duplicate Records,
• Subscribcr Addresses - Not in FEM/\ Dcsignated Areas,
• Subscriber Listing - Inadcquate Rccords,
• Support Period - Deadline Elapsed,
• Form 497 - Inaccurate Number of Subscriber Claimed,

EXcepfions Taken and Recovery Action

Monetary Effect USAC Management
Finding of Findin u Recovery Action

#I - Eligibility and Certification - Missing
Documentation· $15,470 $2,556,060
#2· Subscriber Listing· Duplicate Records $56,550 $56,550
#3 - Subscriber Address - Not in FEMA
Designated Areas $4,940 $4,940
#4 - Subscriber Listing· Inadequate Records $3,380 $3,380
#5· Support Period· Deadline Elapsed $1,430 $1,430
#6· Form 497 -lni.\(;\:unllt: Number or Subscribers

Claimed $1,040 $1,040

• Although Ihe total monetary efTect orthe Eligibility and Certification finding
is $15,470, lAD noted that the Beneficiary was unable to provide el igibi lity
documentation to support 99% of uur sample selection, Considering the impact
on our sample, lAD has reasonable confidence that the condition thal exisls with
the sample, also exists for thc population, The 13eneficiary did not fulfill its
obligation 10 retain and make available eligibility documentation necessary to
verity compliance with the Hurricane Katrina Order.7 Thcrefore, lAD
rccornmends full recovery of Ilurricane Katrina temporary Lifeline support paid
to the BeneGciary, While there is a monetary effect and recovery action for the
remaining findings, the tOlal amount of support to be recovered will nol exceed
Ihe $2,556,060 total amount paid to the Beneficiary,

"1 See f..'ml'inCl Order at ~ 23.
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Audit Procedures Overview

A. Genen,1 Procedures
We obtained and reviewed the Beneficiary's Eligible Telecommunications Carrier
(ETC) designation order to ensure the l3eneficiary was designated prior to receiving
support.

U. Application Process
We obtained an understanding of the Beneficiary's application process relating to the
Hurricane Katrina Order and the Low Income Support Mechanism. The
Beneficiary's suhscribers were required to complete a Certification Form and certify
under penalty of perjury that they were residents of counties as designated by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) as eligible for individual
assistance, that they were head of their household, and that they were receiving only
one Lifeline supp0l1 pel' household.' To ensure that customers met the eligibility
criteria, they were required to produce government issued identification along with a
copy of the FEMA leller or proof of payment from FEMA stating that the appl ieant is
eligihle 1\1r housing assistance related to f furricane Katrina with no obligation to
repay FEMA for funds received.'

C. Advertising
We obtained and examined the Beneficiary's evidence of advertising to ensure it
publicized the availability of Lifeline and Link Up service in a manner reasonably
designed (0 reach those likely to qualify for the service.

n. Fnrm 497
We obtained and examined the Benefieiary's Form 497s for accuracy by comparing
the amounts reported against the Beneficiary's data files.

E. Subscriber Listing
We obtained and examined the Beneficiary's subscriber listing and lIsed computer
assisted auditing techniques to analyze the data files and perform the following
rrocedures:

• Compared the total number of subscribers to what was repOt1ed on the Form
497s.

• Verified whether the data file contains any duplicate subscriber names,
telephone numbers or addresses.

• Verified whether the data file contains blank telephone numbers/addresses or
business names/addresses.

• Verified whether subscriber lines were connected prior to October 14,2005 01'

subsequent to June 1,2006.
• Verified whelher the impacted address is in the coulllies or parishe.s

designated by FEMA lor individual disaster relief.

II S~e generally, Katrina Order at ~ 17.
" Id.
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F. Subscriber Discounts
We obtained and examined 120 subscriber bills and handset invoices to ensure th'll
the Hurricane Katrina tempurary Low Income support receiveu by the Bcneliciary
was passed on to the subscriber.

c.. Subscriber F.Jigibility
We requesteu ]20 Certificatiun Furms. The Beneliciary could nut provide 47
Certification Forms. As such, we obtained and examineu 73 Certification Forms to
verify the following:

• The name and address on tbe eligibility certification matched the subscriber
listing and subscriber bill/handset invoice.

• The Beneliciary required applicants to certify that they were residents ofcount;es
designated by FEMA as eligible for individual assistance, that they were head of
their household, and that they arC receiving only one Lifeline support pcr
household.

We requested 120 FEMA authorization letters. The Bendiciary could not provide
119 FEMA authurizatiun lelters. As such, we obtained and examined one FI'MA
authorization letter to verify the following:

• The name and address on the FEMA uoeumentation matched the subscriber
listing and subscriber bill/handset invoice.

• The Beneficiary obtained appropriate documentation li'om the subscriber that
confirmed that FEMA determined the subscriber was eligible for individual
disaster housing assistance and thaI the subscriber did not have any obligations
under FEMA rules 10 repay the support received.

Olll" audit findings as well as responses to the lindings arc included below. We have
evaluateu the validity of the Beneficiary's responses to each of our findings and provided
a response. Although the Benelleiary disagreed with all of our findings, our positiun un
these matters remains unchanged.

USAC AutJi' No. L12008LR005 Page 5 of J:l



Audit Finding #1
Eligibility and Certification - Missing Documentation

Criteria
Any person approved for FEMA disaster assistance determined by FEMA to he
eligible for individual assistance relating to the hurricane will be eligible for
temporary federal Lifeline and Link-Up SUPP0I'l, on a per housebold basis.'o

IWJe require consumers qualifying [or this support to provide documentary
evidence to the ETC serving them to demonstrate that FEMA determined that
they were eligible for disaster housing assistance. Proof of FEMA 's
determination of eligibility for individual housing disaster assislanee without
repayment obligations is sul"licient."

[W]c require applicants {or the temporary Lifeline support pursuan! to this Order
to certily that they were residents of eOU/llies that arc designated by FEMA as
eligible for individual assistance. that they are head of their houschold. and that
they are that they are receiving nile Lifeline support pUl:kagc. Applicants seeking
I,ink-Up support must certify that they were residents of counties that are
designated by FEMi\ as eligible for individual assistance. We require feTC's
receiving this temporary support to maintain all necessary documentalion to

verity that the ~uPf.,0rt was used for the intended purposes of assisting victims of
Ilurncane Katrina -

All eligible telecommunications carriers, service providers, Or beneficiaries
requesting support under these temporary rules shall be subject to audit or
investigation by the Commission's Office of In speclor General ("OIG"), or other
authorized I<xleral Or state governmental agency and, lIpon request, lllust make
available ani documentation and records necessary to verify compliance with
these I'lIles.'

Condition
We requested certifications fur 120 subseribers to verify that they we,re residenls of
counties that are designated by FEMA as eligible for individual assistance; that they are
head of their household; and that they received only one Lifeline support package. The
Beneficiary was unable to provide certifications for 47 subscribers, therefore, \vc wen.:
unable to determine whether these subscribers certified as required under the Katrina
Order. In addition, we requested eligibility determinalionletlers for thesc same 120
subscribers to cnsurt;; that the subscribers met the eligibility requirements to receive
temporary federal Lifeline and Link-Up support. The Beneficiary provided
documentation evidencing eligibility for one subscriber, but was unable to provide
documentation lor 119 subscribers.

10 A:afrina Order at ~ 17.
II Jd
1~1d at ~ 23.
IJ Ida11! 5.
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Cause
The Beneficiary is unable to locate the eligibility determination letters for 119 of 120
subscribers in lAD's sample. Pcr the 8eneficiary, a third-party vendor was engaged to
scan and store the required documentation for the Katrina Lifeline Program. The
Beneliciary believes that the vendor scanncd and transmitted some documents; however,
it did !lot fulfill its obligation for all the Katrina Lifelinc documents. As the vcndor is no
longer in business, the Beneficiary cannot retrieve the re~ujrcd documentation.

Effect
The Beneficiary was unablc to provide eligibility documentation for the selecled
subscribers. Therefore, lAD cannot determine whether these subscribers were eligible to
receive temporary federal Lifeline and Link-Up support. The monelary effect of this
tinding is a $15,470 overpayment of support.

Missing eligibility documentation
Support amount
Totaloverpayme!lt

119
x $130

$ 15,470

Reeom mendation
Given the inability of the Beneficiary to provide the required eligibility doeumcnts for
our rcquestcd sample, we recommend thatUSAC management recover all Katri!la
Ijfeline support.

13eneliciary Hesponse
AT&T strongly disagrccs with the recommendation intbe DAF [Eligibility and
Certification]" that USAC management recover all Katrina Lifeline support" from
AT&T. This is an overly punitive recommendation and docs not have any
relation 10 the facts associated with this DAF. The DAF does nol find that AT&T
did !lot pass on all of the Ilurrieane Lifeline credits to its customers" and the
auditor has not proven that AT&T's Katrina I.ifeline customcrs wcre nol eligible
to receive the benefit. Instead the OAF recommendation is hased on AT&T's
inability to produce the certification of eligibility forms for 47 CuSlUmer, und the
FEMA authorization lelter for 119 customers. AT&T will address each group of
documents in turn below.

47 MissinR Certification a/Eligibility Forms: Even though AT&T only had a vcry
short period of time to develop and implement the entire Katrina Lifeline
program, i\T&T expended considerable resources on document retention and had

a policy and procedure in place. For example in ils Katrina Pelition, AT&T
addressed document retention by stating that all Company Owned Retail ("COR")
locations and third party agents would be mandated to submit all required
documentation on a weekly basis to a vendor AT&T had retained to scan and
store the required documents. These docllments would then be available for

1·1 roor the additional test audit group of 120 customers, AT&T provided clear documentation that cacll
cllstomc:r rc:ceived the full Knlrilla Lifeline credit.
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auditor inspection via an optical viewcr (or printouts frorn such viewer)." In l"aC!.
AT&T engaged a vendor that it had previously used for scanning and retention of
documents. AT&T reasonably believed that this vcndor would reliably scan,
store and transrnit the documents to AT&T as necessary for any Katrina Li I"clilie
audit. AT&T is decply disappointed that its vcodor expressly hired for scanning
and storing the required documents, did not fulfill its contractual obligations and
has now gone out or business. AT&T is investigating itR legal options against this
\,;umpany.

Despite AT&T's inability to locate the Customer Eligibility rorm for 47
custorncrs in the additional test procedure group, AT&T is confident that these
custorners were in fact eligihle to receive the Katrina Lifelinc crcdit. As
described in more detail abovc, AT&T pmaetively devoted significant resourCeS
to ensurc that only eligible customers reccived the Lifeline credit. ror exarnple,
AT&T developed a special Hurricane Katrina Lifeline Database ("Katrina
Databasc") for thosc customers that qualified I"or AT&T to extend the Katrina
Lifeline credit. Before a new customer record could bc cntcrcd into thc Katrina
Databasc, thc system logic would verify that a matching record based on ccrtain
ficlds (c.g. account number) had not already been entered. AT&T cornrnunieated
10 its store managers and sales representatives the process fOI' determining
customer eligibility for the Katrina Lifeline credit and the documents that must be
copied and relained. Altached as Exhibit 1 is all example of a comlllunication
sent to store managers and sales represcntatives. Further, there were training
meetings with sales representatives to ensure that the sales representatives knew
the requirements of the program.

As evidenced in Exhibit 1 the sales representative was instructed that the
customer must provide "the following 3 forms of documentation before validation
via rAT&T's Katrina] Lifeline database is processed". The 3 forms of
documcntation are: rEMA proofofeligibilityl6, government issuedlD 17

, and the
Certification of Eligihility Application. This criteria is consistent with the
information set forth in the Katrina Petition, whereby AT&T stated that it would
require thc customer to complete the Certitieation of Eligibility Form and provide
FEMA authorization or proof of funds received from rEMi\ 18 AT&T's process
would thcn bc to vcrify the government issued ID and only afterward cnter the
customer inl"ormation into the Katrina Database". As such, AT&T's procedures
required the customer to have already provided the required inl"ormation to the
AT&T sales representative before the sales representative would enter thc
customer into the Katrina Database. Therelore, pursuant to AT&T's methods and

IS KOfr;nu fetition, page 4.
III Tlie FEMA proof of eligibility was either a letlt'f [wm PEMA stating the persoll is eligible and appruvt:J
lor il1l.Iividual hOllsing assistance related to Hurricane K<ltrina withollt the expectation of repnylllellt (l!"

proof of funds received from FEMA beyond initial S2,OOO (check stub or deposit bank statement).
P AT&T, generally, did not store this information due to privacy concerns with retaining this
uO(.:llI1lCnLalion.

18 Katrina Pe/ilion, rage 1
I~ lei.
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procedures only alter the customer had completed the Ce!1ification of Eligibility
Form and provided government idenlilicatiun and FEMA proof of eligibility
would the customer be entered inlo Ihc Katrina Database.

FFMA Pro4of Eligibility: First, AT&T was nol required to retain thc FEMA
proof of el igibi Iity. As ciled by the auditors, thc Kalrina Order requires,
"consumers qualifying for this support to prnvide documentary evidence to tile
ETC scrving them to demonstrate that FEMA determined that they were eligible
for disaster housing assistance. Proof of FEMA's dctermination of eligibi Iity for
individual housing disaster assistance without repayment obligations is
suflieient"ZO, While the Kalrina Order requires that providers of Katrina Lil'clinc
maintain allneeessary documentation to vcrify that suppo!1 was used for the
intended purpose of assisting victims of Hurricane Katrina21

, the Order docs not
spcci lically state that the carrier must relain a eopy of the FEMA letter or proof of
funds received from FEMA (e.g., check stuh). In fact, in evalualing the FCCs
April 2004 Lifeline Report and Order and Furlher Notice ofProposed
Rulemaking (FCC 04-87), the Ortice of Managcmcnt and Budget ("OMW')
determined til at carriers should not retain cerlain customer documentation to
prove that the customer is eligible for Lifeline22 Since the FCC intendcd that its
Katrina program "work[] within the existing parameters orlhe low-income
program l

' and since the fCC obtailH:d this OMS guidance prior to Hurricane
Katrina, it is reasonable to conclude lhat Katrina Lifelinc ETCs were not required
to rctain FEMA proofofcligibility'J.

Second, AT&T in its Kattina Pelition stated that it would require its customers to
complcte tile Certification of Eligibility Form and providc "a FEMA authorization
letter or proof of funds received from FEMA" and only explicitly discussed tilc
obi igation of requiring a copy of the FEMA letter or proof of payment for existing
customers utilizing the mail-in process. AT&T did not explicitly state that it
would retain thc FEMA authorization lelter",

Third, AT&T required applicants to provide his/her signature and datc arter the
following on the Certification of Eligibility Form:

1 have read the h?formalion on this applil.:uhon and understand thaI must meet the
qualifications/or individual housing ass/slanee relafed (0 1!urricane Katrina (/m!
I have no obligalion 10 repay FF.MA .. ./ understand service will be prOVided

20 I\tllrina Order. ~ 17.
:'1 ht., ~ 23.
21 Sec 70 foR J011 o~ I J (reI. May 25, 2005) ('Pursuant 10 OMB guidance, we emphasize Ihal while carriers
art! allowed to usk lor in/ormation 1o veqfy the eligibility. they are not '1l1owed (0 keep I'lJcords offill.!
(letl/al in/orlllation c:of/fuineJ in (he dOC/iments Ihat (Ire presenred to Ihem. Nather, carriers muy only k~ep

(I record 'hal {he apPI'O[Jriafe documentation was pn!senled and reviewed al rhe point ofeligibililY
delamination "(Emphasis in original.)).
1,1 KG/rina Order ~ 18
~'I To tIn: extent timt A"&T copied the FEM!\ eligibility detcnnination letter, for the same reasons llS

disC'ussed above regard ing its vendor, AT&T has been unable 10 locate this documcntaliofl.
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subjeci 10 Ihe lenn.l· o(service, raie plan brochure and Ihe FCC Hurricane
KOlrina Lifeline lel71porory order. 1hereby cerlify under penally o/perjury Ihal
(he informal/on conlained onlhis IIpplicalion is Irue and correct. 2

Finally, as noted above, AT&T adopted methods and procedurcs applicable to ils
employees conccrning its participation in the Katrina Lifeline program. Pursuant
to these procedurcs, sales representatives were re4uiredtu verifying that the
customer had a letter rrom FEMA stating the CllSlQmer is eligible and approved
for individual housing assistance related to Hurricane Katrina without the
expcetation of repayment or demonstrated proof of funds (e.g., check stub or
deposit bank statcment) received from FEMA beyond the initial $2,000 before the
cmployee enters the customer's name into the Katrina database 26

In sum, the reeummcndation for DAF [Eligibility and Certilkation] is complclely
unfoundcd and oul ofprop0l1ion with AT&T's inability to produce a record tu
prove that these recipients of thc Katrina Lifeline benel"it presented the
appropriate FEMA authorization Ictter to AT&T. AT&T has established proof 01·
its process for acceptance of Katrina Lifeline applications. Further, USAC could
check with FEMA as to whether these customers mct thc FEMA eligibility
critcria. The Kli/rina Order only contemplated that funds could be recovered ifit
lVas shown that the funds "were used impmperly,·n Again, the DAF has made
110 finding that AT&T improperly lIsed any of the Katrina Lifeline funds received
as AT&T has established that the Katrina Lifeline benetlciary indeed received the
credit. As such, and especially in light of the erroneous conclusion in the DAF
that AT&T lVas required to retain FEMA eligibility letters, the recommendation
that all support should be recovered from AT&T cannot be sustained.

USAC lAD Response
The Kalr;na Order states that the Beneficiary must make available any docullleillation
and records necessary to verify compliance with the rules (e.g., substantiate that it used
thc funds for eligible subscribers "). Our recommendation for USAC management to
seek ttlll recovery is based on the fact that the Beneficiary could not provide
documentation 10 verify the eligibility of its subscribers. The Beneficiary docs not
dispute this facl. While the Beneficiary can demonstrate via subscriber bills that the
suppurt it reccived was passed on to these subscribers, the Beneficiary cannot
dcmonstrate that these subscribers were eligible to receive such discounts.

In accordance with fCC orders, USAC is required to conduct its audits in accordance
with GAGAS29 and those standards require that we obtain sufficient, appropriate

25 See Exhihit 2. After the FCC extended the eligibility period. the date for acceptance ofIlle Ccrtific:aliull
uf Eligibility Form was changed.
2{, As mentiont:d above, the sales representative also would review the customer's govemment-issued ID
Jild the Certification of EI igibility Application prior to entering the customer in the Katrina Database for
fU11hcr validation.
27 Kalrlna Order, '157.
28 Katrina Order at ~ 17.
~~ Sf!(1 USAC CovGIIAr Order.
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evidence to substantiate our conclusions. JO \)"Ie cannot we rely on the Beneficiary's
assertions (as opposed to sufficient. appropriate evidcnce) that its subscribers were in fact
eligible. Maintaining and making available sufficient, appropriate evidcnl:c to
substantiate its subscribers eligibility is a core foundation of the Low Income progmm
and a fundamental requirement of our auditing standards; neither of which can bc
disregarded.

lAD believes the Bendiciary understood the importance of retaining such documentation
by its implementation of processes to review dm,:ulllentation at the time of enrollllll:111 and
by its hiring ofa vendor to scan, store and transmit documents. Although lAD
understands the Bcndiciary has to contend with its vendor's failures, it remains the
I3clleficiary's responsibility to ensure cUlllpliulH:C with the Rules, which it has not bccn
ablc to do regarding the eligibility of its subscribers. As such, our recommcndation to
USAC management to seek full recovery offunds based this malter is appropriate.

USAC Manngement Respunse
IJSAC management concurs with the audit finding. The Katrina Order requires
companies to maintain documentation to verify that the suppon provided assisted eligible
consumers.31 Without customer cCI1ifications of eligibility, the auditors cannot ascertain
Ihat the support assisted only victims or Hurricane Katrina. The Beneficiary docs not
dispute that it was required to retain thc cCl1itieations of its customers. Instead, the
!3eneficiary argues that, even though it callnot provide a substantial number or the
ccrtifi<.:utions, t.ht; procedures the company hat! in plul,;c fur obtaining certifications should
be relied on as proof that the eertitieations were received. To the contrary, thc Katrina
Urder stales explicitly that the same "information collection cff0l1S, document retention,
and cCI1ification requirements" in effect lor non-Katrina Lifeline apply to recipients ur
Knlrinn Lifeline support.32 Companies receiving non-Katrina Low Income support arc
required to retain customer sclf-cenitications.Jl

Moreover, USAC management concurs with Ihe auditor's recommendation to recover all
Katrina support provided to the Beneficiary because the company cannot provide copies
of its customers' ['EMA letters. The Commission limited eligibility for Katrina Lifeline
support to persons approved for ['EMA disaster housing assistance or determined by
FEMA to be eligible lor housing assistance relating to the hurricane]' The Commission
could have expanded the eligibility criteria to incfude, tor example, hnuseholds thai could
demonstrate income below a certain level or participation in a specific social service
program. The Katrina Order states explicitly: " ...we require consumers qualifying lor
this support to provide documentary evidence to the ETC serving them to demonstrate

lOSee Cit/GAS, § 7.55.
JI Karrina Order at ~ 23.
12 "All information collection efforts, document retention. and certilication requirements that normally
apply to <lpplications for low~jncol11e ....~upport will cfllliinue to apply for these lemporary USF suppOrt
initiatives." Katrina Order at ~! 60 .
.n 47 C.F.R. § 54.41 O(b) ("Eligible telecommunications carriers must retain records of their sci f~

CCl1ific<llions and those made by consumers.").
l4 Kafrina Order al '1 J7.
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that rEMA determined they were eligible for individual disaster housing assistanceJ ;

Without proof of eligibility provided by the Beneficiary, USAC cannot validate the
~ustomers' cligibility and,. thus: has no way 10 ensure that S~rt0rt was "used for the
II1tended purpose of ass[stmg victims of HurrJcane Katnoa: For these reasons, the
Katrina Order required customers to provide proof of eligibility to companics17 and
required companies to "maintain all necessary documentation to verify thaL the support
was used for the intended purpose of assisting victims of Hurricane Katrina." Therefore,
USAC management agrees with the audit finding that without copics orthc FEMA
letters, subscriber eligibility cannot be verillcd.

The Beneficiary's argument that it was prohibited from retaining FEMA letters bccause
the Commission's rules prohibit ETCs from retaining certain personal information from
non-Katrina Lifeline subscribers is without merit. In fact, the Katrina Order spccifically
required that customers provide proof of FEMA eligibility,J9 which is different from the
requirement that customers qualifying for regular Lifcline merely present documentation
of their household income'"

Finally, we notc that the Katrina Order expressly provides that any Beneficiary receiving
more than $1 million in support will be audited" Thus, the Bcneficiary was onnolicc
thai it would be audited and that, among other things, the auditors would require proof of
subscriber eligibility.

)5 Kalrina Order at 17.
16 1d. at 23.
J7 td."" 17.
1l11d at 23.
ll,l }\atrina Order at 17.
"See 47 C.F.R_ § 54.416
41 Katrina Order at ~ 23.
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Beneficiary Overall Response to Audit Findings

The following statement was submitted by the Beneficiary as an overall response to all of
the audit findings:

In response to Hurricane Katrina the Federal Communications Commission
("FCC") took "swilt and decisive aetion,,6U by issuing the Kmrino Order" which
«[nong other things rnodified thtj USF program rules to morc effectively target
support to the disaster area and to people affected by Hurricane Katrina62 For the
low-income program, the FCC adopted "Lifeline rules to provide households
eligible for individual housing assistclncc under rEMA rules with lClllporury
wireless telecommunications scrvicc,',6J

Following the anermath of Hurricane Katrina, /\T&T Mobil ity CAT&T") made
extensive effolis to assist its customers and others affected by this natural
disaster." Consistent with AT&T's elTorts to assist those people affected by the
Hurricane Katrina, AT&T carefully reviewed and considered the rcquirt:mcnts in
the Kmrino Order and then applied lar temporary Katrina Lifeline support lor its
eligible eustomers 6

' In accordance with the Kmril70 Order, /\T&Tsubmitlcd its
Kalril10 Pelilion which included a detailed description of the plan it intended to
offer along with its document retention practices. Of course, the cntin: Katrina
l.ilCiine program that was developed and implemented hy AT&T had to be put
togl:-lhcr within roughly a one month period of timc,66

AT&T devoted significant resources to designing its Katrina Lifeline program so
that eligihle potential and existing customers could take advCllllagc of the Katrina
Lifeline olTer and credits. The eftorts undertaken by AT&T to support the
Katrina I ,ifeline program incloded, but were not limited to, the lallowing: created
a cross function team dedicated to creating the processes, systems, and methods
and procedures; built f'cature and tracking codes to apply credits/adjustments to
customers, including the creation of billing system scripts to apply credits;
updated the prepaid platform to apply credits/minutes; secured handsets and
created process to support equipment fulfillment; eommunicatcd support to
impacted customers in advertisements in local parers and on the AT&T website;
created counter cards and displayed in the Company Owned Retail ("COR") stores in

W Fl:deral-SI,lte Joint Board on Universal Service, Schools and Libraries Universal Suppurl Medwllislll
R\lral Heulthcare Support Mechanism, Lifeline ,mel Link-Up, Order, CC Docket Nos. 96~45 and 02·[)(1, we
Docker Nos. 02-60 and 03·109 (reI. Ocl. 14, 2005)(K(jlrina l.ifeline Order).
" Id., aI 115.,.,
• Id .• "1114.

63 Id., at ~14. Footnote omitted.
6~ SI;:t: Seplt:mber 8.2005 letter from Brian F. Fontes. Vice President, rederal Rel~li()lls, Cingulnf Wireless
LLr., In MOllica Desai, Chief, Consumer & GovernmenL Affairs Bureau, <ll1d Calherill W. Seidel, AClilig
Chief, \Vireless Telecommunications Bureau, in respullst: to Public Notice 0/\ 05~2421.

(,~ On November 9,2005, AT&T filed a petition with IIlI: Fedt:ral Communications COlllmissioll ("FCC")
for designation as a temporary eligiblt: tdt:wJnlllllnicatiolls carrier to provide stipulated rei icf \0 victims of
Hurricane Katrina (" Kalrina Petition").
~ AT&T's; Katrina Petition was gnmtcd on November 16,2005 (DA 05-2977).
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the impactcd and surrounding areas; created methods and proccdures lor all
customer facing personnel supporting the program (salcs, customer service, local
dealers, and so forth); created and launchcd process to send a text/SMS mcssagc
to customers to contiI'm crcdits had bccn applicd; developed a team to handle
notification ofdcnial ofbcncfits; cstahlished a team to handlc customer inquircs;
crealed a database to capture customer information; developed scripting to capture
t"allout/errors along with a report for error resolution by back office team;
established process for retention of records through oulsourcc vendor which
incluucd scanning or re<..juired documents; created customer nows for applicatioll
processing through the various channels and hand otf procedures to thc
appropriate groups; held training sessions and dedicated staff meetings to review
program expectations, rcquirclTIcnts, and Illl:lhods and procedures with customer
facing associates; and, crcatcd reports and processes to support audits and controls
for information needed in the event of an audit.

None of the Draft Audit Findings ("OAFs") allege that AT&T did not properly
pass on the Katrina Lifeline credits to consumers. Inslcad a number of the OAFs
attempt to place rcsponsibility on AT&T to verify the accuracy of customer
ecrtifications. This is contrary to the Katrina Order which placcd responsibility
on the consumerS to certify under penalty of perjury that he/she mel cerlain
requirements. The OAFs are improperly attempt to shitt the burden to AT&T'.
This is completely unreasonable, especially in light of the extremely short pcriod
of time that carricrs had to sct up thc Katrina Lifelinc program."
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Exhibits Provided bv the Beneficiary

USAC Audit No. L12008LR005 Page 29 of 31\



Exhibit I

)( cingular .
~~'s~'~fJ :.r~c· a.v

Ops News Brief

TRAINING

H(JW YOU Can Help - Mall In Proc;ess lor ExIsting Custon~rs:

1. NOli l;uslomjJf I<lOOlJ employees should help with the EliglUilily Application In one 01 till:' J lolkM1t19 W<lys:
u Refer customers to 'MV'N.Glnoulill r.omlkp''111il IilcJinlf (dngul'lI.comfkalrinaJifnl.nr.) fm th.l E igillilily Apfll'C:illOn
o Oll{,!( to cmml (preferred) or fax the [1igl~lity AppilCOtiOll to the C\Jstomor.
o Rorl~r cuslofnl;l($ 10 COR kX:<l\lon.

2. E~Ill.N'ly A.pplic,Jlion IS ,:l\Ii)11atlo@ WW'N cinQ\I!;lI cornlkaltln<l Hfij:line or eSP-My Linil~.

3. All cusIOmp.( I;]Cln~1 Gull Slales Cllanncls (InclUding LUC.ll OU:Jler, N<.Ilion~1 Rot'lll &. Nallonal Ocaler) :;hould
dO....rdml\1 and prillt ample COlli\;1'> utIli!! Cil1lJul;lr AppllC:llion.

4. Other cu:;lorner lacing ch;)f'\flcls in liurrQuntiiny "rt:<lS ~1Uulllluv~rU9~ lOanU\iCrnenl decision for tCCPlrKJ EllgiDllity
Application on hand.

5. E.Klsting cuslomflrs f';tllcclioeJ Opllon 2 Of 3 nllly mnll their HflC]Uircd Documenl:ltlon or visil ncarby COR 10catlllll
6 Ncn COR channal employees shuuhJ tl!ssi!>t uxisling inQuinng cU:olomers Dy pro\'idiO!.l rI hriel r:)V('r\l~Vof Iho

cliOlbility ;lnO recjuiree1 documt/ntation nS9dfld.
7. Eligibility AplJltC<ltion ond Required Documentli1lon MUST be mJilod 10:

Cirrgu/tJr Wirolcss
Hwr/c:me Katrina Lifo/ino PrOl/ral~1

P.O. BOIf 31251
Clnrksvfllt, TN 370JO

Customer Support:
1,.

l~
5
6.
7.
8.
Y.

,

l

R(:~Jul;1rjy ~<:hndIJICII rai-!urting Will ilUIOllliJlic;III'I ~WCl,!D ;mu l;fedillilo custorm,:r" ~i,1 UlU Ufe1iilltl dul;] hasl')
I:.lClslrnll customers Sl10uld wall ilf1f1lOllmalljly 1~ rl"ys for Iheir credil \0 ilpply to lh(:l,' ilcc.ounl.
CUSILln1e;rs will he i11!lr'tQ(j via FREE \O~t mAlI!\ago 111111~lr tlUm.lsot thllllh~r.rp.('\il hI1s lJp.p.n apllllo{l.
ClJ~lllllH~rs who elf! nnt rp.CfHVC l10tificalilJll onllr '5IJU~lrh"S6d:l)'8 lIIlOUIrJ ;;;Jf[ Lilullno SUPPoft@6GG-323-:m91
CinliUlflr rl1<1nilgers ONLY nwy cnll urnl;nr: Sllflflrn-1 @81'>0-:123·3650.
Ululina Customr.t Support houni or oporalion: f>,'1on·Frl Uam-Spm: Sill9<llll-6flm: E)lm Cln.<;nrl ((';5T).
Customers in Mcd 01 CI rep!C1comllni r:EMA lullur shoulcl DO c!'fcclmJ 10 800·!:i21·FEf\'!A (3362) or local r!::MA clncu.
AlI!!lsl BoliSouth Landlino Cuslomer!> by arJ~'Slna thom to call 888·757-G500.
FCC :lpprovod countios and Parlshos below:
Ala,b;Jma - 8uldwin, Mobiw.. Pic;kons, Groene. Halu, lu:;cutOO9<l.1'IM WU.'l/lirlfJlofl
Loui:;iillHI - ;\l.:iluill, Al>Cl;Insj(1I1, As.'iumplion, Calr~sicu. Cameron. EaslBnlon Rctl{lc. blf,t I-c~ctilnil. Ulan,'I.
Iber'llle. .!olfefson. JeffersOtl D<lV,s,l.i'lf"yclto, lalourr)lO, l1l1coln, Livinys:un. Orte;m.... Pointe Coullce,
PI3qu~mino~,SI. Bomnrc1. Sl eM/los, St.!·tcICM, SI. Jamos, 5t John. SI. Mary. S1. Martin. SI. Tammany.
Ta'lijil-/OlllO;l. TelletlCnne. Verm'~on,Wastllll!llon. Wost Baton Rouge. nnd Wcsl Fchd",n<l
Mh.sl!;$iflpl-· A<l<lII~.Amite, flllal<l. ~Qllvar, Claiborne. Choclaw, Clarke. CO:lbh. COVltlUlon. Formst, Fftlnklin.
George. Greene, Hancock. H<lttlst'lll. Hinds Jack"oo, J<lspcr, Jyfflffl;OO. Jefferson DilVili. Jonos. KOnlpor,
lal:lyclta, lmllZlf.lauderd:Jle.la....mncc. lenke. Linea"'. Lowndos. Marl;snn, Milrion Nr:,shoba. NAwton. No.uutiu.
Oklil-.buha Pearl River, Pony, Pike, Quilman. Rank..., Scolt. Sunpr.on. Smilh, Slono. Tippflh. WaltnDIl. WOHen,
Wayne. Wilkinson. WIIlSI~, and Yazoo

ACCOUNTABlLlTY/RESPot~StBIUTY

Atll,:rnpIoYCI!S (rflgan1less of cllOnmll) arc 10 be aware Ollhis prugram and know how 10 help.
Account MDna~rs should ent:OUlaoe Dcakm.lo Ilarllcipale by prOVIding il cupy of lh~ H..lIIicano Ki,llnna Lifeline
CcrlJhcalion of EbglOllrly fmm 10 Inquiring cesl.otTl~r!l .1JllI rnlcrti19 them 10 Company·Qv'I"Il'l(l Clngulat sloms lor
fulfillment
NilllOnai Rolill!l:lI'S i1te 001 PilTticip"lilg In lhis IIf~raUl.hullhCy shookl be lo6d aOOUI tile pfOl)mm $0 UnlY (".an IcIer
1l1qWinfl cuslomerslO Cln~utarcompany-oY.'l'l(HI r"tilll SI~,..""I"'"-,"',,,,'""moo.....",c· J

HllrrlCJOC Kiltnnil t iff'Jine Pilckages

USAC Audit No. L1200HLROOS
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Exhibit 2

Certification of Eligibility Application
Hurrlcano Kalrina FCC Lifeline Program )( cingular

raising the bar,.,,11 .

Clngulm 'Nitclt!ss IS voiuntarily participating In the FCC Hurricano Katrina lifeline Program. Only
c....s:omers who meet the eligibility reqUirements set by the FCC should complete this <lpplication.

In Store Fulfillment IS reqUired \0 obl<lIn a new phone and $75 credit towards Go Phone
Pay as You Go (prepaid) servIce and may be u~t!d by existing cuslomCfS (or Olher
packages.

Mall-In Fulfillment moy be used by f'!..-isting customers for the $130.00 credit.

Appllcations will bo .:lCCcplCld until March 1, 2006.

STEP 1: Complete Head of Household Information
1,,-Store;lOd Mallin FlIll~~".nl ALL IIoIds mU$1 be CUIll::lloled lJm!U ollK!fWI.'ic rN'lv,,'IO<l

Date _

Fir!)l Nwne, _ Last Nome

Slrevl NUrIlUt:t' Strect Name' Apt NUnl::Jcr_

Clty ~__ Stml':! ,Zip _

Conwct Phune NurnlJer Fax Numbor (opI/C:Jl<lI) _

E-mail Address (optionall _

ImpactQd Address:

Street Numbcr Slrect Namo, Apt Number_

Clly Slalc Zip • COUn!y/Parlsh _

O:<te or Binh (MM/ODIYYYY), So..:ial Security Numbcr _
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STEP 2; Provide Required Documentation

In-$IClIo FulllIlIllCIIl: PI~il~e tlfif'o\,ll!\(l u'(juiled dOCllllUllll;ltiClr \0,1111 you when ~ou visit If'\@ Clng~;lr CM,,,,,,,y,o'''',ed 'clad
ICC<ll<lrt

1.1<111-1<1 fulr~rn9f'ol f'1t<-',u~ COpy ~U ItlqLl!fcd UOCllOlent;nion:l/lll .l.ul),l1il""';t!l COInpl()l<JlJ ,.nd slgnod :lPOIl~I'Uf1.

I am lodudlngJprovlding cupit!~ of the following t1ucumems'
Government iE6LJcd rD. preferably with p"olo ;,pP//(iJ'lf ~ ,,,,,l;JJ~ f'qll/lQ(j

Copy of the "EligibIlity Uelcrnllnaholi Leiter" or proof 01 p3ymenl (check slub Of deposit
slip) from FEMA sialing th:ll I (applicant) am eligible for indivll1u:t1 housrng as.slsl;lJlCC
related 10 Hurricane Ka!tln<J wiUI no obll9mlon (0 repay FEMA fO( the support.
~I'S""""~$!'O<""od

OIKllumer: Initial FEMA l$Sued S2000.00 i,~ acteptablt proof of "lgiblli1y.

Continued on P"gc 2
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STEP 3: Select One Wireless Package

In-5!Ohl FUllillmt'!II' RequI'C\! lor L'koI"llJ WW'~l''''; PaOmSIl I, op~QI\,)lI01 l.Ile!lne
W"t)t.-ss P"~ane.) 2 ;J'K! )
"\;l~·ln F,At~I",,,,~ MAy U. V!'1Od1o' Wi...,l~$ L,hll"~ P"~,)ge$ 2 ;JoXl J

~ cingular
(iJi5ing lhe b<Jr'olllr

_?..Ck<lgc ,: New Nokla n., 6010 Phone I(il <lna $75 t:redil for new GOPllono 1P.l P<lY as You
Go n.. s(-!Ivictl

_Package 2: Existing customer; S130.0a cmdllluward GoPhone T.. Pay as You Go'N
accounl

_ Package 3: Exislil'~ oJslQlllcr: $130.00 crC(l11 toward single line 01 FiJfl1ily Tnlk'ld acr..ollnl

NO!fl. S, :10,110 (Mm /0 ilOC'OUflfi! NOT v.:J'lrll<Y ",w2Go. rOUnOl AJ&/ WlfcloM Go f'l1OIl1!, KIl:. r,lIo:ll C/f:JI!Jl'. ;PK!
ClIlpU);J, uulo"ll::!fltl Pie;, Y(loW ('!~m servk:r. CIISIOlI)(jI~ QJ1 !llu~u f1Jl0 pliU1!l f}/I! Q);(J'Mr I", f' ..,,~'age I

STEP 4: Complote Certification of Eligibility

I am appf~lnfJ fUI lhe Hurnc.tne Kallilm W reIC:>:i Ujc~ne PAck:lfiC ann~ IInl lolluwirllJ:
I WIl!ll,\ r~s uenl of <1 coynly 01 1l:1li!>h tlcSI!.:nalcd bv tile fCC;ls eligible 101 ltIi:> WlI(lluss lifeline
Pal,.k:lgc :Jllh~l lillin of hurrlcano K<llrin". _.__ <lPflbcanflii il1illafs If!qwrcd
r[MA 11<15 dolarll1lllp.lllMII lJlll eli\jiDh.l,'lJpprno,'{1rl !ur imJivi(lu<lI/lOu!:ina .!Is;:;il>I~Jtlco ml,l1mllu
HurriCflnc Kal,ina 1lr1l1 <lnl un(]l:ff ria I.1bliO'11lulI umlilf FEMA IUIIl~ 11.1 rt+pny rEMA for l/)'l> suppOrt
___ :lppJtcan(s IflIli<Jls roquir(lrl

I am lila hCCld 01 my househo1cl (detinf!ll i1~ 'one adult ..rill his/h(~ rlcpcnd\lnlS,llviny logother in lhl':
'Jame rp.sit.l~ce·l, _~ appbcant"s i,li,i;J!s rCQCJlfw
n\ls IS the onty 1kuncane K;llrlllil WlIelesl'> UIClllnc Packagf! 1hilVP. ruqvcs:edIrflCClvl..'\l flurn
Clnyubr Wirr.IOSS or ;)flY WIreless c;lIner. <lPpJicam's ifli/i;JIs tcqlJKOd

I h,1\'1: (",,)(lIt1e MIiOOllliiljQ" 0" Ihis iillpllCo1l1On ill" ~tllSI;lIla 1Il:'!11 RluSI 111001 Ihlt '1UJ'tlt;Ollv.l·\~lor Im!l\Iioeual hc:usillf,
(ISS'~!IInc.e 'ol~\('d 10 1'IIl'fll:il"'1 l<",lr;na :md I hilVU no 'Jbhr,SIIOIl 10 rePo'Y FEtJA I vnUtr!>till\! tho Hurnc,1ne K,..'!'"1lJ
W"l,'less I.llolirli P~d<ll!lll'~only 0I~;l110l1)l1l l()f a ~Lngte ","~Ie,s line lor lhe hOil" olll<)UMlholtl ill one 01 ltlr. Fr.C "'pprov~d

counllus/flirj~no5.1\I"<JC'~I:.IlItllll.:Jl \ ,.lin nnly ,er.l\i.e CII!:' Hu"il,;iJr1\l K;J1rin3 Ll!cllrte pGClUIge. 11.lni.le(SI:lnr1lh~t

nllnnlcl;OIl o! lh;~ i1IlP~l;lIhOfl (JO(~ flO! wllstjlule InHl\l~dl<ll~ Oflrollrn~l in Ith~ pr09ram IIIIllJe'~1antl 51.'......11:1: ......n tlll
Flo~tdlh1 wbJttl10 lho Il~r". nl M"\I>t:t. rllllllllOln tlrochurt allc:llhE FCC Hurricane KalroM UleJll1t! IClnliOrary Qf:lC/

I horen.., cllf"Iy undilf plltl311y 01 IK"lU'Y ltIOIlllW inlOlnLll....J1' mn...neIJ Olll1Mro "lXI.call(1O 15 t~ ana CCUP.C1 lluriller
t"t'flsent 10 UIB teJe3"e 0/ ttIo inlormatioo puf51"'nllc: \he "'ltllir'o~I';wng 01 Ulil' I IvmC&lllU K.,lnnll WtfelUS Lilclino
I'lcoram

Applicanrs SIgnature

In·Store Fulfillment:
Mail-In Fulfillment;

D':Jlc

P!cwsc vbil a Clr1f1lllar Company-Owl\Ad Ret<lll Store
Mail the r.ompleled application and copies of rCQwrcd documentation 10:

Cingular Wireless
Hurricane Katrina Wifeless lifeline Progf~m

r O. GOlf 3'251
Clarksville, TN 37040

r'1e,1~C olio'" rrtlllCfl d;]~1; 10 p~ss 1M i1''1,I'WloOOl T:. C/:t!'tIlII1C ~~1IUS 01 yoor ,e<I"C~( .Iller -flKT"''''9 lllne IOf
p,o,;essu'!l. yutJ rII~y tOlll~r.( Cln!l,ll:,r Wilcloilll ,llllC,v 323·3091

II VUU ;\1" not ""tl~I,' IN 1I1l! I ,It.l'''~ Prl)<JI:lrll Cir'!I ....... ",II nololy )"(,111 ,.rilIC~llllO'~~.'''v ur II\lU ...,uti" lil(~clI b.:~infJss r"ly~

Or rrK;C!J'1 cl the ippllc;l:lUfl
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UellSoulh CUS10"llCflo' Cill",..lnf ~ _, ~ln"'61ng lIee ""llz ',urn Y'OIll' CA!llul.1w pnone lei' irIQu<.cs abotJ. scr"'COl' 'O~Iut;lIIUl'
10 yO.. h1lfll¢ BUSOlAI CwitomOfS ca'l C.111 \.1lM-7:;7...:;sQO Icr mOle In!OllIl.l:iur>:

............................................11 t~ ••• +."'-f"+"'++"'''''''+'''''''''++''++'''''';''''+'''''''''++'''''' •• '''''++';'++I' ,I.
+ ...

For Citl\Jul:J1 Wheless Ul'B Only "RoqulIed FJo!",

I Y~htl,'IO IMllht flr.pI":';I"!;s l'I,giblll k" llln HurllC<lnlt KMdtl<l LlfOllllC Pllr.J<aCll 6f\tJ I rltCCiYl'!ll ,111 fl:QulrM u..,t:llITH:tllJliCII1.
Illillsl;, cum

GUYltlMlnnl I~("'d 10

FEt"".. Ugillilily Lellc:r 01 plOUf 01 Pilymcru {FE""" :lw:r.x SlulJ Of (ll!POS'1 s~o) 1,0m F(MA __If.,Iii<J1S

CIl9Jlal Wuel\lss ~'Ofe Numbcrf(;<lll Coolci lur.DlItan _
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ATTACHMENT B



.... --- -,-y •• - '~~ .....f

·'lAYTON
I GRAPHICS,

INC.

<),1141.;'11 0

\1M \vt\t\. ~N:VO'I'CE 89676

CUSTOMER NO. CING FEMA
p,o, Box 6469 . Marietta, GA 30065

770·973-4312 Fax: 1·800·367·8192

BILL TO: CINGULAR WIRELESS

MARY JENKINS, SL9439/SALES
5565 GL!::NRIDGE CONNECOR, GAATC
ATlA,NTA,GA 30342

SHIP TO: CINGULAR WIRELESS

MARY JENKINS, SL9439/SALES
5565 GLENR!DGE CONNECTOR, GAATC
ATLANTA, GA 30342

.~,

---- --
(---

V'tt,ll \ il\)t':\.).CC'J \ 'kpLU-O il/;;>~I).()c<.
1-:

.
~,\..... J\\\I . i l: ( tl,~\ .; . I

" J .. - -
DATE I SHIP VIA EO.B, I TERMS

;."..Q/ .... ,1~U I V"~1I1 I 1~t:L .....u

PURCHASE ORDER NUMBER I ORDER DATE SALESPERSON I OUR ORDER NUMBER
I ..,<>1.:>11'.)0 I ~:<,,"( oUt<UVIl l.-iU I

QUANTITY ITEM NUMBER DESCRIPTION UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

CINGULARIKATRINNFEMA PROJECT

17 MiSe MISC 125.000C :21 :5,00
SENIOR PROGRAMEr<
P'=R HOUR

83 MISC Mise 90.cooe 1470.CO
PROGRAMEr<
PER HOUR

155.COO DOC PREP DOC PREP TIME 22.00 3~10.JO

PSR HOUR

69049 SCAN SM DOC SCAN SMALL DOCUMENT 0.0700 4,'333.43

Invoice subtotal 1783843
Sales tax @ ,4.000% 71354
Sales :ax@ 1000% 178.38
Sales taX@ 2.000% I :50.77

Invoice total 19087.1:

CUSTOMER ASSUM~S LIABILITY FOR ALL STATE AND LOCAL'~ES
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 
I, Toyin Harris, hereby certify that on this 1st day of February 2010, I caused a copy of 
the foregoing Request for Review by AT&T Inc. of Decision of the Universal Service 
Administrator in WC Docket No. 03-109 to be hand-delivered to: 
 
Universal Service Administrative Company 
Attn: David Capozzi, Acting General Counsel 
2000 L Street, NW 
Suite 200  
Washington, DC 20036  
 
 
      /s/ Toyin Harris 


	1-28-10 cover page for comments curciuit.pdf
	I. Statement of Interest and Issues
	II. Statement of Facts
	III. Katrina Lifeline ETCs Were Not Required To Retain Copies Of FEMA   Documents And, Therefore, USAC Erred In Concluding That It Should   Recover All Katrina Lifeline Support Paid To Cingular Because Cingular   Does Not Have These Records.
	IV. Conclusion




