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PETITION FOR PARTIAL RECONSIDERATION 

 Trillion Partners, Inc. (hereinafter “Trillion”), through counsel and pursuant to 

Section 1.106 of the Federal Communications Commission’s (“FCC” or “Commission”) 

rules,1 hereby petitions the Telecommunications Access Policy Division (“Division”) of 

the Commission’s Wireline Competition Bureau for partial reconsideration of the above-

captioned Order denying appeals filed by Trillion of applications filed by Callisburg 

Independent School District (“District”) for funding years 2009 and 2010.2  

I. Background 
 
 On September 21, 2010, the Universal Service Administrative Company 

(“USAC”) issued a Funding Commitment Decision Letter (“FCDL”) denying the 

                                                 
1  47 C.F.R. § 1.106. 
2  Requests for Waiver and Review of Decisions of the Universal Service Administrator by 
Callisburg Independent School District, Callisburg, Texas, et al., File Nos. SLD-658765, et al.; Schools 
and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism, CC Docket No. 02-6, DA 12-259, Order, 2012 FCC 
LEXIS 871 (Telecommunications Access Policy Division, rel. Feb. 23, 2012) (“Order”). 
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District’s E-Rate application for funding year 2009.3  On September 22, 2010, USAC 

issued a FCDL denying the District’s E-Rate application for funding year 2010.4  The 

FCDLs indicate that the funding requests were denied because the District “did not 

conduct a fair and open competitive bidding process,” “engaged in numerous meetings, e-

mail discussions, and/or verbal discussions with Trillion employees prior to the posting 

of the Form 470 and throughout the competitive bidding process,” and “Trillion was 

consulted and/or offered details about services and products” requested on the Form 470. 

 On November 18, 2010, the District filed with the Commission an appeal of 

USAC’s decisions denying the District’s applications for funding years 2009 and 2010.5  

On November 18, 2010, Trillion also filed appeals of USAC’s decisions denying the 

District’s applications for funding years 2009 and 2010.6  On February 23, 2012, the 

Division issued an Order denying the appeals filed by Trillion and the District.7  As 

demonstrated below, the Order erred in concluding that there was a violation of the 

Commission’s rules. 

                                                 
3  Funding Commitment Reports from USAC, Schools and Library Division (dated Sept. 21, 2010) 
regarding FY 2009 FCC Form 471 application 662878, FRNs 1810198, 1810192 and 1810198 (Attached as 
Exhibit A). 
4  Funding Commitment Reports from USAC, Schools and Library Division (dated Sept. 22, 2010) 
regarding FY 2010 FCC Form 471 application 721400, FRNs 1956812, 1956815, 1956818 and 1968502 
(Attached as Exhibit B). 
5  Letter from Chris Webber, CRW Consulting LLC, on behalf of Callisburg Independent School 
District, to Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 02-6 (dated Nov. 18, 2010) (regarding 
FCC Form 471 applications 662878, 721400) (“Callisburg Appeal”) (Attached as Exhibit C). 
6  Letters from Trillion Partners, Inc. to the Federal Communications Commission, 
Telecommunications Access Policy Division, CC Docket No. 02-6 (dated November 18, 2010).  In 
addition, Trillion had previously filed with the Commission a Master Appeal addressing the denial of 
applications and rescission of funding commitments by USAC of many of Trillion’s customers, including 
the District’s.  See Letter from Trillion Partners, Inc., to Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket 
No. 02-6 (filed Nov. 3, 2010). 
7  Order, ¶ 1.  The Order granted Trillion’s and the District’s appeals of the denials by USAC of the 
applications for funding years 2005 and 2008.  Id., Appendix A.  The instant petition seeks reconsideration 
only of the Order’s denial of the appeals with respect to the applications for funding years 2009 and 2010. 
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II. The Bureau Fails to Provide a Reasoned Analysis for its Decision. 

 It is well established that “[a]n agency is required to make its decision ‘based on a 

consideration of the relevant factors.’”8  The Order, however, fails to explain why the 

appeals were denied.  The Order merely states that, “Based on our review of the record, 

we find that petitioners violated the Commission’s competitive bidding requirements…”9 

and that such denial is “consistent with precedent.”10  Other than this reference to the 

“record,” there is no actual discussion of the record, the arguments and evidence 

presented by Trillion or the District, or why those arguments and evidence were found 

not to be persuasive.  In addition, the facts in the cases cited by the Commission as 

precedent are inapposite to the facts in this case.  Because the Order contains no 

discussion of the what actions by either the District or Trillion violated the competitive 

bidding requirements, the Order fails to articulate any connection, much less a rational 

connection, between the facts of this case and the conclusion that there was a violation of 

the Commission’s rules.11  Indeed, the courts have held that failure to respond to the 

arguments presented by a petitioner or to provide a “reasoned analysis” of the factors it 

considered in making its decision renders an agency’s decision arbitrary and capricious.12  

                                                 
8 Natural Res. Def. Council, Inc. v. EPA, 790 F.2d 289, 297 (3d Cir. 1986) (quoting Bowman 
Transp., Inc. v. Arkansas-Best Freight Sys., Inc., 419 U.S. 281, 285 (1974)). 
9  Order, ¶ 2. 

10 Order, ¶ 1. 
11  See Latino Issues Forum v. EPA, 558 F.3d 936, 941 (9th Cir. 2009) (stating that the general 
standard of review for agency actions set forth in the Administrative Procedure Act requires an agency to 
articulate a rational connection between the facts found and the choice made); Friends of Yosemite Valley v. 
Kempthorne, 520 F.3d 1024, 1032 (9th Cir. 2008) (“[C]ourts must carefully review the record to ensure 
that agency decisions are founded on a reasoned evaluation of the relevant factors…”) (citing Friends of 
Yosemite Valley v. Norton, 348 F.3d 789, 793 (9th Cir. 2003); Environmental Def. Ctr., Inc. v. EPA, 344 
F.3d 832, 858 n.36 (9th Cir. 2003), cert. denied, 541 U.S. 1085 (2004) (“[t]he agency must articulate a 
rational connection between the facts found and the conclusions made.”) (citation omitted). 
12 Motor Vehicle Mfg. Ass’n v. State Farm Mut. Auto Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29, 57 (1983); see also id. at 
43, 50-51 (failure to respond to commenters’ arguments renders agency decision arbitrary and capricious); 
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Given the lack of reasoned analysis in the Order, Trillion is at a loss to understand the 

basis for the denial of the appeals. 

 The precedent cited in the Order stands for the following principles: (i) there must 

be a fair and open competitive bidding process; (ii) all potential bidders must have access 

to the same information and be treated in the same manner throughout the procurement 

process; and (iii) service provider participation may suppress fair and open competitive 

bidding.  Absent further guidance as to the reason for the denial, Trillion submits this 

petition demonstrating that the competitive bid process was open and fair and its integrity 

was unharmed by the allegedly impermissible participation by Trillion. 

III. The District Conducted a Fair and Open Competitive Bid Process. 

 The FCDLs failed to specify the facts upon which USAC relied in its decisions to 

deny the applications.  Furthermore, as previously noted, the Order fails to specify the 

facts upon which it relied to uphold USAC’s decisions.  Therefore, Trillion can only 

assume that USAC’s and the Commission’s decisions were based on allegations raised in 

a USAC letter to the District dated June 15, 2010 (hereinafter, the “Intent to Deny 

Letter”), attached hereto as Exhibit D, in which USAC indicated that the funding requests 

for FY 2009 and FY 2010 would be denied because the District did not conduct a fair and 

open bidding process.13  USAC specifically referenced meetings and emails between the 

District and Trillion employees beginning in January 2008 through award of the bid in 

                                                                                                                                                 
Darrell Andrews Trucking, Inc. v. Fed. Motor Carrier Safety Admin., 296 F.3d 1120, 1134-35 (D.C. Cir. 
2002) (“substantial” argument “requires an answer from the agency”); Iowa v. FCC, 218 F.3d 756, 759 
(D.C. Cir. 2000) (“[T]he Commission’s failure to address [commenters’] arguments requires that [the 
Court] remand this matter for the Commission’s further consideration.”); NAACP v. FCC, 682 F.2d 993, 
997-98 (D.C. Cir. 1982) (FCC must respond to “significant comments made in the . . . proceeding”) (citing 
Ala. Power Co. v. Costle, 636 F.2d 323, 384-85 (D.C. Cir. 1979)). 
13  Letter from USAC, Schools and Libraries Division, to Don Metzler, Callisburg Independent 
School District, dated June 15, 2010 (regarding Form 471 Application Numbers 662878 and 721400) 
(“Intent to Deny Letter”) (Attached as Exhibit D) 
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December 2008.  USAC, however, failed to take into account that Trillion was the 

District’s service provider in 2008 and that the contacts that concerned USAC related to 

the WAN and Internet access services covered by the existing contract between Trillion 

and the District.  The District was experiencing an overload on the existing network and, 

pursuant to the contract with Trillion, discussed options to increase the network’s internet 

capacity.14  The correspondence did not pertain to the Form 470 posted on September 19, 

2008; rather, it related to the existing contract and network and was entirely appropriate 

in this context.  USAC asserted that the communication between the District and Trillion 

compromised the open and fair nature of the competitive bid process.  This simply is not 

accurate.  The District conducted a fair and open bidding process; Trillion provided the 

most responsive and cost-effective bid, resulting in Trillion’s selection as the District’s 

service provider.  

 District employees in coordination with its E-Rate consultants, CRW Consulting, 

LLC, were solely responsible for preparing and posting the District’s Form 470.  On 

September 19, 2008, the District made a bona fide request for services by filing with 

USAC a Form 470, which was posted to USAC’s website for all potential competing 

service providers to review.  The Form 470 established an allowable contract date of 

October 17, 2008.  After the Form 470 was posted, the school received and carefully 

evaluated the two bids it received.  The school waited the requisite 28-days before 

selecting a vendor.  The District accepted Trillion’s proposal and the parties signed a 

contract on December 19, 2008. 

                                                 
14  See Callisburg Appeal at p. 2 (“Until the posting of the Form 470 on September 19th, 2008 every 
email presented was actually an ongoing conversation we were having with Trillion about the overloaded 
internet system the district had in place, with the thought of adding that additional capacity immediately, at 
the district’s expense.”) 
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IV. The Communications between Trillion and the District did not Violate the 
 Competitive Bidding Process. 
 
 The communication between Trillion and the District prior to the posting of the 

Form 470 did not violate the competitive bid rules.  As explained in both the District’s 

and Trillion’s appeals, this communication pertained to an existing contract and the need 

to immediately upgrade the system because of overloads being experienced by the 

District.  The correspondence between the District and Trillion was entirely appropriate 

given their existing vendor-customer relationship.  USAC seems to have adopted the 

position that any communication between a school district and its existing service 

provider regarding the needs of the school district will irretrievably taint any future 

competitive bidding processes.  Such view not only ignores the realities of the 

communications that must take place between a vendor and its customer, but would also 

force school districts into the absurd position of having to continuously change service 

providers upon the conclusion of each contract.  More importantly, such view is 

inconsistent with the Commission’s conclusion that prior to the posting of the Form 470, 

“[a] service provider may provide information to an applicant about products or services 

– including demonstrations.”15  Additionally, the Commission has stated that an applicant 

has an obligation to “do its homework” to confirm that the equipment and services 

requested on the Form 470 will meet the goals of the applicant’s technology plan and be 

an efficient use of the E-rate funds.16  It is difficult to conceive of a way to fulfill this 

obligation without communicating with the existing or potential service provider. 

                                                 
15  Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism; A National Broadband Plan for 
Our Future, FCC 10-83, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 25 FCC Rcd 6872, ¶ 30 (2010). 
16  Request for Review of the Decision of the Universal Service Administrator by Ysleta Independent 
School District, El Paso, Texas, et al, FCC 03-313, Order, 18 FCC Rcd 26406, 26423 (2003) (“Ysleta”). 
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 The Intent to Deny letter also references correspondence between the District and 

Trillion after the filing of the Form 470 (September 19, 2008) and before the contract 

date (December 19, 2008).   This correspondence, however, was within the scope of 

inquiry allowed under the Commission’s rules.  An applicant and service provider are 

allowed to communicate during the window between the posting of the Form 470 and the 

award of a contract.  In fact, the Commission recently clarified in the Sixth Report and 

Order that, “we do not prohibit communication during the 28-day waiting period.”17  Nor 

does the Order say that communication is inappropriate, providing that “potential bidders 

and service providers must have access to the same information and be treated in the 

same manner throughout the procurement process.”18  Indeed, there is no evidence that 

the District failed to provide all potential bidders the same access to its employees for 

purposes of answering questions or clarifying the information requested in the Form 470. 

 The Intent to Deny letter also references certain correspondence dated December 

1 and 5, 2008 between Trillion and the District discussing the need to “be on the same 

page with regards to site locations.”  In fact, the District had completed its review of the 

two bids received on November 24, 2008, over a week prior.19  The competitive bid 

process had concluded and the District had decided who was going to be awarded the 

contract. These communications merely ensured that the details of the contract were in 

order before it was executed by the Superintendent.  This correspondence was not 

                                                 
17  Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism; A National Broadband Plan for 
Our Future, FCC 10-175, Sixth Report and Order, 25 FCC Rcd 18762, ¶ 92 (2010).   
18  Order ¶ 1, n. 1 (emphasis added), citing Request for Review by Mastermind Internet Services, Inc., 
Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, Changes to the Board of Directors of the National 
Exchange Carrier Association, Inc., FCC 00-167, Order, 16 FCC Rcd 4028, ¶ 10 (2000) (“Mastermind”). 
19  See Callisburg Appeal at p. 5.  
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inappropriate and did not violate the competitive bid process since that process had 

concluded by the time this correspondence took place.  

 The Commission’s clarification in the Sixth Report and Order that 

communications are not prohibited during the 28-day waiting period is consistent with 

the realities that school districts and potential vendors face.  There are many reasons why 

a potential bidder may need to communicate with a school district after the posting of the 

Form 470.  For instance, if a provider of a wireless solution determines that in order to 

provide service to a particular school district it will need to install antennas in locations 

other than the applicant’s premises, a perfectly legitimate and reasonable question to ask 

the school district is whether there is a power source at or near the proposed antenna 

locations.  The answer to that question would likely determine whether the service 

provider should submit a bid and, if so, how to price the bid.  USAC would hold that a 

response to such communication would constitute “inside” information and would 

automatically and irretrievably taint the competitive bidding process forever, thus 

preventing school districts from across the country from receiving thoughtful, quality and 

cost-effect proposals.  Such a result is inconsistent with the Commission’s rules and 

polices governing the E-Rate program.20 

V. The Cases Cited in the Order do not Support a Denial of Funding. 

 The cases cited in the Order, while they stand for the proposition that the bidding 

process must be open and competitive, do not support a denial of funding in this case. 

                                                 
20  The Commission has stated: “If a bidder cannot, because it lacks critical information, determine 
how to best serve the applicant’s requirements, the bidder cannot prepare a cost-effective proposal, thereby 
failing to achieve the intended goals of the competitive bidding process.”  Mastermind, 16 FCC Rcd 4028, 
¶ 10. 
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 In Mastermind, the Commission found violations of its competitive bidding rules 

when: (i) an individual associated with a service provider was listed as the contact person 

on an applicant’s Form 470; (ii) an applicant delegated power in the competitive bid 

process to an entity that was also participating in the bidding; and (iii) one service 

provider is provided with information or access not also afforded to other service 

providers participating in the bid process.21  The Dickenson case, like the Mastermind 

case, also addressed a situation in which the applicant’s Form 470 listed a contact person 

who was an employee of a service provider, which is not the case here.22  Neither Trillion 

nor anyone associated with Trillion was listed as the contact person on the District’s 

Form 470.  The District maintained control of the competitive bid process, which it 

initiated after conducting its “homework” on the technology best suited to its unique 

needs.   

 In Approach Learning, the Commission found a connection between the contact 

person listed on the Form 470 and the service provider that ultimately won the contract.  

The Commission believes “that the contact person exerts great influence over an 

applicant’s competitive bidding process by controlling the dissemination of information 

regarding the services requested.”23  The contact and communication between Trillion 

and the District was permissible and did not violate the rules and regulations that govern 

                                                 
21  Mastermind, 16 FCC Rcd 4028. 
22  Request for Review of the Decision of the Universal Service Administrator by Dickenson County 
Public Schools, Clintwood, Virginia; Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, DA 02-1971, Order 
on Reconsideration, 17 FCC Rcd 15747 (Telecommunications Access Policy Division, rel. Aug. 9, 2002). 
23  Requests for Review of the Decisions of the Universal Service Administrator by Approach 
Learning and Assessment Center, Santa Ana, CA, et al., DA 07-1332, Order, 22 FCC Rcd 5296, 5303, ¶ 19 
(Wireline Competition Bureau 2007).   
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the E-Rate program.  Trillion was not the contact person on the District’s Form 470, nor 

did Trillion influence the District’s competitive bidding process.    

VI. Conclusion and Request for Relief 

 The Commission’s Order denying the appeals filed by Trillion and the District 

fails to provide any analysis for its decision.  There is no discussion of the evidence and 

arguments presented by either the District or Trillion, which is contrary to the well-

established principle that an agency is required to make its decision based on a 

consideration of the relevant factors.  On the merits, the Commission’s rules do not 

prohibit a service provider from communicating with an existing customer, nor do they 

prohibit a school district from engaging in due diligence to determine what their needs 

are and what options are available to them.  Finally, the facts in the cases cited by the 

Order as precedent are inapposite to the fact in this case and, therefore, not instructive. 

 For the reasons set forth above, Trillion respectfully requests reconsideration of 

the Division’s Order with respect to the applications for funding years 2009 and 2010 

and a grant of the appeals of the USAC decisions specified above. 

 

 
 
 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
TRILLION PARTNERS, INC. 
 
By:  /s/ Henry M. Rivera 

Henry M. Rivera 
Edgar Class 
Joan Stewart 
Wiley Rein LLP 
1776 K Street, NW 
Washington, DC  20006 
Tel: (202) 719-7000 
 
Its Attorneys 

Dated: March 22, 2012 
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November 18 t
\ 2010

Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
Office of the Secretary
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

VIA ECFS SYSTEM

RE: CC Docket No. 96-45 and CC Docket No. 02-6

APPEAL OF DECISION OF ADMINISTRATOR/REQUEST FOR REVIEW

SLD Applicant Name: Callisburg Independent School District
Billed Entity Number: 140927
471 Application Numbers Being Appealed: 662878, 721400
Funding Request Numbers (FRNs) Being Appealed: 1810189,1810192,1810198,1956812,1956815,
1956818, 1968502

We understand that USAC must work to prevent fraud, waste and abuse in the program, and is limited
by the guidance provided by the Federal Communications Commission. We believe, however, that a
detailed description of the facts will show that there was no evidence of collusion between the district
and Trillion.

Callisburg Independent School District (CISD) has been denied funding for the above referenced
FRNs. The "decision explanation" for the denial on the Funding Decision Commitment Letter is as
follows:

The FRN will be denied because you did not conduct a fair and open competitive bidding
process. The documentation provided by you and/or the service provider indicates that the
school district engaged in numerous meetings, e-mail discussions, and/or verbal discussions
with Trillion employees prior to the posting of the Fom1 470 and throughout the competitive
bidding process which tainted the competitive bidding process. Trillion was consulted and/or
offered details about the services and products you were requesting on your FCC Form 470
and/or Request for Proposal (RFP). The competitive bidding process was influenced by Trillion
when they assisted you in developing your services specification for your FCC 470/or RFP.
You failed to conduct a fair and open competitive bidding process free from conflicts of
interest.

Both Trillion and ClSD have provided the SLD hundreds of pages of infonnation involving
correspondence between the two parties, service call documentation, expense reports and marketing
materials to USAC covering at least an 18 month time period. Despite this, USAC does not identify a
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single communication, letter or e-mail that actually "tainted" the bidding process. Because USAC fails
to identify specific communications that "tainted" the process and because USAC simply relies on
making vague accusations unsubstantiated by any particular document, we are unable to identify those
documents or communications and thus cannot respond with specific detail.

Simply stating that the " ...district engaged in numerous meetings ... prior to the posting of the Form
470 ...which tainted the competitive bidding process" might seem to rise to the level to cause concern
about the integrity of the competitive bidding process. However, USAC completely ignores the fact
that Trillion was an incumbent service provider, and had been providing Wide Area Network (WAN)
connectivity and Internet access to CISD, since 2005. In fact, the district was funded in 2005 for
Trillion's services. During the normal course of business, incumbent service providers will often makc
contact with customers to determine the status of their business relationships and inquire about the
services provided, and customers will initiate contact with their service providers when they feel the
service is not operating properly.

Mr. Donald L. Metzler controls the technology budget, scores bids received as the result of the Form
470 and makes final recommendations to the Superintendent of Schools. Mr. Metzler was listed as the
contact person on the Form 470, and is the person responsible for detennining what gets listed on the
Form 470. Mr. Threadgill has no direct involvement in either detennining what goes on the Forn1 470,
nor who should be awarded the bids.

USAC's position on the alleged competitive bidding violation indicates that the school district's
conversations with Trillion, starting in January, 2008 and following through the awarding of a new
five- year contract in December, 2008 were all tied to providing Trillion with an unfair advantage in
the bidding process. The school district disputes this conclusion. CISD was already under contract
with Trillion to provide internet access and WAN services. Until the posting of the Fonn 470 on
September 19th

, 2008 every email presented was actually an ongoing conversation we were having
with Trillion about the overloaded internet system the district had in place, with the thought of adding
that additional capacity immediately, at the district's expense. These were not conversations about the
2009 funding year. These were conversations about needs that existed in 2008. We were talking with
our provider about methods to improve the services we were currently being provided. Every
conversation Mr. Threadgill and Mr. Metzler had with Trillion was with regards to making immediate
changes (at school district expense) to improve our capacity to provide technology to the students and
staff of Callisburg Independent School District. They were occurring because of a real-time issue that
needed attention and had nothing to do with any future contracts/services. We believe very strongly
that we have a right to seek improvements to our system in a timely fashion. Every detail discussed
was in regard to finding immediate solutions that the school district could afford to make. Merely
referencing on-going conversations with an incumbent service provider does not provide evidence of
collusion or bid rigging. In fact, USAC has not identified any deficiency in our Fonn 470, nor (oddly
enough) has USAC requested copies of bids received or bid evaluation sheets to demonstrate a proper
bidding process (which we have included with this appeal as "Attachment A").

As a consulting firm, CRW Consulting filed over 195 Form 470s for the 2009 and 201 0 funding years.
The language that we used on Callisburg's 470 was absolutely consistent with all of our other 470
postings. No one from the district or Trillion ever contacted CRW Consulting to convey the exact
language that should be used on the Fonn 470. CISD did inform us of their needs and desire to
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increase capacity for both their WAN and Intemet access services, but at no time did they ask us to use
any specific language. Indeed, as one looks at the relevant section ofthe 470 posting, it is immediately
apparent that this request is open to a VERY high degree of competition. The applicant was accepting
bids for both analog and VoIP phone service. Had we wanted to "steer" the bidding process towards
Trillion, we would have only indicated only VoIP service, thus weeding out potential completion from
vendors of analog systems, or requested specific equipment (Shore-Tel), which Trillion does sell. The
applicant was also requesting bids for WAN connectivity at 4 sites. Again, if we had wanted to "steer"
the bidding process towards Trillion, we would have requested that 3 of the sites connectivity be via
fiber, and one wireless (which was the ultimate solution from Trillion we awarded). The district took
none of these actions, and as a Consultant, CRW Consulting used language as generic as possible,
while still meeting USAC guidelines on minimum standards for the 470. Had we provided less detail,
we may not have issued a 470 that met minimum guidelines to let potential vendors know that we were
looking for the types of services they provide. As a consultant for roughly 200 school districts with
more than 10 years of experience, I honestly don't know how I could have filed this 470 to be open to
more competition.

CISD absolutely refutes that we have worked with Trillion to develop our "service specifIcations." As
stated above, USAC identifies no communication to support that accusation, and the generic nature of
the 470 posting, open to a very high degree of competition, refutes this assumption.

As an aside, we contend that of course every incumbent service provider has "inside infonnation" that
other potential vendors did not. Our long distance provider has over five years of billing history that
would allow them to produce the best long distance package based upon past usage that would not be
immediately available to other potential bidders. Similarly, Trillion would have had detailed "inside
inf<:mnation" about our network, which, in fact, is pmiially leased from Trillion. They know exactly
what switches are on premises necessary for WAN connections, how easy they are to
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service/configure, where the Network Operating Center is located, and other detailed information
about the reliability of our network. Does this indicate a pre-existing relationship? Of course. Does it
preclude a fair and open competitive bidding process? Of course not.

USAC cites conversations that happened between Trillion and Callisburg after the filing of the Form
470, as if this is evidence of some sort of improper "information sharing." It is exactly the purpose of
the Fonn 470 to generate interest and questions on the part of Service Providers to make accurate bids
to the district. Conversations about "what switches are VoIP capable" are exactly the types of
questions vendors would need to have answered in order to make a reasonable proposal. In fact, the
very occurrence of this type of conversation (Trillion trying to detennine which switches at the district
were VoIP capable) is evidence that the bid process was working properly, and that Trillion did not
have inside infonnation about services they had yet to provide to the district.

Conversations between Mr. Threadgill and Trillion regarding an addition of a T-I line were tied to
finding an immediate resolution to the problems discussed in the previous paragraph. The school
district needed to add increased capacity to receive information from the world wide web and move it
between the two campuses before the start of another school (or funding) year. We could not delay
these upgrades. The school district sought information about possible costs (from our current provider,
Trillion) so we could budget for them in the upcoming school year budget. We reviewed several
different levels of service and choose the one we could afford at the time. This was the addition of one
T-1 line. In fact, the "Preliminary Design & Good Faith Estimate" emailed to Mr. Threadgill from
Chuck Browning on 8/6/2008, in the very first paragraph indicates:

It is our understanding that your district is not seeking a formal proposal and that you are
requesting this information purely as a tool to assist you with your budget planning
efforts ... the enclosed information is not a binding offer, is not a detailed, fomlal proposal, and
is not a response to any request for proposals.

This "Preliminary Design & Good Faith Estimate" was a proposal for additional capacity for already
existing WAN services. We note that this product offering is completely allowable in pre-bidding
discussions (see "Attachment B" SLD Training Slide trom Fall of 2009 which explicitly
states:"Applicants may discuss product offerings with SPs"). Additionally, the details and pricing of
this Good Faith Estimate was explicitly non-binding, and could not be relied upon as a valid offer.
Indeed, the ultimate solution that the district chose was NOT the Good Faith Estimate, it varied in
several ways. Our contract with Trillion included different sites than what was proposed on the Good
Faith Estimate. The network design the district contracted for was different than what was propsed on
the Good Faith Estimate, and fInally, the types of services contracted for were different that the Good
Faith Estimate (the GFE proposed two wireless WAN connections, we ultimately contracted for one).
What sort of inside information could Trillion possibly have had that would have both given them
some sort of competitive bidding advantage but yet leads them to providing a Good Faith Estimate that
was incorrect and different from the services awarded on the contract? (Again, because USAC fails to
identify any specific correspondence or discussions that violate competitive bidding rules, we are left
in the dark trying to discem exactly which correspondence provided "inside information").

Trillion never suggested nor instructed any employee of the district when to fIle, or what to include on
the Form 470. In fact, allowing generic pricing requests from Applicants to incumbent service
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providers reduces "encyclopedic Form 470s" that request all possible services, with no possible way
for the Applicant to pay for them (or in this scenario, allows the 470 to be more realistic, ensuring that
the district is not filing for an amount of bandwidth that is outside of its budgetary capacity).

Public schools in Texas are under extreme pressure to provide on-line testing, streaming capabilities
for classrooms, and conducting business with the Texas Education Agency on-line. Almost every
financial and accountability issue handled by schools in Texas in done on-line. Schools have to have
adequate intemet access and bandwidth capacity to meet these demands. Schools need to have
f1exibility to make upgrades when warranted.

Finally, although not requested by USAC in their initial "Intent to Deny" letter, the districts
competitive bidding documentation shows that CISD kept the proper bid documentation on file (the
two bids received) and evaluated the bids correctly. We note that these bid evaluation sheets were
signed by Don Metzler on 11/24/2008. The bid evaluation process was over at that point. Dr.
Holloway, the Superintendent, did actually sign the contracts on 12/19/2008, but the evaluation process
concluded on the 24th

.

CISD maintains that at no time did the district share any inside information about our needs and
services, nor did we accept any type oflanguage from Trillion to use on the 470. CISD emphatically
states that they have never revealed any bid evaluation factors, procurement procedures or other
process that would have given Trillion an advantage in the competitive bidding process. Indeed, even
USAC fails to identify any specific piece of communication that violates the competitive bidding
procedures and relies on general statements about the competitive bidding process. Because such
evidence is absent, we respectfully ask that the Commission reverse USAC's finding and remand both
the 2009 and 2010 application to USAC for funding.

If you have any questions relating to this matter, please contact our consultant, Chris Webber, using
the information below.

Sincerely,

(fls
Chris Webber
CRW Consulting
PO Box 701713
Tulsa, OK 74170
918.445.0048
chris@crwconsulting.com
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CALLISBURG INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
EVALUATION OF BIDS

E-RATE YEAR 2009

Service or Equipment that this Bid is for:

V/Aw; '-I §/7l:;S
-------- ---------

From Company: __ ."--'-~~.-'-c. .. _. ._.__.

_0
-----TTOtaI"Awarded Points

---~

Maximum Points
....., """~ ..........--f----.

25 I 2tJ '-
20 /..:.--
20 ! ~6
20

i '<0

~
----

IS
fb_ 100

.¥ ...... _ •. _. __ . ,.

, Ex ertise of cQm an
Understanding of - ..

j ~~;sds/comPleleness of _

ttocation of Comp;;mY~~._
I TOTAL
l_"_~ .~__._

Bid Evaluated by; ~7"'"'''-_:'-':..c-' ...p-L-.------.-----~-.-- ..-------

Date: -_.._-..L.'....j\---'-I-.......::...__._---_..._---------_._-------

Signature: k)tJ?l. 2J~)

Note: Price m~st be the primary factor in the bid evaluation. No other factor may be
allotted the sarjle maximum points as Price.

Ineligible factors, such as content filtering, should not be used in evaluating bids.
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PRODUCT ADPSNDUM

Product: WAN
No PD)002500
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Trillion

4.

This Product Addendum IIll mil-de by Tnllion Partners, Inc. ("Trillion") and Customer (collectively the "parties") effective on the Effective
Date Indicated below, This Product Addendum is a part of and amends the Services Agreement between the parties numbe~d SA·
000208-001072 ("Agreement"), In consideration of the mutual promises and covenants contained herein the receipt and sufficiency of
which are acknowledQed, the parties represent, warrant, covanant, and agree as follows

I ENTIRE ADDENDUM. ,The Agreement shall ramain in full force and effect except to the limited extent described herein. Any
attempted E-Rate SPIN, change during the Term without the express prior written Quthorizatlon of Trillion shall 00 void. This
Product Addendum mel' be modified only if done 50 in writing and 5iQned by both parties, Thi5 Product Addendum may be
executed In tv./o or morti counterparts, each of which will be deemed an original for ali purposes, and together will constitute one
end the same documen( Faxed and electronically reproduced signatures Will be relied upon as original signatures In all respects.
Except to the extent thEl Agreement IS separately executed by the parties, the parties' signature hereto shall also constitute full
execution of the Agreement as of the date listed below,

2. COMMENCEMENT; Sl,JRVIVAL. Customer's obligations under this Agreement shall CQmmence on the data this Produci
Addendum Is signed by: Customer below, with the sale and limited exception that Customer's obligation to begin payment und~r
this Product Addendul'l'\ shall begin on the date the Customer executes an acceptance certificate applloable to this Product
Addendum. If there ar~ multiple steges of acceptance for this ProdUct Addendum, Customer shall promptly pay Its pro-rated
shere for the accepted ,Services a5 invoiced by Trillion. Independent of this obligation to pay, If there are multiple stages of
acceptance for this PrOduct Addendum, the latest date of acceptance shall be the Commencement Data, The terms of any
sections which by their [nature are intended to extend beyond termination will survive termination of this Product Addendum for
any reason

3. EXTENSIONS AND U~GRADES. The pertles Ggree thet extensions to the term of this Product Addendum are expressly
authorized and shall nol require a new bid, The parties agree that upgrades, Improvements, additional sites, and enhancements
to the Services ere expr,assly authorized and any amendment hereto to effectuate such upgrades, 'Improvements, additional sites,
en(1 enhancements shall not require e new bid as long as the amendment reasonably relates to the Services, Any amendment
hereto shall be In writing signed by both parties,

"TERM" means the period beginning on the date of acceptance as Indicated In writing on the Certificate of Acceptance and
continuing for a pMod pf five (5) yeers thereafter, unless extended or sooner terminated under the Agreement or a subsequent
Product Addendum

~, ASSUMPTIONS:

(,) Trillion Is relieved.of its obligation to provide the Services if certain preconditions to installation which are outside the control
of Trillion do not occur.

I

DESCRIPTION Of SE!4Y1CES: DIGITAL TRANSMISSION SERYICE; - WIQE AREA NETWORK.

lli2.I5.: ANY SITE It-ISTED IN DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES SHALL AUTOMATICALI.Y BE MODIFIED
TO ADOPT ANY SOeSEQUENT NAME CHANGE TO SUCH SITE.

[Product AQd$n(lum CQntin\.l911 9n NQxt PagG.)

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL - COMPANY P'II:OI"f'{IETARY Page 1 of 3
'l'h.. Qi :hi .. I,lr:c<';M\lrlll~d pI! _tf*thr'J\lj:l\tfj 4!~ pt,>~I't.IY la T'llilon P"rlJl6ru, 1M
No m 1}1:.o '1"\<tt~I:t-i IU'I tllsn.lerlJbte 1't-,11\ mllt"!G! r1wy"o\"'4 dlll-,..I"..A d,"yli~,t.';, (if r<fplO<;!\J",,,d, II"· ......1'161. M H"I fl'l"l, wilh~Ll11r.. priOt \lA1\t~f1 (lora,art 01 frllliOr! Pllr'.nflrl. Inc

$iriliion P'trtl'llin. \M. Nt rlQll'$ r~~d

TX.CaRltburo·' ,L'¢&-W-PO·OOO''z~O-O
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Product WAN
No.: PD·0002500

WOODBINE INTERMEDIATE

PRODUCT AODENOyM

940 612 4804 P.04

Trillion

service
Number ()f Sites'

{Contract Term In Years.lEstimated E·Rat$ Discount:

Wide Area N..tworl< Sorvlces
4
5

70%

.~...--

Total Service Charge Price Before E-Rata Effective Price Aftar E·Rato Customer Payments to
Discount Dlecount Trillion ..

Month Annual Month Annual Annual
(flstimated after E-Rate

d/$countJ
Per Site $1,59900 $19,188.00 $47970 $5,756.40

$23,025.60
All Sites $6,39600 $76.752.00 $1,918.80 $23,025,60

...

One·tlme

Non.Recurrlng Custo,*r Payment to Trillion '* $0.00
• Does not include taxes or ovemmental fe66, including but not limited to USF fees, sales taxes, etc" that Customer is also reqUired

to pay as listed on the inVOice.

TRILL 'ON PARTNERS, INC.

"TRILUON"

9208 Waterford Centre BlVd, Suite 150
Austin, TX 78758

By

Print Name: _

Title.

CALLISBURG INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

"CUSTOMER" \..

Address' ~_._.-,{.):.....c>;;;,...;;~",-./ ....d:l-.-:"'c....... ~ _

C'ttt% ); "lh'· ,
Dr. Charier; Holloway

Superintendant

Effective Date:
Date

HICHLV CONFIDENTIAL - COMPANY PRDPRIEi'AIW
Thl: t~l, rjc~nw"'( pf'ltj 411 /lI1JHJnmM~ IIfC iJ10i)fJlI1II)' Ie T II:I,M
No m4'i.I'llfll rrIiNileJl!il)lll, l'hll'l m~t~rlli\j m,y M! b. r.l1~dQfO~1.

Page 2 of 3 o nYlOn Pllrtn~rv.lnc M ng.nbl fMlYV,ti
TX·C.QjlbUrfJ·"Z'Cl-V'i'·~~·.H>(i(J,a
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SERViCe LeVEL AGREEMENTS •Trillion
Digital Transmission Service - Wide Area Network Service Level Agreement

•...·,..SllJ)port S~rvl,& Trillion', gOal 1& ptovlda carrl.r cJQIo• ...,rvice tor our cuatom",1'Il Support &.rvice& are provided tor up to rour authorlled tachnlcal contact/; that ha"" been
given acce.. to th~ Trillion NOe. trilliOn provldee tM' Ability to l'lICftive and procen aupport Ci\sea 24X7xS65, Houra of operation, phone and online tuppert aN! from a a.I'lt
to 7 p,m. C.nlral lime, with emergency ouaga support 24 hour1l a day, aavan dayB a w~"'k Th" Trillion Network Operatione Cent",r it &tarred 24X7 ror proactlV$ natwor.:
monitoring 1M WAN eystem manaQement service,.

;tervi<:-!! Me\rli.~ Tnll,on will !1Iapend and b6jJin corrective action wl1&n the Iollowlng aeIYlce apec~lcatlona drop below th" Id8nt~l.d threahold ror a glvsn .rt",

(I) Service Av.il~billty Availability drop~ below 100%
(2) Lalancy: AVerQO", Round !Iip Latency exeeede 30me
(3) PacKat Lou: AveraQ'" Pack';'t loaa la greater than 1%
(4) MOp&: inrol.JQhput is 110% Of thll toial bandwidth contr~cted for each elte
(5) Customer Support: Trlilion't goai i~ \0 proVide a NOC suppcrt contact within a two hour ~V6rago 185pon~" tim.. to any oustomer submitted support reQueai
(6) On-Bite Service: Trillion', gO~1 i& to dit;patch Q fillid tllchniclan within ono hour of BlllVi"" outa~. vsrifiClttlM if the service cannol be restored remotaiy.

Sche9u:~d M'jnl,o,I!IQk' Trillion wltl nOtify cUa\omer 46 hou~ In advance of any loh6dulcd maintenance, Trillion Ilt 1($ aola diBcration will apply nflO4iltary m.lnte~unce

p.tch.~ or up~rad•• neceBBary to ree~ve criljoal i"u"'t aM ","sure the BelVi"" specifications aro b..in~ met.

Cualomer I. raapon.lbl6 for the LAN (LOcal Area Nctwol'k) connflCti,ity, This Includu ail LAN flqulpm.nt and LAN activity including int"rnal LAN routing, .ubnetll. DHCP
and/or DNS chano~s that n"ed to be made for int"'rnal bUilding netvlork B~a$ tD tha WAN.

Custome, I. respon,ibie for: all internal pabling and powllr. providing 100011 LAN IP routing and Etharn.t for Inoorning WAN oonnectlon; prO'idlng .nd u&er help deal< auppert
Indudlng appl,catlons .uppo~, LAN auppert, Internet aC4cn supPO~, VPN SUPPort, etc,; Md all cUBtomer owned IlQulpmsnt baokups, Trillion will provida oonfiguration
backupB ot .11 Triliion-owned diil,iCllL

Penalty lor S rrviCll Av~lIablllty Non·Compliance: ~or a \llviiln Ci\lendar month, within which Trillion experlencee a Service OUtilOtl, Cu&lomer mllY rBquest a *",rviOll outage
credit In ordilr to bt $Iillible for the CNJdlt, Customer mUijt log a service credit CBse within fiv'" (5) bU8inau dQy8 of th$ outage with v!lr~lcAtion by 1"rllllon of the !lv...nt
Tnllion will aptlly & serviOll crMit baaed on a pro--ratad calculation of th" ai\1ount of !li\1$ tna a.rvies was unilvailable to th. affeoted ~11E; during tMt month,

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL - COMPANY PROPRIETARY Pago 3 of 3
It" (\.(}nlt'fll' oIlY"., M"oom'fllllnd 511 altAonmtlnll. vo prlJ.pntl!IH'r' 10 TmBor. PllrtJ1IH1L In"
No '10l1> i~ ';\'\:1 &',~f""llIIl.I.!" !JQl\lftlcfQbI4, Thlt. mat"rij):1 1'I1.y M\ be cJllId0t.4d, duplicaled, Ilf !llprotlUocd, 1("1 wt10lw 01 II' Plrt, wllnod (l',n D{iOr written GGfllltlrl Ql rcHior ""Ur'(nt"l~, In.;;

t1lTr1lIIM Per!nart.,lO£l Niflgnhirot-eNt<d

TX,CIa!UlllUfij>\ 'L\ O&.v"'Pc-O{j02~Do-$
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CAIJLISBURG INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
EVALUATION OF BIDS

E-RATE YEAR 13

Service or Equipment that this Bid includes:

~~-------------~.

- ."--"-,~-

aluation Factor Maximum Points Total Points Awa.rded
~--_._.

-_.._.._~-

,2$'"'ce 25
-~._~-

....,~.

10rvice History 20
:pertise of C~mpa.!!L____~ 20 Is-'---derstanding of 20
cds/Completeness of

S'ds --- _.
ca~on ofCompa~ ___ 15 ItJf--- -

TAL 100 I;;,i>--

Ev
Pn
Se
Ex
Un
Ne
Bi
Lo
TO

~ Bid Evaluated by: ~--,;1,--~=l,--r_l:_t-::.E.-,--f!.. _

Date: IIi~ll~/ ~~__~~
Signature: &_ ¥
Note: Price must be the primary factor in the bid evaluation. No other factor may be
allotted the same maximum points.

Ineligible factors, such as content filtering, should not be used in evaluating bids.
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Norlight Telecommunications, Inc.
37()\ CommwUCat10IlS Way

Evamvillt, IN 47715
Phone 877.599.3285
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NCfl1iglit Tek~cOJtnnH !s.r·ik.:atkJfL~ 1m;'.
USACPriority 1Commrmictltiol1§ Caniet" Serving SchoafDlsmet!J & LibrMics far 10;;ream

orlight Te:k:c:ommunicarions, Inc. ~'Norlight"), is an integrated full·service provider of
telecommunications services tha.t serves school distt1ct\ colleges, universities, and
libraries in the education marketplace.

Norlight offers services throughout an extensive central U.S. regional footprint We are a facilities-based
company that has access to backhaul fiber in 24 states, covering neatly 30,000 miles. Norlight is not a
fiher-optic construction company; we engineer and construct fiber networks to enable schools and
librntics to access the broadlYmd capacity and rel.ated services they need. Our services are highly reliable
and are supported 7x24x365 by redundant Network Operations Centers located in Evansville, Indiana
and Brookfield, Wisconsin.

_._------j.- •.

t •• '
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In July 2006, Norlight relocated its offices and Network Operations Center (Noq to a new 52,000 sq. ft
Corporate Center located in Evansville, Indiana. Diverse commercial power feeds, buked up by a die:;d
standby power generator, insure there ate no power interruptions for the critical service delivery systems
Itxated within this state-of-the-art facility. The 5,000 sq. ft. equipment room within this building is
constructed with an earthquake-reinforced ceiling and 1,2.·inch thick poured concrete walls to insure
selvice continuity regardless of what Mother Nature has in store (earthquake, tornado, severe stann).

Ai Norlight customer networks arc continually monitored by our NOC, which is staffed 00 a 24,,7x365
ba,i5. TIlls comprehensive level of scheduled covemgc is designed to facilitate easy customer aCceSs to a
'live person' at all hours on any day. We ate dedicated to providing world-class customer service.

Whether you are working with technical suppott, billing, marketing, or
a customer service specialist, you will receive the same exceptional
service and response. Because of this commitment to providing
reliable service, over the past seve-tal years Noclight has developed
strong relationships among many school corporations and libraries
within our large: service area. Annual !-,TfOwth for our E-Ratc business
has exceeded 80% since 2003. We art now the USAC Priority 1
Communications Cattier for Schools and Libraries in over 70 district.s.

TIlis lcvd of success is attributable to two factors. First, our focus is on des.igning and constructing state­
of·thc-an Wide Area Networks utili7Jng GigE, un-switched, point-to-point technology. Norlight
sollltions provide schools and libraries with an abundant broadband resource, that enables their
Technology Departments to operate effectively and efficiently, uti1i71ng the significant transport
bandwidth that fiber optic technology enables. Beyond our underlying transport services, Norlight also
offers secure Internet access and related bundled services, such as the management of electronic mail,
fire\\.lall services, and content filtering. Wc offer our K~12 education and library clients a cost-effective. E­
R~tc eligible service to better serve their district/ system, and the comm1.U1itics that they are entrusted to

$C Yc:.

The second factor that has helped us find success itt serving Schools and Libraries is our in-house
LJSAC E-Rate experience. We: have been a Priority 1 Service Provider since its inception, so
Norlight is well versed in all aspects of the funding process and its inherent timcfrnmcs, deadlines,
and regulations. Specifically, as mandated by the Universal Services Administrative Company
(l'SAC), these compliance requirements include registering with USAC (form 498 - SPIN), annual
certification compliance with all state and local procurement rules, billing requirements, and meeting
aD E-Ratc filing deadlines. 1n addition, our team has participated in successfully working through
tht complexities surrounding consortium filings and CIPAjfiltering requirements. Norlight
continues to maintain its "good Standing" status with USAC and our annual certification (Form 473)
h~s been filed. Norlight is currently an Eligible Telecommunications Provider through the 2008 and
2009 funding year.

Norlight maintains an ongoing review and update of SLD issued materials (both paper

announcements and via the SLD website). We supplement this know!cdl:,"e retrieval and analysis

with participation in SLD vendor conference calls, and with the USAC training offered to service

providers.

October.UJ, 2()(}8 Psgc4of15
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Beyond our sales and account managemcnt resources, we have access to in-house legal counsel to

support this initiative. Norlight's E~Rate knowledge and experience goes beyond what is required

of a typical school, library, or district levtl filing. Our specialized knowledge includes an

understanding of the unique issues related to the 182 Native American Schools, both those of the

Bmeau of Indian Affairs and those owned by the individual Tribal entities.

Norlight is committed to aiding local school districts and libraries with their E-Rate related filings.

We arc willing to share our knowledge with potential school and library E-Rate applicants to assist

them in undcrst~nding USAC E·Rate procedures and standards. In giving this support, we answcr

questions and provide assistance, JO long aJ tbe degree of (mistaflce u,;,11 not limit the parlicukJr applicant'.r

e/igibiltfy. Specifically, the type of support that Norlight can perform without limiting customer

clig1bility includes:

to Fonn 471 completion assigtancc

" Identification ofltcm 21 Attachment ~lcl1lems

It Project Completion support (Form 486)
It BEAR and SPI Form filing support

October JIJ, 2008
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orlight is proposing a point-tn-point Wide Area Network (WA1'-.1) for the Callisburg

Independent School District. Our WAN wiU utilize a Gif,rabit Ethernet (GigE) point to

point network topology, The I-ligh School will Servc as the central hub site, utilizing fiber

optic links to reach the Middle School. The proposed service will provide a full Gigabit of dedicated
bandwidth from the central hub t:o the remote site at all times, without passing data traffic beyond the

central hub, except for Internet access. As pan of our proposed offering to the Callisburg Independent

School District, Norlight is including all required termination equipment at the main hub and at each of

th,~ remote sites. This bundled termination equipment includes one, copper GigE port at each remme
kx::acion. as well as one, copper GigE port for each remote location at the centtal hub site,

N'Jrlight offers native Ethernet services at GigE speeds. Our soludon is faster, more flexible, and

b, costly than any other high speed WAN, advantages that directly benefit the school system and

the taxpayers that provide your support. The following are a few of the key advantages:

The netWork is noo-blockiof;. r:aCh site gets a full GigE of throughpl.lt ovcr a link that is not shared with

anyone clse

VLANs can be directly established ;tcross the network by school system II personnel without the need for

Norlight involvement

School system IT personnel can set up their own QoS scheme without the need for Norilght involvement

111(: network is mainained by Norlight's staff of t<:chnicians both at Norlight's NOC/NMC (technicians

stationed in EVl1.nsville, Indiana who are available 7X24 ro take trouble reportS) and in the field. Norlight has

route techniciat\S respomtble for the fiber and terminating equipment locatc:d at ell.ch site premi~c. who are

ready to rcspond rapidly to any prohlem.

Theft: arc no qm:llcs for the traffic to wait on if the tll;twork is busy or under-engineered, A full Gigabit of

throughput is available (0 :ill locations on the network, The network dc~ign enables the dcdicl\t1on of GigE

bandwidth between communic:lt1on locations, resulting in low latency and a f:lster network than your students,

tcachers, librarians, or administrators wilJ have previously experienced.

Ibe fibcr utilized in c'Ich WAN does not rely on any equipment in any of Qur Norlight POPs, If Internet

service is provided in adilition to this high speed transport. Internet access will be provided point to poinr from

the nc~rest Norlight POP to the mllin hub, a.nd terminated into 8chool system routers.

The configuration of the equipment for prt>viding this 'network will be a small termination equipment deVIce

(usually a switch Ot media convenor) in the temote locaci0n and a larger switch or array of media convertors at

the hub site. Fiber will connect each huh to its remote location. If tht: fibl:r goes through a Norlight POP, the

fibcr will not be terminatcd in any equipment, but will be either ~rlkcd or croRR connected through at the

N0rlight POP.

October JO, ;1(}(}9 PJJgC 6of15
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Fiher drops will be terminated at each of the two sites within each build.ing at a demarcation point
(demarc) as defined by the Callisburg Independent School District, We don't follow the: standard
operating procedures of the local phone company (LEq, which prescribe this demarc at the minimum
point of entnulce. Instead, Norlight will establish the demarc at a location within each building of YClur
choice, where a fiber distribution panel (FOP) will be installed to terminate the fiber in each of the
buildings and then patched over ro our optical equipment

T( I accommodate the Norlight equipment at the dcmarc, we would request that the Callisburg
Independent School District provide access to an equipment closet at each location that is safe and
comfortable for people to work in and includes:

...

-
-

sufficient 19" rack »pace for the FOP and other Opttonks equipment (usually 2 RU at the remotes; up to

4 RU at the hub)

an AC outlet fcd by Q 115 volt/2Oamp isolated circuit. lJPS power ptntcction is strongly recommc.'ndcd.
The Callisburg Independent Schoc)l District would also be responsible for supplying power tD the fibet
termination equipment.

timely aceess for Norlight personnel to these equipmmt dostts in order to install, maintain, or
tt'onblcshoot the network and supporting equipment,

controlled :ttcC'ss to maintain the security and integrity of the installed equipment. The Callisburg
Independent School District will be responsible for any damage to Norlight equipment that is not the result
of normal usage or failure,

The Callisbutg Independent School Disrr1ct will be responsible for supplying a switch or routet that has an
adequate number of ports to support the copper GigE circuit ports ttom Notlight equipment at the central
huh and remote sites. The hub site requires a minimum of one standard Copp(.'r GigE port for Cllch remote
location, whereas the remote locations will each need a single st:lndlltd GigE port a.vailable. Switches or
routers atc not providul by Norlight, as they arc considered "internal connections" by USAC, and part of
the intcm:l.1 LAN.' not a Priori ty 1 WAN service.

The Callisburg Ind<..1Jendcnt School District VJilI need to provide and install the Ethernet palch cables from
the optical termination equipment to the switclI potts capable of supporting WAN ports (not from the PDP to
out ordeal cquipmrnt, only fWln our opticll1 e'luiptn~m to the point ~t thl: demarc wh~"fC W~ lWld offth~ GigE copper Ethml(1).

-
The locations to be served by this proposed network are identified in the table bclow. Any variation to

the addresses portrayed in the table should be communicated to your Account Executive,

Caffisburg Independent School District Gigabit Ethemet WAN Site List

h , j \ l \l ' 0

'\""'\,:", . . , :
II .' ..... "., ..·1, ...."".,, """'1,\,'<1, •..- 1.11\' /"1'4,.,,1.-..t~, I '

I •

I~Jt~WMf;Jf'J"I4:N':f.~,r, .. ",·~·. 'I ~" .'", ..... ~~""...." • .....1f\r;...\t4liof,'It, A4'..~~...-..a~~~~.,..." ....,..IU'••• 'u.... ~~, l><1.1tt ....11 ~,·.g,""'\:lll.,

---_..~----_._ .. ----------'.-+----_.
76241

76241

Gaine~vil1<':

Gainesville

, 48 Do~ier Stt'eer

30B Do.ier StreetC~.IIi~burg High School

Calli ,burg Middle SchoolRemote 1

MfIlnHllb

-
-
-

October 30, 2f)()IJ p~ 7 oilS
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111ere are a multitude of benefits for the Callisburg Independent School District WAN proposal,
given a full Gigabit of connectivity among your schools, Some of the primary benefits of your new
WAN will be:

.. greatly enhanced communication between all
schools and facilities

'" the ability to readily share video files
" greater access to multi-media applications,

including the ability to broadcast educational
ptograms from one schoo) to any other

.. load balancing of Internet bandwidth across
the network

As school systems throughout the country have gained access to the high bandwidth networks, such

as the one being proposed by NorUght, various applications have been deployed to improve access

to teaching resources and provide the JT staff with the infrastructure to better manage and control

IT resour.ces, Examples include:

...EguiV'll1cnt Quality of&rvicc
-among all schools for Intcrnt:{ Al;:n:ss

..•Server CQnsQ/fdation - the hub site

can provide l\ single location for software

m::linrcnancc/upgrades, as well as better

enable efficient ami timely file back-ups

...Bandwidth NCMed for Full Motion
Video Remote l=rning 1<,> shan~ spcciaJiZt;d

expertise; interactive workshops to broaden

participation; virtual fidd trips tn 'fat away'

places; remote aCCess to international conference rooms to broaden cultural perspectives; ability to utilize vast 011­

line educational resources, such as the National Geographic Kids Network, the JMon Project, SUld NASA Quc~t

Octobt-r J(), 2()(}B

-.\I.,.'SI{l;H~'-
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.. .Economic DeveJopment- Continuing Education a.nd profc~&ional development curricula delivered trl

multiple remote sires; usc of the video confcrencing infrastnl<:ture within the school system by community

devclopmcm agencies

...A Wealth ofBliL/1dwidth for Voice,
Video, and Data 11ltegration - systC"m

wide Voice Ov-lOr Internet Proto~()l (VoIP);

digitAl Security Survci1hmcc of:l.11 school

facilities from II single point

... CffttillyGt for Illtlovative Application Trials­
HVAC monitoring and contml of all school buildings from

one centmllocacion to f"cilitatc th~ u~e of energy Raving

progmms; centr-alhcd Test/Exam SC"tvcrs to irnprove the

security of records

'The above applications arc merely a partial listing of the possible uses of a GigS network. The

virtually wilimited bandwidth that will be provided by our proposed WAN will make possible

these and many more applications. While the applications mentioned are not a part of this

proposal, our WAN SQhltion makes any and all of these possible from the very first day service

is established,

Ocrof!cr .W, 2008 PQ.8"C 9 of1.5
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Cl1lLfSBURG INI)E:~PEN[)f:NTSCHOOl.

0IS1'RICl" LIBRARY' PRICING

TIIC following pricing options include providing for a full GigE fiber based dedicated network for

the two locations identified on page 7. The network design assumes utilization of the High School as

the central hub site, with full conncctivity to the subtending Middle School. Please note that in the

price quote provided below, that the E-Rate discount is assumed to be 70% and represents an

estimate based on the most recent Callisburg Independent School District 471 Form posting on the

USAC web site. As such, the 'Effective Monthly Recurring Charges' arc subject to change based on

further discussion between USAC and the Callisburg Independent School District regarding the

'approved discount level' for which your district is eligible.

The quotes provided by Norlight are for a fully managed network with no additional charges

imposed for any pennits, easements, pole attachments, additional construction costs, support or

mitimcnance of the network, or testing of the network. (This does not include any related fees that

may apply as required or authorized by local, state and!or federal governmental agencies,)

Norlight delivers its Gigabit Ethcrt'lct Services using 1OOOBASE-T handoff" (RJ-45). If your schools, for

whatever reason, require a different h<mdoff, please inform your Account Executive up-front, so we atc

<1v.'are of your specific needs prior to the start of construction. This price quote assumes that the

CJUisburg Independent School District will provide Norlight with collocation space and power at each

sire enumerated in Section 2 of this proposal at your own cost. In addition, Norlight may need

necessary easement and building entrance rights, to extend our network from the public rights of

way into each building facility to be served.

Five Year Contract 'Term (60 Months)

~------+---~.

-

P!'t'Site $475.00 Wllivcd $142.50 Wll.ived

PJ>,IJC to of15
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"'Note - The abo"e calculations are for illustrative purposes only and liIre based on the Callisburg Independent
School District 70% E-Rate discount lUI posted on the USAC web aite. Each amount is averaged over the cost
of the project n.nd may not reflect the actual cost for It specific connection. TIlls distinction is only important
to the extent that BiteII lU"e either dropped or added in comparlGon to the 9lte~ included on this quote, because

the prlclng above assumes the purch1l8c of service fot aU locationB identified in the RFP.

·*THE 'EFFECTIVE COSTS' REFLECTED ABOVE ARE
AN ESTIMATE BASED ON YOUR MOST RECENT USAC

471 FILINGS.
YOUR ACTUAL B·RATE DISCOUNT PERCENTAGE MAY

VARY FROM THIS ESTIMATE·'"

This price quote expires ninety (90) days from the due date of the associated response

October.1O, 2tJ()9 P~llof1!5
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- Callisburg Independent School District WAN Construction Schedule

- Phase 1: Scope 0/ Work Definition
Contract Signing 11/14/08 11/14/08 0 0.0% 0 35

Kick-Off Call 11/21/08 11/21/08 7 20.0% 7 28

SIte Survey!Walkthrough 12/15/08 12/19/08 l.a 80.0% 35 0

PilusI'! 1 Sub-Tatal 35 100.0%

Phase 1: Engineering l:A Entrances- Field Engineering 12/22/08 1/16/09 25 23.1% 25 83

CAD/Mapplng/Permittinll 1/19/09 3/1'3/09 53 49.1% 78 30

Entrance Facility Construction 3/16/09 4/15/09 lQ 27.8% 108 0- I'has~ 1 SlJb-Total 108 100.0%

PhOJe 3: Utility Pqle Make RetJdy ~

Milke Relidv Englneerine 2/23/09 4/16/09 52 53.1% 52 46....
~

Make Ready ConstructIon 4/19/r;)9 6/4/09 ~ 46.9% 98 0

Phase" SUb-ToNI 98 l00.0'K0

Phase 4: OSP placement & Splicing- Fiber Construction 6/8/09 6/26/09 81.8% 418 18

Fiber Testing/Acceptance 6/29/Q9 7/3/09 1: 18.2% 22 0

Phase 4 Sub-Total Z2 100,0%- Total Project 11/14/08 7/3/09 231

Not.: l - Once. Nqrlluht ,ubmlU IU Mok"~rttql./~.lt to the locaillflffty pokl owners, POOIIil !J "Utility Pole
Nlaktt Rltttdy"pJ'O{t~ Is UnMt' tM dll'«t control of thfJ local utIlity. All of tM other thrH ronst:rudlatt fJl'Ktm;

all! !.Inc/er the diNrc;t cOntrol 0/Norll"ht T,htcommunkatlons.

120·130 days to dQlIvar plUll applicable right-of-way, polG attachment agrelilment and tnSikQ ready time

periods es determined by your IOCQI utility company.

- The construction cimeframe for this project is estimated to require up to seven months to complete

following execution of the Master Service Agreement and Service Order. Upon award of the contract,

Norlight will develop a personalized Project Plan, identifying key project personnel and direction of the

project, including the milc~toncs to be tracked. In addition, a site visit will be scheduled to conduct an

initial 'walk through' of each site to tighten our planning.

..
,--.

~~------ ,~---,..,..""~.,, ....

October J(}, 2()()8 Page 120115
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-
-
...

....

-

...

-

-
-
-

Once the project has been launched, taurine status update meetings will be conducted, including District

Representatives as designated, the: Norlight Project Manager and Account Executive. Our project

managemcnt expertise is designed to make the implementation of your WAN as quick and smooth as

possible. We realize and take into account the critical nature of the dates that you need service delivered

by, as well as the necessary USAC timing of instilla.tion; and will make every effort to not onJy satisfy the

USAC guidelines, but to exceed your expectations.

,-------~------- ------"~------
Ocrolxr~ Z{)()s P~1Jofj5
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Slr,ce the inception of the E-Rate program, Nodight Telecommunications ha:; built/i:; building

W,\Ns for over 70 school districts. Upon request we will provide contact names and phone

numbers to facilitate reference checking. The following is a sampling from the list of our valued

customers:

-
-
-

-
-
-

-

Arkansas Schools

'" WeSt Memphis Sch()ol~

Cl Palestine Schools

• Mnvcl School District

4Iil Lee SchQols.. Hughes Sch()ol~

• Helena Schoo! District

.. Forrest Schools

<II Clarendon Schools

III Brinkley School Dist[Jct

• Barton School

Alabama SchoQls

ill Madiwn City Schools

GeQrgia Schools
• Jones County Schools

• Bank~ County Sd)()!ll~

.. Community Consolidated # 181

e Park Ridge #64

Jill Gurnee School Diw1ct

• Naperville School Distnct

III Belvidere Community Schools

Indiana Schools
.. Bee:ch Grove City Schools

.. Browllsburg Community School
Corporation

• Center Grove Community School
CorpQfaoon

• Grcater Chrk County Schools

'" Cby Community School Corporation

.. Dallville Comrnunity School
Corporaoon

.. Greencastle: Community School
Curporation

" Hamilton Southeastern Schools

" Mill Creek Community School
Corporation

• Monroe County Community School
Cutporation

• N,.rth Gibson School Corporation

.. N,)rthwestcrn School Corporution

.. Plainfield Community School
Corporation

.. Shelbyville Central SchooJ&

• Town of Spcc:dway Schools
.. Vincennes Community School

Corporation

Go MSD Wayne Towmhip

.. Zionsville Community Schools

....

Pscc 14 of1!J
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\Ill

'...

~t1tu<;ky Schools
G Clark County Schools

.. Jcffers()n County Schools (city of Lnuisvillc)

.. Marcin County Schools

• Shelby County Public Schools
.. Muhlenberg County Schoo],

.. Hopkin;; County Schools

Mil'H!Q1U'iSC~
.. P;mot'lvillt Schovls
.. ft. Osag<: School District

Wisconsin Schools
• Green Bay City Schools
.. Beloit School District

Texas SchoQIs
GIl Palestine School&

Virginia SchQQ1~

III LanCllHer County

ill Dinwiddie Schools

,. Northumberland Schools

,..,.

"-.,....

.l"".~t

.." _..~."",..... ",,'

" ....... .
"".~ ":-.. IW*U _'II

," ". 01 •',. ,",',. . ...-.
I • ~""::"~'.' ,,~.: >"'·~fi: ~ 1-:-'
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ATTACHMENT B



/Jij!(T!C!IU Crl17I1COCr! Pre-bidding Discussions

Applicants may:
- Discuss their product offering with SPs

- Learn about new technologies from SPs

Applicants may NOT accepUuse the
following from service providers:
- Vendor-specific language for RFP or the 470

- Template RFPs or Forms 470

- Assistance with tech plan

- Assistance with RFP

4 www.usac.org



Callisburg Independent School District 

Exhibit D 
 

Intent to Deny Letter from USAC, Schools and Libraries Division, 
to Don Metzler, Callisburg Independent School District, dated June 
15, 2010 (re Form 471 Application Numbers 662878 and 721400) 



 

 
Schools and Libraries Division - Correspondence Unit 

30 Lanidex Plaza West, PO Box 685, Parsippany, NJ 07054-0685 
Visit us online at: www.usac.org/sl 

 

Schools and Libraries Division 

Date: June 15, 2010 
 
 
 
Don Metzler 
Callisburg Independent School District 
(940) 665-9930 
(940) 612-4196 
Application Number(s):  662878, 721400 
 
Response Due Date: 6/30/10 
 
We are in the process of reviewing Funding Year 2009 and FY 2010 Form(s) 471 to 
ensure that they are in compliance with the rules of the Universal Service program.  
 
Funding Year 2009 Application 662878, FRNs 1810198, 1810192 and Funding Year 
2010 Application 721400, FRNs 1956812, 1956815, and 195818 will be denied for the 
following reasons: 
 
Based on the documentation that has been provided to USAC, the entire Funding 
Request Numbers (FRNs) 1810198, 1810192, 195812, 195815, and 195818 will be 
denied because Callisburg Independent School District did not conduct a fair and open 
competitive bidding process. The Form 470 (No. 703210000685117) associated with 
these FRNs was posted on September 19, 2008 and the Contract Award Date was 
December 19, 2008.   

 The documentation provided indicates that Jeff Threadgill (Callisburg) accepted 
meals from Trillion prior to the process Callisburg conducted to select a service 
provider to provide the goods and services that were included in the posted Form 
470. Specifically, Trillion has provided documentation for the following meals that 
were accepted and attended by Jeff Threadgill. On February 5, 2008, Jeff 
Threadgill attended the Trillion Customer Dinner at the Moonshine Patio Bar and 
Grill in Austin, Texas.  According to Trillion documents, the total cost of the 
dinner was $686.45 ($38.13/person). On May 2, 2008 Jeff Threadgill and Jeff 
Meadows (Trillion) had lunch.  The price was $68.62 ($34.31/person).  The 
meals’ values exceed the federal gifts standards of $20/person/occasion not to 
exceed $50/person/per calendar year. .  The meals occurred in the months prior 
to Callisburg’s posting of its Form 470 (Application No. 703210000685117) on 
September 19, 2008 and subsequent award of the contract to Trillion on 
December 19, 2008. Based on this information, it appears that you did not 
conduct a fair and open competitive process, free from outside influence. For 
additional guidance regarding the competitive bidding process, please refer to 
the USAC website at: http://www.usac.org/sl/applicants/step03/run-open-fair-
competition.aspx. 

 
 The documentation also indicates that Jeff Threadgill and Don Metzler 

(Callisburg) engaged in meetings, e-mail discussions, and verbal discussions 
with Trillion employees beginning in January 2008 through the award of the six-
year contract to Trillion in December 2008. Based on the documentation provided 
to USAC, these discussions do not appear to be general marketing discussions, 
but rather show that Callisburg provided Trillion with inside information regarding 
its needs and details about their procurement process, that Trillion influenced the 



procurement process by providing input into Callisburg’s Request for Proposal 
(RFP) and FCC Form 470 to ensure that Trillion would be awarded the contract.   

 
Specifically, in addition to the dinner and lunch meetings discussed above, on 
July 29, 2008, Jeff Threadgill sent Chuck Browning an email requesting 
information about Trillion’s proposal to add T1s.  On August 5, 2008, Andy 
Pilarcik (Trillion) scheduled a meeting with Jeff Threadgill on August 13, 2008.  
This email also referenced a lunch that was previously shared between Pilarcik 
and Threadgill.  On August 6, 2008, Chuck Browning sent Jeff Threadgill a “Pre-
Design and Good Faith Estimate for Callisburg.”  This is a very detailed WAN 
system upgrade proposal for the school district and also contained the price list 
for Trillion’s services.  On August 13, 2008, Jeff Threadgill, David Jolly (Trillion) 
and Andy Pilarcik (Trillion) met to discuss Trillion’s proposal for the WAN 
upgrade for Callisburg. On September 9, 2008, Chuck Browning scheduled a 
meeting with Jeff Threadgill on September 16, 2008 to “catch up with you [on] 
how things are going.”  On September 19, 2008, Callisburg posted its From 470.   
 
Subsequent to the filing of the Form 470, Trillion and Callisburg continued to 
meet and discuss items related to the bid. On October 16, 2008, Jeff Threadgill 
requested whether an additional T1 line could be added for the district.  Chuck 
Browning responded and stated that he would provide a full proposal by 
tomorrow and would call Jeff that afternoon.  On November 6, 2008, Jeff 
Threadgill forwarded Chuck Browning information about the number of phones 
needed about Callisburg’s LAN switches and questioned whether they were VoIP 
capable. On November 19, 2008, Chuck Browning forwarded Don Metzler 
(Callisburg) an amendment to the Trillion contract in order to add an extra T1 
line.  On December 1, 2008, David Jolly (Trillion) sent Don Metzler a “Trillions 
Mini prop to Callisburg” and noted that Chuck or he would be in touch tomorrow 
or on Wednesday to review.  On December 5, 2008, Chuck Browning scheduled 
a conference call with Don Metzler to discuss Trillion’s proposals on December 9, 
2008 at 11 am.  On this same day, December 5, 2008, Don Metzler sent Chuck 
Browning (Trillion) and CRW Consulting an email that stated: “I want us to be on 
the same page with regards to site locations listed on 470 forms, contracts, etc. 
The four site locations should be . . . I hope this help us avoid possible problems 
with the SLD in the future.”  On December 8, 2009, Chris Webber (CRW 
Consulting) confirmed with Don Metzler and Chuck Browning that these four 
entities will appear in block 4 of the application.  On December 9, 2008, 
Callisburg and Trillion had a conference call to discuss Trillion’s proposals. Also 
on December 9, 2008, Chuck Browning sent Don Metzler an email noting how 
much Trillion values its relationship with Callisburg and that the paperwork that 
was discussed during the call that day was also attached for his review. The 
contract was awarded to Trillion on December 19, 2008. (See Callisburg.CB. 
attachment.)  

 
FCC rules require applicants to conduct a fair and open competitive bidding process free 
from conflicts of interest.  See Request for Review of the Decision of the Universal 
Service Administrator by Ysleta Independent School District, El Paso, Texas, et al, 
Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, Changes to the Board of Directors of the 
National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc., SLD Nos. 321479, 317242, 317016, 
311465, 317452, 315362, 309005, 317363, 314879, 305340, 315578, 318522, 315678, 
306050, 331487, 320461, CC Docket Nos. 96-45, 97-21, Order, 19 FCC Rcd 6858, ¶ 60 
(2003) (“Ysleta Order”); See also Request for Review of Decisions of the Universal 



Service Administrator by MasterMind Internet Services, Inc., Federal-State Joint Board 
on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Order, 16 FCC Rcd 4028-4032-33, ¶ 10 
(2000); Request for Review of Decisions of the Universal Service Administrator by SEND 
Technologies LLC, Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism, CC 
Docket No. 02-6, Order, DA 07-1270 (2007); Request for Review of Decisions of the 
Universal Service Administrator by Caldwell Parish School District, et al., Schools and 
Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism, CC Docket No. 02-6, Order, DA 08-449 
(2008)(Caldwell Parish).  Applicants cannot reveal to one prospective service provider 
information they do not provide to all.  See Caldwell Parish, ¶ 16.  For additional 
guidance regarding the competitive bidding process, please refer to the USAC website at: 
http://www.usac.org/sl/applicants/step03/run-open-fair-competition.aspx. 
 
If the entire FRNs should not be denied and you have alternative information, please 
provide the supporting documentation.  We are including copies of the above referenced 
emails and meeting confirmations for your review.   

 
Additionally, please answer the following questions so that we may complete our review. 
 
You have indicated in your response, “The district staff did not receive and is not aware 
of any meal, entertainment, or trip offered or provided by Trillion officers/employees.”  
However, Trillion Partners, Inc. has provided documentation showing that on February 
10, 2005, Karla Burkholder (Callisburg) attended a dinner hosted by Trillion during the 
Texas Computer Education Association trade show at Carmelo’s Italian Restaurant in 
Austin, Texas.  The total cost of this dinner was $384.02 ($64.00/person). Trillion also 
provided documentation regarding a breakfast on October 14, 2005 that was attended by 
Karla Burkholder (Callisburg) for $26.41 ($13.20/person). Trillion provided documentation 
for lunch on October 22, 2007 with Jeff Threadgill for $27.78 ($9.26/person).  Also Trillion 
provided receipts for the meals discussed above that Jeff Threadgill attended on 
February 5, 2008 and May 2, 2008. Please explain the discrepancy in your response and 
the documentation Trillion has provided.  (See Callisburg.Meals document.) 
 
During our review of Trillion and your documentation, it appears that Andy Pilarcik 
(Trillion) invited Jeff Threadgill (Callisburg) to attend Trillion’s VETC conference on June 
24-25, 2008 in Austin, Texas.  Please confirm whether Jeff Threadgill attended this event 
and if so, please indicate who paid for the trip expenses and provide documentation 
regarding this trip.  Please also confirm whether any other Callisburg employee was 
offered or attended one of Trillion’s VETC conferences and provide any related 
documentation.  (See attached Callisburg.VETC.Emails attachment). 
 
You have 15 days to respond to this request.  Your response is due by the close of 
business June 30, 2010.  Please reply via e-mail or fax.  Please provide complete 
responses and documentation to the questions listed above.  It is important that you 
provide complete responses to ensure the timely review of your applications.  If you do 
not respond, or provide incomplete responses, your funding request(s) (FRNs) may be 
reduced or denied, or in the case of committed FRNs subjected to commitment 
adjustment and we will perform the denials described at the beginning of this letter.  
 
If the applicant’s authorized representative completed the information in this document, 
please attach a copy of the letter of agency or consulting agreement between the 
applicant and the consultant authorizing them to act on the school or library’s behalf.  If 
you receive assistance outside of your organization in responding to this request, please 
indicate this in your reply.   



 
Should you wish to cancel your Form 471 application(s), or any of your individual funding 
requests, please clearly indicate in your response that it is your intention to cancel an 
application or funding request(s).  Include in any cancellation request the Form 471 
application number(s) and/or funding request number(s).  The cancellation request 
should be signed and dated and including both the name and title of the authorized 
individual. 
 
 
Thank you for your cooperation and continued support of the Universal Service Program. 
 
Pina Portanova 
USAC, Schools and Libraries Division 
Phone: 973-581-5016 
Fax: 973-599-6515 
E-mail:  pportan@sl.universalservice.org   
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