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Funding Commitment Decision Letter for Funding Year 2012 
USAC states that they never received my appeal later dated June 2, 2014 sent via the US 
Postal Service.   They have since rejected my appeal and have asked for me to submit to 
the FCC for review. 
 
Mott Haven Academy Charter School is appealing the decision of Contract Violation 
based upon documentation that was sent to the Selective Reviewer on Friday, April 12, 
2013 that included a spreadsheet with formulas with price as leading factor.  I do not 
think this file was properly reviewed prior to the decision being made. 
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To whom it may concern: 

The purpose of this letter is to appeal the decision of Mott Haven Academy Charter 
School’s (Mott Haven) 2012-13 E-Rate application #842517.  The program has 
determined that the school was in contract violation and not using price as the leading 
factor. 

Mott Haven follows the USAC program rules in respect to the competitive bid process.  
They use a bid matrix to evaluate all bids incoming from the 470 Form.  This school was 
in Selective Review and a bid matrix was sent that had some clerical text errors on it.  
However the formulas were correct counting price two times in the total calculation for 
the bid comparison.  This updated information was sent to the reviewer as a follow-up 
on April 12, 2013 and I do not think it was considered while making the final decision.   

The school has incurred substantial expense due to this delayed decision and could 
really use the funds retroactively to help support the major functions of their school.   

The following pages include the documentation submitted on April 12, 2013 in hopes 
that the program will reverse its decision and provide funding to this deserving school. 

Sincerely, 

 

Melissa L. Garber 
Garber Consulting Group LLC 






















