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| . | nt roducti on and Recomendati ons

This report is intended to respond to the request fromthe FCC
for reconmmendations on (1) the design of application forns to be
subm tted by schools and libraries for Universal Service Fund
(USF) support and (2) alternative neasures (fromreview by the
State education or |ibrary agency) for the required approval of
technol ogy plans as part of the E-rate application process. 1In
responding to this request for specific recommendations, it has
been necessary for the Wirking G oup to flesh out certain details
of the application process provided by the FCC

The Working G oup nmet continually throughout the nonths of June and
July, both as a full group and in subgroups assigned to specific
matters. Individual nenbers of the Working Goup invited others from
the education and library comunities wth special expertise to join
nmeetings. W have al so spoken extensively to the parties in the field
who will actually operate the E-rate system educators and education
admnistrators, librarians and |ibrary admnistrators, State public

The term E-rate, or Education Rate, has becone commpn usage
for the maximumprice limtation and di scount rates established
by the FCC in Section X of its report and order rel eased on
May 8, 1997, in Federal -State Joint Board on Universal Service,
CC Docket No. 96-45 (E-Rate Ruling).

’See paragraphs 571 and 574 of the E-Rate Ruling. Unless
ot herwi se indicated, further citations are to paragraphs of this
ruling or to sections of the regulations under Title 47 of the
Code of Federal Regul ations, as anmended in Appendix | of the E-
Rat e Rul i ng.
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utility comm ssioners and staff, service providers, the interi mFund
Adm ni strator and information-technol ogy experts. The Wrking G oup

al so held a briefing session for all interested parties. The practical
i nput of those outside the Wrking G oup has been very val uabl e.

Al t hough vari ous nenbers of the Wrking Goup had previously made
recommendations different fromthe decisions made by the FCC in the E-
Rate Ruling, we all agreed for purposes of this task to work within

t hose deci si ons whenever possible. As in any joint effort, every
menber of the Wbrking G oup does not necessarily agree conpletely with
every one of the report's specific recormmendations. There is, however,
consensus on the report as a whole as our best recommendation for the

i npl enentation of the E-rate, and we all join in supporting it on that
basi s.

In this report we first summari ze the application process as set forth
in the E-Rate Ruling and describe sone of the conplexities posed by the
vari ed, decentralized processes by which schools and libraries
inventory their existing technol ogy resources, plan for their use and
for further technol ogy acquisitions and procure the additional
resources. We then provide the recomendations arising fromthe FCC s
requests in the context of these conplexities. The proposed
application fornms are contained in Appendix C. The Wrking Goup's

ot her specific recommendations are:?

I1-1. A standard of materiality or substantiality should be
pronul gated to obviate any need to re-post m nor
nodi fications to contracts.

| V-1. The Schools and Libraries Corporation (SLC)* should
expl ore the devel opnent of standardi zed data formats for the
i nventory/assessnents and other information submtted in the
appl i cation process.

V-1. SLC shoul d explore the establishment of a data
war ehouse, or relational data base, to capture that

3The recommendations are listed in their order in the report and
are nunbered by the sections in which they appear.

“I'n the E-Rate Ruling the FCC assigned responsibility for the
application process to the Fund Adm nistrator. In its report and order
in Changes to the Board of Directors of the National Exchange Carrier
Association, Inc., CC Docket No. 97-21 and its second order on
reconsideration in this matter, jointly released on July 18, 1997 (July
18 Ruling), the FCC reassigned this responsibility to SLC, a new
unaffiliated entity to be established by the interi mFund
Adm ni strator.
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information where it already resides, integrate it into
applications and nake it avail able for anal ysis.

VI-1. Service providers have confirmed that Requests for
Proposal s (RFPs) and other detail ed descriptions of services
requested would not be very useful to themin culling out
prom sing prospects for nore detailed analysis. Until these
docunents can be nore effectively digitized, they should be
made avail abl e on request by the applicant rather than posted
on the website. Applications should, however, contain a
short, summary description of the applicant's objectives in
procuring the services and a standardi zed checkl i st

speci fying those services, both of which would be posted.

VI-2. The requirenent for inventory/assessnents shoul d not
be inplenented until after this interimphase.

VI-3. At least during the interim phase, applicants should
not send technol ogy plans to SLC. |Instead, applicants should
certify conpliance with the planning requirenent, identify
the plans and the required approvals in their work papers,
and provide themto SLC upon request.

VI-4. At least during the interimphase, applicants should
not send executed contracts to SLC. |Instead, applicants
shoul d retain executed contracts in their working papers and
provide themto SLC upon request.

VII-1. The cal culation of discount rates for applicants
representing multiple schools and/or libraries should be
governed by the same principles, whether the applicants are
| egal governance entities, such as school districts, library
systens or States, or consortia forned for particul ar
procurenents.

VII-2. In an application for nultiple service acquirers in
which they are to be billed directly by the service provider
for the services that they individually receive, the
appropriate individual discount rate should be applied to
each separate bill.

VII-3. In an application for nultiple service acquirers with
central billing, the individual discount rates for those
users shoul d be averaged on a wei ghted basis, using projected
allocations of directly allocable services and projected

di stributions of comon or shared services that cannot be
directly allocated as the weighting factors. |In calculating
di scount rates in the first instance, applicants shoul d

all ocate to each school and/or library those services that
can be so allocated, using detailed breakdowns that should be
furni shed by the service providers. In distributing common
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or shared services, which are incapable of such direct

al l ocation and breakdowns, the applicant should be able to
use reasonabl e proxies, such as nunbers of conputers or, when
it is the only significant factor affecting distribution of
servi ces, population (either by a popul ati on-wei ghted aver age
or by an area-wi de calculation). To accommpdate the |egacy
billing systenms of at |east sone service providers, the
appl i cant should round the resulting aggregate discount rate
to the nearest five percent. The applicant should maintain
wor k papers to support its discount rate calculations. The
wor k papers should be publicly available, reviewable at any
tinme by SLC and in fact be reviewed imediately by SLC if the
rate exceeds paraneters in a filtering programthat SLC
shoul d devel op. The FCC shoul d devel op principles to
determ ne the appropriate consequences when the actual
distributions of services, as indicated by detailed bills
fromservice providers, differ fromthe projections used in
cal cul ating the aggregate di scount rates.

VII-4. In all applications involving multiple service
acquirers, the applicants should strive to ensure that each
eligible school and library receives the discount to which it
is entitled. 1In all cases, the applicant should cal cul ate
the discount rate(s) in the first instance, although SLC
should retain ultimate responsibility for validity of the
rate(s). The service provider should not be responsible for
the allocation of nonall ocabl e shared or common services
under central billing, but it should be required to provide
det ai |l ed breakdowns of all ocabl e nonshared costs by

i ndi vi dual school and |ibrary whenever possible.

VI1-5. SLC should create a |list of individual discount rates
for every school and library for which the necessary data is
publicly avail able and post that |ist on the website.

VII-6. Since service providers state that they do not need
di scount rates to fornul ate bids, and projections based on
specific services should be nore reliable than those at the
initial application stage, discount rates should be
calculated in funding requests rather than in initial
appl i cations.
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VIIl-1. |If the State education or |ibrary agency chooses to
del egate its authority to review technol ogy plans, it should
notify SLC.

VIIl-2. As an alternative review nmechanismfor technol ogy

pl ans, SLC should create a peer-review process, using
i nternedi ate i ndependent organi zations to adm nister the
process when they are avail abl e.

VI11-3. A common m ninmum general standard should be

pronmul gated by the FCC for the approval of all technol ogy
plans after the interimperiod. The standard should be used
i medi ately for all new technol ogy pl ans.

VIIl-4. A separate technol ogy plan should not be required
for USF support. An existing technol ogy plan, including one
preapproved for the E-rate, should satisfy the E-rate

requi renent as long as it has been approved in accordance

wi th the above standard.

VI11-5. Technol ogy plans should be reapproved at | east every
five years. Although, subject to the granting of annual
fundi ng requests, applicants should be entitled to USF
support for longer nultiyear contracts, the applicable

t echnol ogy plan should be required to justify the extended
duration of the contract, either with respect to continued
use of the services or as a paynent option.

I1. Application Process Provided by E-Rate Ruling

The application process provided by the E-Rate Ruling starts with a
filing wth SLC by the party seeking to contract for the procurenent of
eligible services. On this formthe applicant is to describe the
services that it plans to procure in sufficient detail to enable
potential providers to formulate bids (1570, 575). These descriptions
may be formal RFPs, particularly if required by, or nobst consistent
with, State or local acquisition requirenents, or |ess fornmal
descriptions (f575). The applicant nust also submt an

i nventory/ assessnent prepared by a person authorized to make purchases
for a school or library, review ng existing and planned facilities and
providing at least information as to six specific educational -

t echnol ogy conponents (11570, 572). The applicant is also required to
have specific plans for using the inventoried technol ogi es over the
near termand into the future, including integration into its
curriculum although it is not clear whether these plans are to be
submtted to SLC (1573). This technol ogy plan nust be independently
approved, ideally by the State agency overseeing schools or libraries,
unl ess al ready approved for other purposes (for exanple, participation
in Federal or State progranms such as
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Goal s 2000 or the Technol ogy Literacy Chall enge Fund)(9574).°> Finally,
the application is to contain the poverty |level of each school for
school applicants and each school district for |ibrary applicants, the
identity of all copurchasers and allocations of services in consortium
procurenents, and certain specified certifications (1Y522-25, 574, 576-
77) .

SLCis to review all applications for conpleteness (1575). It is then
to post them including the RFP/descriptions of services, onits
website to attract bids (1575). SLCis to calculate the discount(s) to
which the applicant is entitled, to supplenent the poverty information
fromthe applicant (1528, 576; see also 167 of the July 18 Ruling).

The website is to be searchable by zip codes, nunber of students
(schools) or patrons (libraries), nunber of buildings and other data in
the applications (1576). Posting of the application is to be confirnmed
to the applicant (854.504(b)(3)). The applicant nmust wait four weeks
after posting to sign a contract for the requested services (1579).

Exi sting contracts are not subject to the posting requirenent for at
least a limited period of tine.®

After signing a contract, the applicant is to submt to SLC the
contract itself and a funding request based upon its estimated funding
needs under the contract for the current and follow ng funding years,
al t hough the contract may be contingent on funding (Y1535 & n. 1396,
579). The contracts may be filed electronically or by paper copy
(9536) .7 The applicant nust al so provi de docunentation on recurring
and nonrecurring fixed charges and estimated vari abl e usage charges

*Par agr aph 67 of the July 18 Ruling authorizes SLC to review and
certify technol ogy plans when a State agency indicates that it wll be
unable to do so within a reasonable tine.

®'n the E-Rate Ruling the FCC granted a pernmanent exenption from
the posting requirenent for all contracts signed before Novenber 8,
1996 (11545, 549, 607). | n paragraphs 5-12 of its Order on
Reconsi deration rel eased on July 10, 1997, the FCC expanded the
definition of existing contracts to all those signed before the posting
system becones operational. The additional contracts were granted only
alimted exenption fromposting for services provided prior to
Decenber 31, 1998.

It is quite common for contracts for tel ecomruni cati ons and ot her
related services to be nodified while in effect, often by changing the
nature or quantity of the services provided or extending the durations.

The Working G oup recommends that the FCC promul gate a standard of
materiality or substantiality for an exenption fromthe posting
requi renment for mnor nodifications.

"The methods of filing are specified only for funding requests
(71536), but the alternatives are presunmably available for applications
and service notifications, also.
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(9536). If sufficient funds remain, SLCis to conmt them and notify

t he applicant that funding has been approved (1579). Al though annual
application and posting are not required for nmultiyear contracts, funds
are to be conmtted only for services during the current funding year
(19536-537, 544, 579).

The applicant may begin receiving service under the contract as soon as
approval of its funding request has been received (Y580). Once service
actually commences, the applicant is to notify the SLC to approve

rei mbur senent (1580).°8

I11. Aggregation/ D saggregati ons

The Snowe- Rockef el | er- Exon- Kerrey Anendnment to the Tel ecomruni cati ons
Act of 1996 is witten in terns of discounts to schools and libraries.
Accordingly, in the E-Rate Ruling the FCC adopted a di scount-rate
matri x for individual schools and libraries (1520).

In fact, nost applications for E-rate support will likely be by higher-
| evel entities (such as school districts, library systens and States)
or consortia acting on behalf of nmultiple service acquirers. Wth the
exception of sonme private schools and libraries, this will occur
because technol ogy procurenment does not ordinarily take place at the
building level. Rather, for schools it nost frequently takes place on
an aggregated basis at the district level or, particularly in the case
of tel ecommuni cations services, at one of the higher governance |evels
(such as a State) or through an entity (such as an education service
agency) forned expressly to provide services to schools. For libraries
procurenent often takes place through group purchase plans, site

i censes and ot her arrangenments by nmenbers of regional |ibrary
consortia or through established State contracts. Thus, the entity
applying to procure the supported services nay well not have a di scount
rate of its own.

The situation is further conplicated by the fact that, although nost
inventories of existing technol ogy conponents woul d at | east

8par agraphs 51 and 65 of the July 18 Ruling describe this form as
though it may be a periodic notification of support due, rather than a
one-tinme notification of commencenent of service.
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originate at an individual school or library,® technol ogy

pl anni ng by schools is nore likely to take place on an aggregated basis
at one or nore of the district, city/county (particularly in the case
of large, nultidistrict netropolitan areas), or State |levels. Thus, an
educati on applicant seeking to procure the supported services may well
not have an inventory/assessnent and/or approved a technol ogy plan of
its own and will need to aggregate that information froma nunber of

| oner-level entities. By contrast, library technol ogy planni ng does
usual |y take place at the individual-building | evel. Even when main or
central libraries plan for their branches, the branch managers normal |y
participate in the process. Wen regional library consortia engage in
t echnol ogy planning for consortia-w de services and applications, such
pl anni ng does not replace or preclude technol ogy planning by the

i ndividual libraries.

The conponents of a conprehensive information-technol ogy program may

al so be disaggregated. An individual school mght, for exanple,
procure its internal connections at the district level, receive its

I nternet access froma geographically |arger education service agency
and be part of a State network for its voice and data feed. Thus, as a
result of decentralized procurenent, the school's eligible services
woul d be divided anong multiple E-rate applicants covering different

uni verses of end users. |Indeed, sone of those applicants, such as
educati on service agencies, may function nore as service providers to
schools and |ibraries than as governing bodies. In that limted

capacity they will not conduct the technol ogy planning for any or al
of the schools and libraries to which they provide the supported
servi ces.

In addition to the potential for existing higher-level entities as
applicants, the E-Rate Ruling encourages the formation of consortia of
ot herwi se i ndependent entities to procure telecomunications services
jointly in order to achieve | ower prediscount prices (Y 476-77, 561-
63, 569). Consortia would not ordinarily have a governance
relationship with their menbers and thus may not be involved in their
i nventory/assessnents and technol ogy plans. Al though higher-1evel
entities could either pay the contract costs thensel ves or arrange for
di rect paynent or reinbursenent by the covered school s and/ or
libraries, consortia nmenbers would ordinarily pay their own bills
directly.

°For exanple, electrical capacity would probably be inventoried at

the building level. Wde-area networks would be inventoried at the
| evel where they are adm nistered. Staff devel opnent could be
inventoried at the building level, if nmeasured by hours, or at a higher

l evel, if neasured by expenditures.
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An effective but mnimally burdensonme nethodol ogy must be established
to achieve the desired goals in the context of this w despread
aggregation and di saggregati on.

| V. Dat a St andar di zati on

The Working G oup has seen RFPs and ot her detail ed descriptions of
services run in excess of one thousand pages. Although the E-Rate
Ruling directs SLC to make these posted docunents searchabl e by various
qguantifiable data about the schools and libraries covered by the
application, searches of the information in the RFP/descriptions of
services thenselves wll necessarily be limted. Simlarly, although
the requirenents for the inventory/assessnents cover specific subject
matters, the nethods of quantification have not been provided. *°

Textual data, such as the RFP/descriptions of services and the

i nventory/ assessnents, may be scanned optically to convert it to

machi ne-readable form Files of such data may then be accessed by
search engines that | ook for individual words or conbinations of words.
The data may al so be classified and aggregated using such techni ques,
but such operations are cunbersonme and subject to substanti al

i naccuracies. Moreover, both applicants and SLC woul d have to incur
substanti al expenses in collecting, scanning and storing the massive
nunber of docunents that will be generated by the well in excess of
100, 000 schools, libraries, higher-level entities and consortia that
can be expected to participate in the E-rate.

Far nore efficient and productive use may be nade of large quantities
of data if it is recorded or summarized in standard record formats, and
the standardi zed data are input into the system Standardi zed summary
data can then be used to identify —underlying detailed but
unst andardi zed data for further analysis and can be analyzed in their
own right. The detail ed unstandardi zed data can either be scanned into
the systemor sinply held in a convenient |ocation in paper formfor
exam nation by parties interested in it on the basis of the summaries.
Service providers have confirmed to us that the RFP/descriptions of
services would be much nore useful to themif maintained in this
manner .

YFor exanple, electrical capacity could be nmeasured by a
receptacle count or by building anperage. See also n.9, above. Sone
fine tuning may be necessary in the inventory/
assessnment specifications. For exanple, the specifications refer to
nodens and their speeds (Y572), but nost |ocal -area networks woul d use
Et hernet cards or simlar devices.
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The RFP/requests for proposals and inventory/assessnents provide a good
exanpl e of the substantial benefits that could be achieved fromthe
data collection already required by the E-Rate Ruling, if standardized
data formats were provided for summaries of the former and the text of
the latter. Standardi zed summaries of the RFP/requests for services,
whi ch were intended to provide information to potential service
providers, could al so be aggregated and anal yzed to establish a
baseline for existing tel ecommunications services in schools and
libraries and to nmeasure their growh as the operation of the E-rate
progresses. Standardized inventory/assessnents, which were intended to
ensure that applicants "had done their homework" and provi de backup for
the required certification as to funding for the necessary hardware,
software and staff training for effective use of the requested eligible
services (1577(5)), could serve the sane anal ytical purpose for the

ot her necessary technol ogy conponents. |In conbination, this

st andardi zed informati on could be an inportant conponent for a
managenent information systemfor the use of the school and library
governi ng bodi es responsi ble for the managenent of educati onal

technol ogy systens. Finally, as recomended by the Departnents of
Commerce and Education in their ex-parte filing of April 25, 1997,
fact-finding activities should be undertaken to aid in nonitoring the
performance of the E-rate process. |In the early years of the E-rate,
before the effects on educati onal outcomes can be neasured, the changes
in aggregate inventories that could be neasured with aggregated
standardi zed data coul d be an inportant conponent of this neasurenent
process.

Very painstaking effort would be required to ensure that any
standardi zed data formats are very sinple and require the | east
possi bl e change fromexisting data collection efforts by schools and
libraries and their governing bodies. Even standardized data

coll ection should involve only data that is truly necessary and creates
i ncrenental expense, if any, that is commensurate wth the value of the
data. Mnimzation of bureaucracy and burden, and maxim zation of
productivity should be the goals of any standardization effort. The
Working G oup's inpression is that such would be the case here, but
until the necessary field work has been done, we |imt our
recommendation to a request that the FCC instruct SLC to explore which
data already required to be collected should be standardi zed.

V. Dat a War ehouse

The scale of the data-collection effort resulting fromthe huge nunber
of participants in the E-rate application process requires a very
sensi bl e and cost-effective system In addition, because of the

m smat ch, under the various existing governance systens for schools and
libraries provided by State and |l ocal law, of (1) the entities that
have i nventory data about individual schools and |ibraries, (2) those

t hat do technol ogy pl anni ng and
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(3) those that procure eligible services, there is probably no
"perfect” solution for the conplexities caused by
aggregation/ di saggregation. An appropriate solution to collect the
data in a sensible, conprehensive and cost-effective manner coul d be
the creation of a publicly accessible national data warehouse. Such a
set of relational databases would capture all of the necessary
information where it is actually generated, store it in digitized form
and allow its incorporation by reference as appropriate in E-rate
appl i cations.

One file in the data warehouse could be for individual schools and
libraries, containing all the informati on best capturable at that

I evel. Such information would include a unique identifier for the
school or library, physical location (fromwhich its cost category
coul d be obtained by a table | ookup), contact person, popul ation,
bui |l di ng count, poverty measure, technol ogy inventory and
identification of the technology plan(s) applicable to it (using the
unique identifiers fromthe technology plan file). Although the data
for each school/library record m ght be input by the school or l|ibrary
itself and/or by sonme higher-|level entity, conpletion of the record and
certification of its accuracy by the school or library would be a
condition of its E-rate eligibility.

Anot her file could be maintained for technology plans. The actual text
of each plan m ght be stored in digital form but at a mnimmthe
identity of its reviewer and date of approval could be included in a
machi ne- processabl e record that assigned a unique identifier to the

pl an. A database record format m ght be devised to summari ze ot her
characteristics of the plan and facilitate conputer searches and

anal yses.

The E-rate applications could conprise the third file. The
applications could be greatly sinplified, because a sinple listing of
the unique identifiers of the individual schools and libraries covered
by the application would all ow automatic machi ne reference to the
applicable data in the school/library and technology plan files. The
application itself would, in addition, need only information about the
applicant and the application, a standardi zed summary description of
the services to be acquired to facilitate conputer searches and

anal yses, and the required certifications.

| ndi vi dual nmenbers of the Wbrking G oup consulted informally on the
application process with several experts in information systens. All
believed that a data warehouse woul d be the best systemto handle the
E-rate application process. The consensus of the experts was that the
systemcould be created in | ess than a year and at a cost of about $5
mllion to SLC. W recommend that the FCC direct SLC to explore the
feasibility and cost effectiveness of establishing such a data

war ehouse and, if
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necessary, to subcontract wth an expert in data processing to assi st
it in the task.

VI. InterimRequirenents

It is probably not possible to establish a data warehouse or simlar
systemor to achieve good data-format standardi zation in tine to begin
di sbursing funds in January 1998. Al though this should not be all owed
to delay the starting date for the E-rate, the application process nust
be |l argely paper driven until a highly conputerized system can be

i npl enented. Since large quantities of information that has sinply
been digitized in textual formw Il be of Iimted useful ness, the

Wor ki ng Group recomends that at |east during the interimphase RFP/
descriptions of services should not actually be transmtted to SLC, but
shoul d i nstead be nmade available to potential bidders on request. 1In
lieu of such transm ssion, the Wrking Goup reconmends the use of
standardi zed checklists, along with a short summary description of the
applicant's objectives in procuring the services, to identify materi al
for nore detailed study. W have included such checklists in our
recommended application forns.' The information required by the
summary and checklists would be transmtted to SLC and posted on the
website. Service providers have confirned to nenbers of the Wrking
Goup that this information would be nore useful to themin initially
culling out prom sing bidding prospects for further analysis than the
actual RFP/ descriptions of services, and they hel ped the Wrking G oup
devel op the recommended checklists. The providers would want to see
the nore detail ed docunents on a nore selective basis only after
establishing a prelimnary interest fromthe summary and checkli sts.

Because of budget cycling for schools and |ibraries, nost E-rate
applications submtted prior to the start of the 1998-99 school year
will likely be for existing contracts wthin the nmeaning of the E-Rate
Ruling. The Wrking Goup recommends that flexibility simlar to that
extended to those contracts with respect to posting should be given to
the i nventory/assessnent and approved technol ogy plan requirenents at

| east during the interimperiod.

As indicated previously, E-rate applicants will frequently not have

i nventory/assessnents of their own but wll need to rely on | ower-Ievel
entities covered by their applications. Mny schools and |ibraries

al ready conduct inventories for their own use. However, existing
inventories are not in standardi zed form and schools and libraries
shoul d not be required to conduct new inventory/assessnents until

1At hough menbers of the Working Goup had sone discussions wth
service providers to attenpt to ensure that these checklists are
technologically neutral, the tinmetable for our work did not allow a
sufficiently thorough investigation of the matter. |[|f the FCC accepts
the Working G oup's recomendation as to the checklists, it should
confirmtheir technol ogical neutrality.
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detailed specifications for themare available. Lead tine is necessary
for high-quality standardization, and the baseline data obtained from
the first round of inventories should be of very high quality. In
addition to existing school and library inventories of their own,
simlar information is already collected for other Federal and State
prograns, such as the surveys by the National Center of Education
Statistics and the National Comm ssion for Library and I nformation
Science. In designing standardi zed i nventory/assessnents for the E-
rate, every effort should be nade to relieve the problemof nultiple
collections of simlar data. Accordingly, the Wrking G oup reconmends
that the inventory/assessnent requirenent not be inplenented until
after the interimperiod.

Wth respect to technol ogy plans, we agree that schools and libraries
shoul d not be afforded the benefits of the E-rate without "doing their
homewor k" (571). |In fact, we believe that nost schools and libraries
are already covered by sone pre-approved technol ogy plan. There should
be no need, however, for SLC to collect those plans at |east during the
interimperiod. W recommend that at |east during the interimperiod
the applicant be required to certify that every school and library
recei ving supported services under its application is covered by an
approved technol ogy plan, to identify those plans and approvals inits
application or work papers and to provide themto SLC upon request.'?

VI1. Aggregate D scount Rates

The E-Rate Ruling establishes a matrix for cal culating an individual

di scount rate for each eligible school and public library in the

nati on, based on a specified poverty neasure and its classification as
urban or rural (9520). As discussed at pages 7-8, however, nost
procurenents eligible for E-rate support wll likely involve contracts
covering multiple schools and/or libraries. Depending on the services
ordered and the nethod of paynent under such a contract, it may be
appropriate to apply the individual discount rates, to calculate an
aggregate discount rate for the entire contract or to use a conbination
of the two nethods. 1In calculating any such aggregate di scount rates,
it nmust be remenbered that the Snowe- Rockefell er-Exon-Kerrey Amendnent
and the E-Rate Ruling specifically identify schools and libraries with
hi gh enrol |l ment of students in poverty or in rural areas as those that
shoul d nost benefit from USF support. The benefit of their special

di scounts was not intended to be accorded, as the result of sone

mat hematical cal culation, to schools and libraries not entitled to
them Accordingly, although the calcul ation of aggregate di scount
rates should be as sinple and flexible as possible, applicants that

2The Working Group believes that standardization of the contracts
for eligible services would interfere wwth State and | ocal procurenent
requi renents without substantial apparent benefits. W do recommend,
however, that at |least during the interimphase applicants retain the
contracts in their working papers and provide themto SLC upon request.
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cal cul ate an aggregate rate should still be required to strive to
ensure that each covered school and library receives the full benefit
of the discount to which it is entitled.

The FCC has recogni zed the inpact of aggregation on discount rates and
has established averaging as an alternative nethodol ogy for cal cul ating
aggregate di scounts for applications covering nmultiple schools and/or
libraries (11523-24, 528, 569, 576).'° Under the E-Rate Ruling,
applicants that are school districts, library systens or States are to
strive to ensure that each school and library covered by their
applications receives the full benefit of the discount to which it is
entitled (11523-24).

Service providers to consortia are to keep careful records, maintained
on a reasonabl e basis of approximation, and publicly available, of the
all ocation of the cost of shared facilities (Y576).

The Working Group recomends that the nmethodol ogy and application
process in the E-Rate Ruling be further clarified to ensure that they
achi eve the desired goal of targeting poor and rural schools for
special discounts in a mnimally burdensone manner, and that the sane
met hodol ogy and process apply both to higher-Ievel governance units for
schools and libraries and to consortia. The choice of nethodol ogy
shoul d depend on the allocability of the services to individual schools
and/or libraries and whether billing for the services is central or

di stributed, not on the |legal status of the applicant.

When a single application is filed for a contract covering multiple
schools and libraries that will pay their own bills directly, there
shoul d be no need to cal cul ate an aggregate discount rate.!® The
appl i cabl e i ndividual discount rate should be applied to each bill.

The applicant should still strive to ensure that each school or library
receives the full benefit of its own discount, and the service provider
should retain its record-keeping responsibilities with regard to cost

al l ocation.®™ When the applicant pays the contract charges, however

®See al so §854. 505(b).

YThis coul d happen, for exanple, in the case of a consortium
contract or a State bid list that individual |ower-level units have the
option of using. The Wrking G oup recommends that such naster
contracts should be subject to conpetitive bidding through posting
only before signing by the consortiumor State. Wen a school, library
or higher-level entity eligible to use the master contract elects to
obtain eligible services under the contract, it should be allowed to
file a conbined application and fundi ng request w thout a second
posting. The original applicant could still have the option of filing
an aggregate funding request to earmark funds for the contract as soon
as possible, and conbi ned application/fundi ng requests from i ndi vi dual
schools and |ibraries or higher-level entities would then be credited
agai nst this anount.

¥This would be the case if the individual bills were based on the
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an aggregate discount rate would be cal cul ated for the funding request.

Whet her i ndividual schools and/or libraries reinburse the applicant for
contract charges paid at that level, or the applicant absorbs the ful
cost itself, calculation of an aggregate discount rate shoul d
presumably be designed to yield the sanme dollar anount of overall USF

support as woul d have occurred in the distributed-billing
configuration. The "perfect"” solution for calculation of an aggregate
di scount rate for central billing would thus require nmeasuring the

actual services received by each school and library (including netering
of services with charges based on the anount of usage), and then

wei ghting the individual discount rates by the neasurenments of services
actually received. However, sophisticated subsystens woul d be needed
to meter the distributed usage of centrally acquired tel econmuni cations
services, and the "perfect" nethodol ogy would not all ow service
acquirers and providers to know the applicable discount rate until

after the services had already been provided. At the other extrene, a
si npl e (unwei ghted) average of the applicable individual school and
library discount rates would cause high-volunme users (likely users with
| arge popul ati ons and/ or anple resources of their own) or applicants
acting on their behalf to benefit or suffer fromthe rates of the | ow
vol une users. A popul ati on-wei ghted average of the individual school
and library discount rates mght reflect potential distribution of the
centrally billed services, other things being equal; but the
availability of other resources may well be a nore significant

determ nant of that distribution than popul ation.

The Working G oup believes that the appropriate nethodol ogy for the
cal cul ation of discount rates for contracts involving central billing
for services provided to multiple schools and/or libraries is to
average the individual discount rates for those users weighted by the
projected allocation of directly allocable services and the projected
di stribution of nonall ocable common or shared services. The applicant
shoul d make the calculation in the first instance. Since SLC should
retain its ultimate responsibility for the validity of discount rates,
t he applicant should be required to maintain its cal cul ati on work
papers for SLC, which would also be available for audit and for public
i nspection. The FCC seens to have all owed sone flexibility in the

al l ocation of costs within consortia and to have bal anced t hat
flexibility with a simlar requirenent with respect to work papers
(9569). This solution would be an expanded version of that allocation
syst em *°

services actually used by each school and/or library.

%Cal cul ati on of weighted averages will often result in aggregate
di scount rates that are not on the matrix in the E-Rate Ruling. Sone
service providers have informed nenbers of the Working Group that their
| egacy conputerized billing systenms will only accombdate a limted
nunber of discount |levels. W recommend that applicants round their
aggregate discount rates to the nearest five percent to accommbdate the
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The Working G oup recommends that the follow ng principles be adhered
to in the calculation of weighted averages for applications involving
mul ti pl e schools and/or libraries and centralized billing:

For those services that can be directly attributed to an

i ndi vi dual school or library, the discount |evel for that
school must be directly applied to that service. Service
provi ders should be required by regul ati on and/ or by
applicants' RFP/ descriptions of services to provide detailed
br eakdowns of projected all ocable non-shared costs by

i ndi vidual school and/or library to facilitate this
attribution.

For services that are "shared" or "comon" to multiple
schools and/or libraries (that is, cannot be broken down by
user and allocated directly), the applicant will need to
determ ne a rational cost-allocation nethod. |In determ ning
such a nmethod, the applicant should have great flexibility in
determ ning the appropriate nethodol ogy for projecting

all ocation of eligible services covered by the applications

t hat cannot be so broken down and directly allocated. In
appropriate circunstances, such nethods could include (but
are not limted to) the nunber of networked conmputers in each
school or library divided by the total nunber of networked
conputers in the school district or library system |If the
applicant can denonstrate that factors other than popul ation
affecting allocation of services do not vary substantially,
anot her possi bl e net hodol ogy woul d be to base the allocation
on popul ation, either by cal culating an average of the

i ndi vi dual discount rates weighted by popul ation (the
popul ati on of individual schools divided by the total

di strict population or the population of library service
areas divided by the total population served by the library
systen) or by calculating an area-w de poverty rate and then
appl yi ng the special discounts for rural areas.! Appendix A
contains two tables illustrating the different nethods of

cal cul ating aggregate discount rates for central billing.

The first table contrasts sinple, popul ati on-wei ghted, and
servi ce-wei ght ed averagi ng when services are unevenly

servi ce providers.

"An area-w de poverty calculation is not technically an average
but a ratio. In doing an area-w de di scount-rate cal cul ati on using
such a ratio, the applicant should not be able to consider itself
entirely rural unless that is actually the case. To ensure that the
speci al discounts for rural schools and |ibraries are not extended to
urban areas, the Wrking Goup recomrends that separate aggregate
di scount rates be calculated for rural and urban entities, and that the
two rates in turn be averaged on a popul ati on-wei ghted basi s.
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di stributed and shows the econom c incentive that service
wei ghting creates for nore even distribution of services.
The second table shows the simlarity of popul ati on-wei ght ed
averages and area-w de cal cul ati ons when they are evenly

di stri but ed.

The "work papers" that the applicant should maintain for SLC
to show t he net hodol ogy used to arrive at a discount |evel
shoul d al so be available for auditing purposes and to the
public. Those work papers should contain not only the
applicant's actual calculations, but also a short expl anation
in layman's | anguage of the rationale for calculating the
aggregate discount rate in that manner, including how it
assures each school and library the full benefit of the

di scount to which it is entitled. Finally, the applicant
must certify that the discount rate has been cal cul ated
according to the principles outlined above. *®

Because the applicant and the service provider have the

rel evant information concerning allocation of services, and
we expect nost applications to involve central billing and at
| east some common or shared services that cannot be broken
down by individual user and allocated directly, we recomend
that the applicant rather than SLC cal cul ate the di scount
rate(s) for the contract in the first instance, although SLC
would retain its ultimate responsibility for the validity of
the discount rate(s). Service providers should be relieved
of the responsibility to allocate the cost of shared services
when they cannot do so. To guide applicants in their
responsibility to calculate their own di scount rates, the
Wor ki ng Group reconmmends that SLC create a list of individual
di scount rates for every school and library for which the
necessary data is publicly avail able and post that list on
the website.

Service providers have told nenbers of the Wrking G oup
that, since discount rates affect only the timng of the
paynents that they ultimtely receive rather than the

8Because of the inportance of ensuring that schools and libraries
do in fact get the full benefit of the discounts to which they are
entitled, the Wirrking Goup recomends that SLC devel op a conputer
programto identify funding requests in which the aggregate di scount
rate cal cul ated by the applicant exceeds certain paraneters, such as
its relationship to the applicable individual discount rates. |In such
cases, but w thout delaying the application process, SLC should review
the applicant's work papers to verify the calcul ation before funds are
actual ly di sbursed fromthe Universal Service Fund, rather than waiting
for the possibility that it mght be reviewed after the fact in a
random audi t .
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total,'® they do not need to know the rate(s) before
responding to a posting. Moreover, projecting allocations
of services before the specific services have even been
identified is particularly prone to error. Subject to
further confirmation of service providers' needs, the Wrking
G oup recommends that applicants (or the eligible parties
actually paying the bills) calculate their discount rates in
the first instance in their funding requests rather than in
their initial applications. Myving the discount rate
calculation to the funding request would also elimnate the
necessity for applicants representing nultiple schools and
libraries that will be billed separately either to calcul ate
a pro forma aggregate discount rate that will never be used,
or to submt to SLC a possibly very long list of individual
schools and libraries and their individual discount rates
(possibly thousands in the case of a State applicant). In a
dat a war ehouse, however, the information on individual
schools and libraries would automatically be integrated into
the application by reference to their unique identifiers.

Since the FCC s requests for recommendations were limted to
the application process, and nost nenbers of the Wrking
Goup are not sufficiently famliar wth the di sbursenent
processes currently used for USF support, we have not
attenpted to deal with the consequences that should flow from
di fferences between actual distributions of services, as
indicated by detailed bills fromservice providers, and their
projected distributions for purposes of cal cul ating aggregate
di scount rates. In the absence of such differences,
application of the previously projected aggregate rate shoul d
yield the sanme mat hematical result, at |east before any
roundi ng, as the application of individual rates to al
directly allocable services broken out in the detailed bills.

If the differences between actual and projected
distributions in services result in higher aggregate discount
rates, the applicants wll presumably file anmended fundi ng
requests. In determning the consequences of differences
potentially resulting in |lower discount rates, the FCC
shoul d, of course, protect the integrity of the E-rate and
the targeted nature of its high discounts. Wen the FCC
makes that determ nation, however, the Wrking G oup does
urge it to keep in mnd the highly | everaged nature of the E-
rate for high-discount applicants, and the potentially great
financial inmpact on themfromrelatively small absolute
changes in the cal cul ated di scount rates which they nay have
used to commt thenselves to substantial contractua

¥'n paragraph 51 of the July 18 Ruling, the FCC established a 40-
day tinme limt for paynment fromthe tine of notification by the
eligible party paying the bill.
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obl i gati ons.

VI11. Approval of Technol ogy Pl ans

The Working G oup recommends that the sole approvers for
State plans should be the U S. Departnment of Education for
education plans and the Institute of Miseum and Library
Sciences for library plans. As provided in the E-Rate Ruling
(71574), the preferred reviewers for other technol ogy pl ans
shoul d be the State education agency for education plans and
the State library agency for library plans.? Those State
agenci es could delegate their responsibility, including
establ i shnment of a peer review process to performthe
approval function. The State should be required to notify
SLC of any such del egation, so that SLC woul d know what
approvals are authorized in that State, and should al so
retain responsibility for the approvers operating under its
jurisdiction. As an alternative approval nechani smfor
schools and libraries that are not required by applicable
State or local law to obtain State approval for technol ogy
pl ans and tel econmuni cati ons expenditures, SLC should

aut hori ze peer reviews adm ni stered by other independent
entities, including existing peer reviews used by nonpublic
school s for accreditation, or in the absence of sufficient
third-party peer review processes establish a peer review
process of its own.?

The Working G oup appreciates the FCC s designation of al

t echnol ogy plans previously approved for participation in
Federal or State prograns as preapproved for the purpose of
the E-rate application process (Y574). In our viewthis
designation is appropriate, since it would take at | east
several nonths to fornul ate and revi ew new technol ogy pl ans.
We assune that nost schools and libraries are already
covered by preapproved plans, and the requirenent of an
approved technol ogy plan will accordingly not delay the

20Technol ogy plans for schools under direct Federal jurisdiction,
such as Bureau of Indian Affairs and territorial schools, should be
reviewed by the appropriate Federal agency.

’1See note 5, above, for review by SLC as an alternative to State
review. SLC would presumably have authority to treat the cost of peer
review under its jurisdiction as an adm nistrative expense or inpose a
fee to fund the review process on parties seeking peer review under
SLC s own system Since extensive State review of technol ogy pl ans
al ready takes place, the Working Goup is not recomendi ng any expense
rei nbursenent for approvals under State jurisdiction. At |east as |ong
as the grand-fathering of previously approved plans remains in effect,
the increnmental burden on the States should not be substantial. |If the
situation changes in the future, SLC should review the matter and
reconmend appropriate action to the FCC
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January 1 start of E-rate support. Since these preapproved
pl ans have been approved for a variety of Federal and State
prograns, however, the criteria for approval vary w dely.

The Working G oup believes that after the interimperiod al

t echnol ogy pl ans shoul d be revi ewed under a common m ni mum
general standard, so that their approval has common
significance. The comon m ni mum general standard should be
effective immedi ately for all new technol ogy plans. After
the interimperiod all preapproved plans should need to be
reapproved under this standard before they are used in a new
appl i cation.

The Working G oup has attenpted to design a standard that
m ni m zes any burden on applicants and approvers and is as
consi stent as possible with existing standards of review.
The standard that we recommend is as foll ows:

The technol ogy plan under review consists of a rational
strategy for the use of information technology in the
activities of the schools and libraries that it covers,
including integration of that technology into the library
services and curriculumof the schools. |In addition to
describing all activities eligible for support under the

Uni versal Service provisions, the plan provides for the

acqui sition and use of hardware, software and staff devel opnent
necessary for the effective use of the eligible services. The
plan is in sufficient detail to enable judgnment of the validity
of the request for Universal Services in neeting the objectives
for use of
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information technologies in the plan. 1t also includes
an eval uation conponent. #

Appendi x B is a recomrended checklist for the use of approvers to
facilitate applying each el enent of this standard.

Under nost existing Federal and State prograns, approvals of technol ogy
plans are limted to five years or less. The Wrking G oup believes
that | ong-range planning is inportant for the effective use of
information technology in schools and libraries. Neverthel ess, because
of the rapidly changing nature of information technology and the
integral role of the technology plan in the E-rate application process,
we al so believe that a five-year limtation would be appropriate in
this case. Thus, the Wrking Goup recommends that all technol ogy

pl ans supporting a particular E-rate application nust have been
approved within five years of the application.

Since the E-Rate Ruling authorizes USF support for nultiyear contracts,
subject to the filing of annual funding requests (1536-37, 544, 579),
the Working Group al so consi dered whet her an application could include
services that would not be rendered until after the expiration of the
pl an approval . Because of the short |ife-span of technol ogy
generations, we believe that very long-termcommtnents should be
approached with great caution by schools and libraries. There may,
however, be situations, such as | ease-purchase arrangenents or very

| arge capital investnents by the applicant or the service provider, in
whi ch extended conm tnents are appropriate. Accordingly, the Wrking
Goup is not recomending any arbitrary limt on the terns of contracts
supported by the E-rate. On the other hand, however, it would be

i nconsistent to require a technology plan to support a request for
services and then allow the applicant to commt itself for services
beyond the time horizon of its own plan. Therefore, the Wrking G oup
recommends that the technol ogy plan be required to justify the
requested services for the entire duration of the contract, either with
respect to actual use of the services or as a desirable paynent option.

Schools, libraries and higher-level entities are subject to a variety
of requirenents for technology plans. There should be no need for a
separate E-rate plan. The Wirking G oup recommends that the FCC make
clear that even after the interimperiod an existing technol ogy pl an,

i ncl udi ng those preapproved for the interimperiod, nay satisfy the E-
rate requirenent as long as it has been approved in accordance with the
above standard.

22Certai n communi cations services, such as tel ephone or paging
services, should not require a technol ogy plan.
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| X.  Application Forns

Appendix Cis a set of three reconmmended fornms for the E-rate
application process during the interimperiod, a separate application,
a fundi ng request, and a service-comencenent notification, as provided
in the E-Rate Ruling (11572-80).2 These three basic forns can be
conbined into additional versions for special situations. For exanple,
exi sting contracts within the FCC s definition and individual takedowns
frommaster contracts would not require posting (see p.6 & n.6, n.14,
above), and the necessary information fromthe application and possibly
the notification should be conbined into the fundi ng request.

To avoid any need to duplicate unchanged information and to facilitate
the linking of related forns, a system of tracking nunbers shoul d be
established. The applicant would have its own uni que nunber, which it
woul d obtain from SLC before filing its first application, and include
in the application form Wen SLC notified the applicant of the
posting date for its application, it would give the applicant another
uni que nunber for the application, which would then be included in any
fundi ng request relating to that application. Wen SLC notified the
requester, which mght be a different party fromthe original
applicant, that its funding request had been granted, it would give
the requester a unique nunber to be included in any service-
commencenent notification based on that funding request. Finally,

anot her uni que nunber woul d be assigned to each service provider and
included in the notification.

As recomended earlier in this report (see p.1l1, above) the application
formand funding request for the interimperiod would substitute a
summary description of objectives and a checklist of services for the
posting of a detailed description of services. Simlarly (see pp.12-
13, above), the recommended application formwould substitute a
certification as to other necessary technol ogy conponents for the

furni shing of an inventory/assessnent during the interim period.
Finally, as recomrended (see pp. 13-19, above), the requester would
calculate its own discount rate in its funding request according to the
principles that the Wrking Goup recommends, rather than nerely
submtting the necessary poverty rate(s) in the original application.

At the request of service providers, we have added additi onal

| ocational information to the reconmmended application form Service
provi ders have told nmenbers of the Wirking G oup that, since nany of
them have limted service areas, they need to know the | ocation of the
i ndi vidual schools and/or libraries involved in aggregate applications.
As in other cases, however, such requests nust be bal anced agai nst the

Z1f the FCC neant to change the nature of the third formor add a
fourth (see n.8, above), we shall make the appropriate nodifications.
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burden that woul d be inposed on applicants. The information requested
could be quite volum nous for sone applicants, such as States.
Accordingly, if the applicant is an education or |ibrary governance
entity wwth a defined geographical jurisdiction and serving all of its
schools and/or libraries, such as a school district, library systemor
State, the applicant's nane, type and address shoul d give the necessary
information. In all other cases, the application formwould require
the zip codes of the individual schools and/or libraries. In a data
war ehouse, however, all such information would be integrated into the
application by reference to the identification nunbers for all of the
i ndi vi dual end users.

Service providers al so requested that schools and libraries submt to
SLC nont h-by-nont h projections of funding needs by individual service
in order to ensure that USF support is not being requested for
ineligible services. The Wrking Goup believes that the certification
on this subject contained in the recormmended application formis
sufficient for that purpose. Service providers are better able to
supply the detail ed breakdowns and could do so in their reinbursenent
applications, to the extent that information is required.

The Working G oup has begun drafting detailed instructions for these
recommended fornms. |If the FCC accepts these fornms, we woul d be pleased
to conplete the instructions and any conbi nation forns that may be
appropri ate.
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APPENDI X A

EXAMPLES OF AGCREGATE DI SCOUNT- RATE CALCULATI ONS FOR CENTRAL BI LLI NG

Exanpl e 1: Compari son of Sinple, Popul ation-Wighted and Servi ce- Wi ghted Averages Wen
Servi ces
Unevenly Distributed by Popul ation
Enrol I men | Free & |Poverty| Cost Di scount |Popul ati o |[Popul ati on|Conput er s|Servi ce|Servi ce
n
Reduced| Rate |Categor Rat e Wi ght Wi ght ed Wi ght |Wei ght e
y d
Lunch Fact or Di scount Fact or |[Di scoun
t
Rat e Rat e
School 1 1000 950/ 95% Ur ban 90% 0. 31 0. 28 100| 0.29 0. 26
School 2 750 75| 10% Ur ban 40% 0.23 0. 09 150| 0.43 0.17
School 3 500 300 60% Ur ban 80% 0. 15 0.12 50| 0.14 0.11
School 4 800 400 50% Rur al 80% 0. 25 0. 20 40( 0.11 0. 09
School 5 200 180| 90% Rur al 90% 0. 06 0. 06 10| 0.03 0. 03
Tot al 3250 1905 1.00 350/ 1.00
Si mpl e Aver age 76%
Popul at i on- 74% 66%
wei ght ed Aver age
Rounded Aver age 75% 75% 65%
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Exanpl e 2: Area-Wde Cal cul ati on When Services Evenly
Di stributed by Popul ation

Enrol I ment | Free & |Poverty Cost Di scount |Popul ati on| Popul ati on
Reduced| Rate Cat egory Rat e Wi ght Wi ght ed
Lunch Fact or Di scount
Rat e
School 1 1000 300 30% Ur ban 50% 0.31 0.15
School 2 750 250 33% Ur ban 50% 0. 23 0.12
School 3 500 200 40% Ur ban 60% 0.15 0. 09
Cost Sub-total 2250 750 33% Ur ban 50% 0. 69 0. 35
School 4 800 400 50% Rur al 80% 0. 25 0. 20
School 5 200 100 50% Rur al 80% 0. 06 0. 05
Cost Sub-total 1000 500 50% Rur al 80% 0.31 0. 25
Tot al 3250 1250 38% 1.00
Si mpl e Aver age 64%
Rounded Si npl e Aver age
Popul ati on- Wi ght ed Aver age 61%
Rounded Popul ati on- Wi ght ed Aver age 65% 60%
Area-w de Rate 60%

Rounded Area-w de Rate

60%
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APPENDI X B

Checkl i st for Approval of New Technol ogy Pl ans

Technology plans should include a rational
strategy that:

Describes the applicant's strategy for using information
technol ogi es, including the integration of technol ogy into
the school curriculumor library services

yes no

Descri bes tel ecommuni cati ons and other services eligible for
di scounts under the USF, and supports the objectives of the
t echnol ogy pl an

yes no
I ncludes the followng for the effective use of eligible
servi ces:

1. Hardware yes no_
2. Software yes no_
3. Staff devel opnent yes no__
Cont ai ns an eval uati on process yes no__

I ncl udes sufficient detail to judge the validity of the
request in relation to the strategies described in the
t echnol ogy pl an

yes no
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APPENDI X C

RECOMVENDED APPLI CATI ON FORMVS

School s and Li braries Universal Service

Fund
APPL| CATI ON FOR ELI G BLE SERVI CES

FCC Form |

BLOCK 1: APPLI CANT | NFORVATI ON

1. Nanme of Appli cant 2. Appl i cant Control Nunber

3. Type of applicant (check one)

g State Q Library or library consortium

@ School district @ Consortium of schools, libraries
and/or other entities

@ School Q OGher (specify)

4. Conplete Miling Address of Applicant

Gty State Zi p Code

Tel ephone Nunber Fax Number E- Mai | Address

Website URL (if avail able)

5. Contact Person’s Nane

Mai ling Address (if different from above)
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Gty State Zi p Code

Tel ephone Nunber Fax Nunmber E- Mai | Address

6. This formis (check one)
Q an original [Ja revised subm ssion
subm ssi on (enter application
control nunber for
previ ous subm ssi on,
i f avail abl e; ot herw se,
enter the date)

BLOCK 2: SERVI CES REQUESTED

7. Pl ease wite a short summary description of the objectives
sought to be achieved by the services requested.

8. Please check off the eligible service(s) requested.
Add an additional list for any requested eligible service not
included in the checklist.)

| nt ernal connecti ons

Voi ce networ k

Nunber of Nodes

1- 20

21-50

51-100

101- 250

251- 500
greater than 500

OO0O0O00OO
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O her features

OO0O0O00OO

| ntercom

1 way

2 way

Dial in only
D al out only

Q her (specify)

Dat a/ LAN, i ncluding Intranet

Speed
O
O

10 Mops or |ess
greater than 10 Mops

Nunber of LANs

OO0000

Nunmber

OO0O0O00OO

Nunmber

OO0000

1-2

3-5

6- 10

11- 20

greater than 20

of Nodes per LAN

1- 20

21-50

51-100

101- 250

251- 500

greater than 500

of Facilities/Buildings

1-2

3-5

6- 10

11-20

greater than 20

O her Features
O O her (specify)

Vi deo

Speed

OO0000

| ess than 56 kbps

56-1 ess than 400 kbps
400-1 ess than 1.6 Mops
1.6-10 Mops

greater than 10 Mops
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Number of Nodes
1-20
21-50
51-100
101- 250
251- 500

OO0O0O00OO

Nunber of networks
1-2
3-5
6- 10
11-20
greater than 20

OO0000

O her features
0 Dedicated
O Swtched
0 O her (specify)

onnecti ons

Voi ce

Dat a

[0 Basic tel ephone:

Usage

Tol
Custom f eat ures
Pagi ng

Voi ce mai l
Q her (specify)

OO0O0O00OO

greater than 500

i ncom ng

out goi ng

extension paths

Speed

| ess than 56 kbs
56- 400 kbs
400-1. 6 Mos
1.6-10 Mbs

Q her (specify)

OO0000

O her Feat ures
O Dedicated
O Swtched

0 O her (specify)




-31-

Nurmber of | ocations

1-2

3-5

6- 10

11- 20

greater than 20

OO0000

Vi deo

Speed
| ess than 56 kbs
56- 400 kbs
400-1.6 Mos
1.6-10 Mbos

O her (specify)

OO0000

Nurmber of | ocations

1-2

3-5

6- 10

11- 20

greater than 20

OO0000

O her Features

Dedi cat ed

Ful | notion
Swi t ched
Conpressed rate

o000

| nt ernet Services

Speed

| ess than 56 kbs
56- 400 kbs
400-1.6 Mos
1.6-10 Mbos

O her (specify)

OO0000

Nunmber of students (potential e-mail addresses)
1- 20

21-50

51-100

101- 250

251- 500

greater than 500

OO0O0O00OO
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9. O Check if applicant has detailed descriptions of the services
requested, such as a Request for Proposals. Applicant will make
t hose docunents avail abl e upon request.

10 @ Check if applicant is subject to any restrictions or
requi renments on procurenent inposed by State or |ocal |aws.
Applicant will nmake their details available upon request.

11. Approximate installation date / /

BLOCK 3: SUPPLEMENTAL | NFORVATI ON

12. Nunber of buildings to be served

13. Nunber of roons to be served directly or through interna
connections

14. Approxi mate nunmber of students enrolled by the schools to
and/ or persons served by the libraries to receive services
under this application

15.1f the applicant is not an education or |ibrary governance
entity wwth a defined geographical jurisdiction (for exanple, a
school district or library systenm) requesting services for al
its schools or libraries, list the zip codes of all schools or
libraries for which services are requested.
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BLOCK 4: CERTI FI CATI ONS, SI GNATURE AND SEAL OF NOTARY PUBLI C

| certify that the applicant that | amrepresenting satisfies al
of the requirenents below and will abide by all of the rel evant
requirenents with respect to funding provided under 47 USC §254:

16. The applicant is an eligible entity or includes an eligible
entity under 47 USC 8254(h)(4) because it is requesting
services for (check all that apply):

17.

18.

19.

O A school under the statutory definitions of elenentary and

secondary schools in the Elenentary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965, 20 USC 88 8801(14) and (25), that does not operate as a
for-profit business and does not have an endownent exceedi ng $50
mllion.

A library eligible for assistance froma State library

adm ni strative agency under the Library Services Technol ogy Act
of 1996, 20 USC 8351(a)(5), that does not operate as a for-
profit business,and does not receive funding through an

el ementary or secondary school, college or university.

These services will be used solely for educational purposes and
w Il not be sold, resold or transferred in consideration for
nmoney or any other thing of val ue.

(Must check i f applicant is applying for services

ot her than basic tel ephone service.)

The applicant recognizes that support under this programis
condi tional upon the school (s) or library(ies) receiving
requested services securing access to all of the resources,

i ncludi ng conputers, training, software, maintenance, electrical
connections and security, necessary to use effectively the

servi ces purchased.

(Must check i f applicant is applying for services other

t han basi c tel ephone service.)

Each school and/or library that will receive eligible services
under this application is covered by a technol ogy plan neeting
the requirenments of paragraphs 573-574 of the FCC s E-Rate
Ruling. Al such plan(s) have been subject to independent
approval in accordance with those paragraphs, and this request
for services is consistent with the plan(s). Funds have been
budgeted to purchase the tel econmuni cations and i nformation
services being ordered. The specific technol ogy plans and their
approvers' identities and dates of approval are available in the
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applicant’s work papers.

20 g No related services or facilities that are | NELI G BLE
for support are included in the services requested.

21 g If the applicant is seeking to procure eligible services for
mul tiple users, a list of all prospective users, giving for
each, its nane, address, contact person, telephone nunber, E-
mai | address, and website if any, nust be available in work
papers for audit. |In addition, indicate in these work papers
whet her each user is eligible for universal service support.

22. q Al applicable State and | ocal |aws regarding procurenent
processes have been followed for all eligible services for which
support is requested under this application.

| certify that | amauthorized to submt this application on
behal f of the above-nanmed applicant, that | have exam ned this
application and to the best of my know edge, information and
belief, all statenments of fact contained herein are true. | am
aware that persons nmaking willful false statenments on this form
can be punished by fine or inprisonnment under Title 18 of the
United States Code, 18 USC §1001.

Si ghat ure

/ /
Dat e

Printed name of authorized person

Title or position of authorized person

Seal of notary public / /

Dat e Comm ssi on Expires
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School s & Libraries Universal Service
Fundi ng Request

FCC Form I |

BLOCK 1: REQUESTER | NFORVATI ON

1. Nanme of Requester

2. Request er Control Nunber 3. Application Control Nunber

4. Conplete Mailing Address of Requester (if requester not
original applicant or otherw se changed from application)

Gty State Zi p Code

Tel ephone Nunber Fax Nunmber E- Mai | Address

Website URL (if avail able)

5. Contact Person’s Nane (if different from original
appl i cation)

Mai ling Address (if different from above)

Gty State Zi p Code

Tel ephone Nunmber Fax Number E- Mai | Address
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6. This formis (check one)
Q an original [ a revised subm ssion
subm ssi on (enter previous funding
request for previous
subm ssi on
i f avail abl e; ot herw se,
enter the date)

7. Purpose of Request

Q discounts on newWy contracted services

[ discounts in second or later year of long-term
contract

@ pro forma request by applicant for nmultiple schools and/or
libraries that will be billed separately and file their own
fundi ng requests

(Q separate billing on contract for which pro forma aggregate
request previously filed (enter previous fundi ng request
nunber)

(Q disconnect or termnate services

8. Percent age di scount for which requester is eligible. The

di scount must be cal cul ated using the requester’s choice of the
appropriate nmethodol ogies listed in the instructions. The
requester certifies that this discount rate has been cal cul ated
in accordance with the instructions to this form These

cal cul ations are available in the requester’s work papers. The
requester is eligible for a discount of  percent,
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BLOCK 2: SERVI CES ORDERED

9. Services Ordered

| nt ernal connecti ons

Voi ce networ k

Nunber of Nodes

1- 20

21-50

51-100

101- 250

251- 500

greater than 500

OO0O0O00OO

O her features

| nt ercom

1 way

2 way

Dial in only

D al out only
O her (specify)

OO0O0O00OO

Dat a/ LAN, including Intranet

Speed
0 10 Mops or |less
0 greater than 10 Mops

Nunmber of LANs

1-2

3-5

6- 10

11- 20

greater than 20

OO0000
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Nunber of Nodes per LAN
1- 20

21-50

51-100

101- 250

251-500

I greater than 500

OO0000

Nunber of Facilities/Buildings
1-2

3-5

6- 10

11-20

greater than 20

OO0000

O her Features
0 O her (specify)

Vi deo

Speed

| ess than 56 kbps

56-1 ess than 400 kbps
400-1 ess than 1.6 Mops
1.6-10 Mops

greater than 10 Mops

OO0000

Nunber of Nodes

1- 20

21-50

51-100

101- 250
251- 500
greater than 500

OO0O0O00OO

Nunmber of networks

1-2

3-5

6- 10

11- 20

greater than 20

OO0000

O her features
0 Dedicated
O Swtched
L O her (specify)
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Transm ssion Method for Internal Connection(s)
(check all that apply)

0 wireline

L0 wirel ess

Ext er nal connecti ons

Voi ce
0 Basic tel ephone: incomng
outgoing
extension paths
[0 Usage
O Toll
00 Custom features
0 Pagi ng
0 Voice mail
0 O her (specify)
Speed
O less than 56 kbs
O 56-400 kbs
O 400-1.6 Ms
0 1.6-10 Mos
0 O her (specify)

O her Features
0 Dedicated
O Swtched
0 O her (specify)

Nunber of | ocations
O 1-2
3-5
6- 10
11- 20

O
O
O
LI greater than 20
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Vi deo

Speed
0 less than 56 kbs
O 56-400 kbs
O 400-1.6 Ms
0 1.6-10 Mos
0 O her (specify)

Nurmber of | ocations

1-2

3-5

6-10

11- 20

greater than 20

OO0000




10.

11.

12.

-41-

O her Features
0 Dedicated
O Full notion
O Switched
O Conpressed rate

Transm ssion Method for External Connection(s)
(check all that apply)

0 wireline

L0 wirel ess

| nt ernet Services

Speed
0 less than 56 kbs
O 56-400 kbs
O 400-1.6 Ms
0 1.6-10 Mos
L0 O her (specify)

Number of students (potential e-mail addresses)

O 1-20
O 21-50
0 51-100
0 101-250
0 251-500

I greater than 500

Servi ce Provider

Nane

Control Nunmber

Dat e Contract Signed / /

Contract Price
Si ngl e paynent
Estimated recurring paynents in current fund year

Estimated recurring paynents in next fund year
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BLOCK 3: CERTI FI CATI ON, SI GNATURE AND SEAL OF NOTARY PUBLI C

| certify that | amauthorized to submt this request on behalf
of the above-naned requester, that | have exam ned this request
and to the best of ny know edge, information and belief, al
statenents of fact contained herein are true. | am aware that
persons making willful false statenents on this formcan be
puni shed by fine or inprisonnment under Title 18 of the United
States Code, 18 USC 8§1001.

Si ghat ure

/ /
Dat e

Printed name of authorized person

Title or position of authorized person

Seal of notary public / /

Dat e Comm ssi on Expires
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Schools & Libraries Universal Service
Notification of Service

FCC Form I 11

BLOCK 1: REQUESTER/ NOTI FI ER | NFORVATI ON

1. Nane of Requester/Notifier

2. Requester Control Nunber 3. Fundi ng Request Control
Nunber

3. Contact Person’s Nane (if different from fundi ng request)

Mai | i ng Address

Gty State Zi p Code

Tel ephone Nunber Fax Nunmber E- Mai | Address
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BLOCK 2: COMVENCEMENT OF SERVI CE

4. Date Service Commenced: / /
5. Service is/will be provided on O ongoing basis

Q provided in full

BLOCK 3: CERTI FI CATI ON, SI GNATURE AND SEAL OF NOTARY PUBLI C

| certify that | amauthorized to submit this notification on
behal f of the above-naned requester, that | have exam ned this
notification and to the best of ny know edge, information and
belief, all statenents of fact contained herein are true. | am
aware that persons making willful false statenents on this form
can be punished by fine or inprisonnment under Title 18 of the
United States Code, 18 USC §1001.

Si ghat ure

/ /
Dat e

Printed name of authorized person

Title or position of authorized person

Seal of notary public / /

Dat e Comm ssi on Expires



