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"Let us be the generation that reshapes our economy to compete in the digital age. Let's set high standards for our schools and give them the resources they need to succeed. Let's recruit a new army of teachers, and give them better pay and more support in exchange for more accountability. Let's make college more affordable, and let's invest in scientific research, and let's lay down broadband lines through the heart of inner cities and rural towns all across America."

-- Barack Obama, Springfield, IL

February 10, 2007
Executive Summary

By way of introduction, we are Stratum Broadband, a consulting and engineering company that supports the needs of a diverse set of groups in the broadband ecosystem here in the United States. The Transition Team sought input from us on this broadband initiative because, of all the practitioners in the community broadband space, they believed that we offered actual operational experience. 
We are engaged with several states in creating strategy on how to best use the stimulus funding. We are working with a variety of cities, towns, local community broadband groups, regional interests, Indian nations, and one territory. 
To date, we have supported some 60 different institutions of higher education in their plans for use of broadband to enhance their missions. We work with large hospitals, public safety organizations, biotech research parks, alternative energy companies, and we have participated in the communications and technology design of a large new city planned from the ground up to be the definitive model for environmental compatibility. We work with enterprises that live or die based on the quality and abundance of their internal broadband connections and those with the outside world. Private industry service providers, from emerging carriers to many tier-1 carriers, have used our integration company’s operations systems. All situations are unique to their own purposes. 
So it is with collaboration through a number of counterbalancing viewpoints that we respond to your request for information relative to the broadband opportunities. We believe that balance is important in your approach so that all of us will achieve the maximum benefit from your program. But balance and timeliness alone are not sufficient. You must remain true to the handful of overall purposes for which the stimulus program was enacted.

As a summary of our overall responses, let us just say that we have taken the time to answer all of your questions except for one. We feel modular design is needed for efficiency and effectiveness. And we feel that in moments of crisis, speed is everything. 
Throughout our reflections we offer “The Commander’s Intent” vision to simplify making judgments in such complex matters.  This national vision was evidently drawn from the Educause Blueprint for Big Broadband goals for 100MB broadband to every American home by 2012 and 1 GB by 2015. If these goals were to become the visionary national challenge, then there is no reason why we should not be engaged in making them happen. It is obviously not a technological problem, but more one of motivation. 

Our responses now follow. As always, if there are clarifications that you would like, please contact us.

Thank you for your open and interactive management of the program.

Stratum Broadband

Response to Questions

NTIA:

1. The Purposes of the Grant Program: Section 6001 of the Recovery Act establishes five purposes for the BTOP grant program.

a. Should a certain percentage of grant funds be apportioned to each category?

Hard numbers presuppose you know at the outset what the right numbers are or that someone else does. And of course no one does until the proposals are known. So the correct answer to the question is… of course there shouldn’t be fixed percentages. There might be ranges of amounts to make sure that adequate coverage occurs, but many requestors will have multiple categories covered in the spirit of the collaboration sought. It is the blend that is important as opposed to a rock solid boundary between line items. And, as you said on March 10, you are looking for the best bang for the buck. Your instructions to prospective grantees should be one of “There is no hard rule on amounts because we are more interested to see what your ideas are. You know the areas we are interested in. And we are looking for the best and the brightest. So go ahead… impress us with your vision.” And then stand back and see what comes in.

b. Should applicants be encouraged to address more than one purpose?

Yes. This leverages the funding and seeks to avoid wasteful silos.
c. How should the BTOP leverage or respond to the other broadband-related portions of the Recovery Act, including the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) grants and loans program as well as the portions of the Recovery Act that address smart grids, health information technology, education, and transportation infrastructure?

Joint source plans are very appropriate as some aspects of the normal business situation lend themselves to RUS-like loans and some financing at other points in the cycle lends itself to grants. Each stage of financing of the various projects should be structured as appropriate for the stage. Financing for conceptual designs and business planning is different from capital financing. Engineering financing is different. The construction phase is very heavily capital intensive. Operations working capital until breakeven is different. Each is critical in the success of the project. If any segment is ignored, the program is almost impossible to launch. Each segment must be planned according to the nature of the segment. Therefore a hybrid approach is very useful for most cases, but must be individually crafted.

The answer to the question of simplification is definitely not just to use the RUS processes and forms because they are available. The fact is that inflexible financing is the reason why more people haven’t taken advantage of the RUS funding to date and why there is a sentiment to adapt to a more inclusive program. But you already know this from your comments during the national webinars.
2. The Role of the States: The Recovery Act states that NTIA may consult the States (including the District of Columbia, territories, and possessions) with respect to various aspects of the BTOP. The Recovery Act also requires that, to the extent practical, the BTOP award at least one grant to every State.

a. How should the grant program consider State priorities in awarding grants?

The state input will be valuable. But as stated in the Act, you must retain the final decision as to allocation between government internal uses, vs. community uses, vs. open access carrier plans. Each has a vested interest and may not be as familiar with the true needs of the other two. You are the keeper of the national vision which transcends individual states.  We would say proceed with the original wisdom actually written down in the Act and accept proposals from all three categories. (If the drafters of the Act had meant for all the money to just be given to the states to figure out what to do with it, they would not have explicitly written language to consider proposals from all the other non-state requestors.) Efficiency would dictate that the funds be routed as closely as possible to the exact payload purposes of each request. 
b. What is the appropriate role for States in selecting projects for funding?

Once a state’s master plan for use of the funding is completed and measured against the objectives of the Act, the states should provide background and judgments against the primary proposals against the state’s master plan. But some proposals will transcend more than one state. Also, some combinations of offerings that are national in scope may not make it onto any one particular state’s list. As with the Eisenhower Interstate Highway System, there needs to be a national strategy that can give the states guidance such that the interstate capacity and the on/off ramps can comfortably support the state public and private plans which can then support the community and commercial plans. But you must adopt your own visionary and flexible interim guidelines for the moment before, regrettably, more rigid policies and plans roll out over then next year.

So, in the final analysis, you must use the judgment that has been entrusted to you to consider each grant request on its own merits, while using the recommendations of the states against their own internal master plan to determine the programs that will go forth. We believe this is the intention based on the language written into the Act and that it is a pretty good one.
c. How should NTIA resolve differences among groups or constituencies within a State in establishing priorities for funding?

Differences of opinion among groups and constituencies are fundamental to the American way of addressing individual needs. The way Solomon would resolve differences of opinion is to draw the various parties together and ask them to collaborate on a solution. If they cannot work together, offer to cut the baby in half… and then listen to the reaction. Based on the reaction, it will come to you where the wisest area of investment will be. 
d. How should NTIA ensure that projects proposed by States are well-executed and produce worthwhile and measurable results?

There are things you can do before a project is approved as well as during its execution to ensure the project meets the desired results. The plans must be constructed to maximize potential success.
You should begin by distilling the high-level vision of what the Act is intending to do in terms of providing the benefits of globally competitive broadband transmission and applications provided for all Americans, and then determine who best addresses the vision. (This has been named “The Commander’s Intent” in other discussions.)

Having done the foregoing, the first test is to see whether there is a state strategy at all that balances to the proposed aggregate of state-recommended projects against the vision for the Act. If there is no clear strategy, there is no plan.

The second step would be to see if the strategies are broken down into annual operating tactics. If they aren’t, then the state is not yet organized.

The third step is to see if the tactics are broken down into individual programs, or multi-purpose programs. At this point you can see if the state is organized and how well the state is organized relative to other states you are reviewing.

Following the examination of the state’s strategy chain, the next level of examination is at the programmatic level for each project. It is okay to review proposals that are not on the state plan. There are a myriad of reasons why an individual proposal is not listed on a state plan… each must be reviewed on its own merits.

The questions to be asked of the proposal plan itself are:

· Is there a bounded scope for the project?

· Does the proposal focus on a worthwhile set of needs?

· Is the scope of the targeted population defined?

· Is there a succinct statement of the goals and objectives… and are the objectives stated in measurable terms? 

· Is there an understandable process of activities that will produce the outcomes?

· Are there a reasonable timeframe and milestones?

· Is there a staffing and logistics plan that is supported by a carefully formulated project budget?

· Is there a solid plan for sustaining the operation over the long haul after the developmental phase is over?

The question at this level is whether the grant proposals of the individual projects referencing the state strategy have the activities laid out in humanly achievable milestones. Anything more detailed than milestones and you will find yourselves inundated with minutiae and micromanaging. The individual proposals need to contain an “acceptance test plan” in terms of evaluation. Does the evaluation portion describe a plan for meeting performance and producing the program/project? Does the proposal justify how the team will measure the effectiveness of its activities, who will be involved in evaluating, what the measured criteria are to produce a successful project/program, and what the expected outcome/achievement is at the end of the funding period? Let the plans propose their own criteria for success… they will probably be more stringent on themselves, plus they will own the problem of meeting the criteria. This continues your evident policy of participative management.

You should have a review each quarter of the progress, in which you have the project manager roll up the estimate-to-complete in hours and dollars for each major activity that is managed at the milestone level.  This will illuminate the progress and problems.  Hours are better than days in that it makes one have to think more closely about the actual work to be done. 
Things will change and lessons will be learned as the programs ensue. There must be a straightforward change control and problem management process that is part of each program. For programs that are falling behind in time, money, and quality measures, you might switch to monthly reports until programs are back on track.

At the end of the grant period, there should be a “lessons learned” review before sendoff to the future.  This information will be useful for all involved in sharpening the insight needed for the next project engaged.
3. Eligible Grant Recipients: The Recovery Act establishes entities that are eligible for a grant under the program. The Recovery Act requires NTIA to determine by rule whether it is in the public interest that entities other than those listed in Section 6001 (e) (1) (A) and (B) should be eligible for grant awards. What standard should NTIA apply to determine whether it is in the public interest that entities other than those described in Section 6001 (e) (1) (A) and (B) should be eligible for grant awards?

The simplest rule is again to determine The Commander’s Intent. If the entity can show a contribution to the vision in terms of open access high-speed broadband, or the payload services that accrue to the user of that transmission capability, then they should be eligible. The only question is whether they can make a significant enough contribution fast enough when compared to other options. And, large or small, do they have the character to do what they say they are going to do.
4. Establishing Selection Criteria for Grant Awards: The Recovery Act establishes several considerations for awarding grants under the BTOP. In addition to these considerations, NTIA may consider other priorities in selecting competitive grants.

a. What factors should NTIA consider in establishing selection criteria for grant awards? How can NTIA determine that a Federal funding need exists and that private investment is not displaced? How should the long-term feasibility of the investment be judged?

A simple test is probably applicable: if private investment were all that is needed, the rural broadband capability would already exist. If it does not exist at all or in competitive quantity, then Federal funding is probably needed. By requiring the matching funds as the Act does, private sources are not forgotten. But public entities and nonprofits do not have access to equity markets, so grants from private foundations and loan guarantees are the next best source… mindful of the fact that this is a stimulus program and that if these funds are not available in sufficient quantity right now, the primary purpose of the stimulus Act will fail.  

The concept of the public/private partnership tends to balance these matters well. It is the combination of transmission services and the higher order services that will bring private investment to the mix.

But not all uses of the stimulus money are solely for the rural areas. For example, if plans for gross reduction in the consumption of energy in urban areas through the telemetry afforded by broadband are proposed, they ought to be considered. If training and support of broadband and computer usage emanates from urban areas to support remote areas, this should also be considered in light of the intentions of the Act.

The long term feasibility of any of the programs has to do with ongoing operational revenues. If there is only a fuzzy plan for long term revenues, the program will fizzle… it is as simple as that. If the long term plan depends on a single commercial or technological concept going on forever, then it is naïve. 
So these programs must be run as a business… and all businesses depend on the same four fundamentals.

· There must be a great idea.

· If the management team has experience, there is far less risk.

· There must be adequate funding and wherewithal to operate the program.

· And there must be customers of sufficient quantity to purchase and use the evolving services over time.

But this is a trick question, because you rarely have sufficient quantity of all four of these things. The MIT Enterprise forum would ask you, “If you could only have one of these four, which one would you ask for?” As practitioners, the answer is easy: all you need is customers. Because if you have customers, then you can get as much as you want of the other three as you want.

So the problem boils down to this: the plans must have an approach to aggregation of customers over a wide area. The widely accepted answer to how many customers does it take for critical mass for any form of service provider to sustain longevity seems to be an empirical figure of 1 million subscribers. Anything less than this figure tends to create a precarious situation. On the off chance that this bit of lore is a practical measure, then the implication is that your recommendation in your public meeting on March 10 for groups to work with one another and to aggregate demand seems pretty good. But in terms of how much is enough? Look for regional aggregations that have the potential for reaching the magic number needed for stability. This would make it a plan as opposed to a hope.

b. What should the weighting of these criteria be in determining consideration for grant and loan awards?

Look for any coverage of service in an area first. Then look for the fastest plan for reaching the speeds embodied in The Commander’s Intent: 100MB by 2012. And then you must fill the pipes with sufficient revenue laden services for sustainability. And then if it is sustainable, fill the pipes with all the public cause elements that you can. And being a capable group, you must of course do all these things simultaneously.

But you must use a fair weighted queuing approach which is often used in the face of multiple priorities. Each priority must get some level of coverage (low priorities must rise over time so that they eventually get addressed). 
How should the BTOP prioritize proposals that serve underserved or unserved areas? Should the BTOP consider USDA broadband grant awards and loans in establishing these priorities?

As is described elsewhere, different kinds of funding are needed at each stage of a project. Both grants and loans are needed for different purposes. So a mix of the two sources would be advantageous in the majority of cases. 
c. Should priority be given to proposals that leverage other Recovery Act projects?

Absolutely. And when considering critical success factors, leverage is right up there with speed. If there is no leverage, then there probably is no long term success. 
d. Should priority be given to proposals that address several purposes, serve several of the populations identified in the Recovery Act, or provide service to different types of areas?

Yes. For the same reasons as above.
e. What factors should be given priority in determining whether proposals will encourage sustainable adoption of broadband service?

It’s really all about the operating revenues. If there is a sound plan for realizing a continuing revenue stream even in the face of adversities, then the project has a chance for sustainability. If it is not based on this premise, then it will not last regardless of the nobility of the cause. In addition, it is the leverage of multiple income streams that makes the movement more resilient to the inevitable failures that will occur in any one small activity.
f. Should the fact that different technologies can provide different service characteristics, such as speed and use of dedicated or shared links, be considered given the statute’s direction that, to the extent practicable, the purposes of the statute should be promoted in a technologically neutral fashion?

The technologies will deliver whatever they will deliver. What is important is to provide coverage and then transmission speed. A solid plan will offer a migration path to improve the speed from the initial foray on to the globally acknowledged norms in the appointed timeframe. And contrary to popular opinion, it is not okay to fail. We are a nation of smart people. We generally hit whatever target we are aiming at. The problem is aiming at the wrong target. The Educause targets alluded to in The Commander’s Intent are well thought out goals. If someone does not know how to hit the prescribed target, then someone else probably will be able to figure out how. We believe that you will find that this is not a technology problem at all, as all necessary technology already exists today to deliver on the Educause Plan. This is a vision and motivation problem.
g. What role, if any, should retail price play in the grant program?

The retail prices should seek to be similar in rural areas to those which are in urban areas. This will provide ubiquity of use. This is easier to say than to do, but your concepts of aggregation will tend to make this much easier to achieve.
5. Grant Mechanics: The Recovery Act requires all agencies to distribute funds efficiently and fund projects that would not receive investment otherwise.

a. What mechanisms for distributing stimulus funds should be used by NTIA and USDA in addition to traditional grant and loan programs?

You might consider planning and technical grants in addition to capital grants. Also, as was brought up from the floor at the March 10 conference, the concept of loan guarantees for a bit of this will provide additional leverage for the available funds… if you have lined up lending institutions that are comfortable with this type of loan guarantee.

Also, aside from the urgency of getting things going, most entities that are trying to operate as a business will need money at three times: 
1. At the conceptual stage

2. As they operate to originally deliver the concept

3. As they need to expand the distribution channel
Each of these stages has its own purposes and challenges and each must be done well. Importantly, the transitions between stages are the crisis points. So while it is relatively straightforward to mechanically distribute money, the finesse comes in doing it differently at each of these three stages. Think of this as an agricultural process of growing the coverage.

The important thing is to grant money now as opposed to next year. What good is stimulus money a year from now? And the plans should be approved in their entirety as artificial delays between steps will be catastrophic.
b. How would these mechanisms address shortcomings, if any, in traditional grant or loan mechanisms in the context of the Recovery Act?

The addition of mixed financing appropriate to each phase would allow more activity to begin right now, and would expand somewhat the total amount available through the use of bank loan guarantees.

If you have the luxury of being able to evolve the program as the three periods unfold, watch and see if you don’t want to target the individual grants in a more focused fashion as you learn from the previous periods.
6. Grants for Expanding Public Computer Center Capacity: The Recovery Act directs that not less than $200,000,000 of the BTOP shall be awarded for grants that expand public computer center capacity, including at community colleges and public libraries.

a. What selection criteria should be applied to ensure the success of this aspect of the program?

Both community colleges and public libraries are good plans for extending the reach of broadband. There are three thoughts relative to augmenting the use of publicly augmented libraries. 
· First, the data storage facilities to be used by the libraries do not physically need to be housed in each library. This is what broadband is all about. The libraries themselves are community centers for access to library content and services. In all likelihood, a collaborative will produce far more leverage than simplistic computers for libraries. So the nature of the needs are in two categories: 

· Hosted facilities for media item repositories conveniently located at various points around the region or the Internet 

· Local devices for retrieving, reviewing, and printing on demand the knowledge items
The larger publishing and distribution companies, Amazon, and Google will weigh in here with good concepts. The need is for an artful use of such facilities for maximum benefit to the community. It is conceivable that a single hosted facility could provide computer access to regional community colleges, libraries, schools, municipal offices, and the public. 

Look to the Chicago Digital Youth Network concept of “pods” to get the social networking going.
· Second, relative to the needs of the disabled to be discussed in a later question, the use of the electronic media distribution in a library to the blind, the deaf, and the autistic will jointly make use of the contemporary library techniques in concert with funds for innovation used to develop thoughtful “e-Books.” These would not just be books that translate words to speech, but those that adapt to the disability of the “reader” in vivid ways using an emphasis on the other senses. These are really amazing approaches, but they need the distribution mechanism of the community libraries and associated computing resources to work well. 

· Third, an additional consideration on computing capacity should be to allow community broadband organizations to request funds to support the computing resources and software services needed to operate the basic open services broadband services themselves. This includes all operations, administrative, and accounting functions plus their network operations center apparatus. This is just as intrinsic as the fiber. Always left to the last moment for considering, all practitioners understand the need for operational support systems to manage the basic broadband service, and waiting until the last minute means revenue delays. And revenue delays at the beginning of a business period are never made up as time goes on. Startup delays are just plain bad from all perspectives.
These operational support system capabilities require equipment, software, and labor to operate. Early attempts at broadband services range from mom-and-pop services in communities that are performed more as a hobby all the way up to those services that are optimal in managing the steady state that occurs when aggregation reaches the magic number of one million subscribers.

So this third category of funding would be most beneficial where multiple rural community broadband providers band together in cooperatives or similar approaches for common computing services to give themselves the opportunities to operate at scale the way urban operators do. This simple approach of removing the disadvantage of geography seems to be the missing ingredient in the sustainability plans for most of the community broadband networks we have reviewed.

In a worldwide survey of those engaged in municipal broadband programs, the consensus is that it is not so much a matter of dealing with the capital issues that cause these networks to fail. But it is the finesse to which operating expenses are managed that marks the difference between those that are successful and those that are not.

Look for these approaches and make sure you have enough of them in the community broadband support ecosystem to keep your program viable. 
b. What additional institutions other than community colleges and public libraries should be considered as eligible recipients under this program?

The ecosystem support companies discussed in the previous question should be considered. Additional consideration should be given to municipalities that organize plans for regionalization to promote those efficiencies.
7. Grants for Innovative Programs to Encourage Sustainable Adoption of Broadband Service: The Recovery Act directs that not less than $250,000,000 of the BTOP shall be awarded for grants for innovative programs to encourage sustainable adoption of broadband services.

This question lies at the heart of the real problem to be solved, as it is in the use of the broadband capability itself rather than the infrastructure alone that generates the benefits.

The concept of filling the pipes with services, content, and applications is as important as the new communications transmission, energy management techniques, and other infrastructural improvements that we are looking for. They all tie together, and broadband is at the center of them all. 
Our engagements with sustainable communities and environmental planning show a keen correlation between the different infrastructural elements needed for optimal use of resources in a community of any size. In particular is the relationship between communications and that of electrical power… in that at various points one cannot live without the other. We believe you should look at the next larger context for all this and consider innovation in areas that leverage the combined delivery of broadband and electric power. The synergies of leveraging one for the benefit of the other are crucial. 
Sustainability has to do with assuring that there are enough conveniences, motivation, and outright pleasure in using the broadband capability that people will not think twice about paying for it on an ongoing basis.

You might ask why the concept of “fun” is important to the nature of sustainability. Pyramid Research reports that Americans tend to spend an average of 2% of their disposable income on communications services. This ratio has been fairly invariant over each of the last 20 years. When the dimension of entertainment is added, the ratio expands to 6% of disposable income. (This ratio seems to also hold in most other countries around the world.) So when planning the strategy for sustainability of services, which bucket do we draw from… the 2% or the 6%?

a. What selection criteria should be applied to ensure the success of this program?

To provide good solid examples of success for others to follow, first look for the existence of incubators in a grantee area that provide environments that are conducive for collaboration. New thoughts are born each day that are precious to the movement. Several good examples are around, not only in this country, but in others. Silicon Valley, Inc. does not have a lock on this technique. The successful incubators involve individuals with track records of success in this regard. They create whole ecosystems of support companies just like NASA did when they first started. And the weekly visioning process is the key to its success.

Look to each of the categories on which you are focusing to determine the types of application companies you need to achieve your ends in the innovation program. Use the NASA visioning process yourself. You might go to Walt Disney studios or Apple to see how they generate innovation. Innovation is what makes these companies voted the most admired corporations on the planet. Model your funding to support the creation of the ecosystems… for without them, individual efforts cannot commercialize.

It is the young people who bring the life and vitality to each community. Ultimately if the solution does not produce the environment that makes 24 year olds want to flock there, then the community will wither. This is not to say that my 80 year old mother does not cherish staying in touch with her grand children on the Internet, but if a community doesn’t have buzz, it doesn’t get the 24 year olds. The big biotech research parks all understand this.

This is not to say that individual grants for innovative ideas are not a good thing. But the purpose you seek is not knowledge just for knowledge’s sake. You are looking for ideas that can be rapidly introduced that amplify the adoption and use of broadband. You should plan to use the social phenomena of people and ideas feeding off of each other to crank up the innovation. And not just a little bit. If the conversations are not loud enough, no one will hear them.

You should measure yourselves against similar moments like the early days of the space program or the launch of the Eisenhower Interstate Highway System, or the like. Or perhaps in recent days how DoCoMo swept the mobile environment in Japan.

In following the incubator process to its logical progression, we find that all the good ideas and smartness are not confined to just one locale. Smart people enjoy being around other smart people, but there will be pockets in different places. Therefore the incubator concept begins to stretch out a bit into multiple cities and towns as it gets bigger. We see the evidence of this as the research networks begin to blossom out into many distributed areas. Therefore as people come to you struggling with the fact that their incubators are tending to stretch out across state lines, this is a good sign. So you need to help them as they attempt to grow the consortia beyond arbitrary political subdivision boundaries. What is important to measure is how much contribution is coming uniformly from the collective brainpower. If the balance is close to right, the good thoughts should be coming from everyone. If good ideas are not coming from a specific area, it means that there is a hole there that needs to be addressed.

After you have the envisioned framework for how to achieve viral success, the selection criteria will come to you much more easily. Use the framework of The Commander’s Intent and your own statements of visionary intent toward the listed public causes, and it will be easier to select the investment opportunities. Insist on attention to this detail.
b. What measures should be used to determine whether such innovative programs have succeeded in creating sustainable adoption of broadband services?

How many young people signed up? How many of the young people started businesses in their basements that depend on broadband for their reach? This is very important in that, after all, it is they who will teach the rest of us how to do it.

The sustainability is all in the money. If these programs can attract private investment for launching succeeding phases, they are candidates for survivability and sustainability. If the ideas cannot attract a private following, or the entrepreneurial skills of the inventors are clumsy or nonexistent, they will not be sustainable.

If we are truly in an economic war right now as many have suggested, we should not be too timid about this matter of creating stupendous innovation. The stimulus is all about economic recovery. However, it is also an unprecedented opportunity to expand our vision and goals, and to go ahead and launch spectacular recovery.
If we just build the transmission capacity for capacity’s sake, we will have a repeat of the telecom meltdown of the late 90’s. It was because we forgot to come up with the innovative uses of all that capacity that the meltdown occurred. So the matter of addressing the question of innovation is not really a discussion of the cherry on top of the sundae, it’s the whole soda shop.

We would suggest that you take into account the entire gamut of public causes and the commercial economic development possibilities and say to your potential grantees: “Don’t just come to us with your requests for stimulus funds just to string some wires or nail some radios to high places. Show us how you’re going to get the service providers to sign up, the applications that are meaningful to capture the heart and the mind, the spectrum of human needs you are going to meet. Broadband should be considered a verb as opposed to a noun. You know better than we what it will take to bring happiness to your area. The only thing we specifically ask you to do… is to just profoundly impress us.” 

And see what you get.
8. Broadband Mapping: The Recovery Act directs NTIA to establish a comprehensive nationwide inventory map of existing broadband service capability and availability in the United States that depicts the geographic extent to which broadband service capability is deployed and available from a commercial provider or public provider throughout each State.

a. What uses should such a map be capable of serving?

The mapping is useful in three areas: 

· First, it will help to determine the markets for the unserved and the underserved.

· But secondly, the maps must be retained and added to during the engineering phases and the construction phases. This requires new and different information added by new and different people working in different locations: the engineers and construction planners.

· And thirdly, the maps must be retained during the operations and maintenance period as additional expansions and improvements will take place forever in a particular region. The additive nature of the underlying data is very useful to the control processes in addition to the programmatic processes.
The maps must be integrated on multiple levels to manage the overlays. Some overlays will be local, and some will be national in scope. So you must have a straightforward way of accessing and viewing public layers rapidly even though the layers are housed in different locations. But you must also preserve proprietary data where private competitive works are at stake.

The maps must be a combination of six dimensions relative to the expanded Building Information Modeling data they contain. As time passes between:

· Market research and analysis

· To conceptual designs

· To detailed engineering studies and plans

· To construction programmatic plans and controls

· To operations and subsequent extensions and changes…

the maps must remain accessible and additive.
b. What specific information should the broadband map contain, and should the map provide different types of information to different users (e.g., consumers versus governmental entities)?

The specific types of data should cover availability of broadband coarsely down to a census tract level, and then down to individual premises where E-911 coding can be correlated.
Government entities should have access to a broadband map in GIS-compatible format that possesses all of the following attributes:

1.) Approximate service coverage currently offered to consumers, broken down by service type.
2.) Maps should be provided in one of the standard electronic formats: 
· ArcView shapefile (.SHP) or geodatabase (.MDB) formats (preferred)

· Arc/Info Interchange (.E00) format

· MapInfo interchange (.MIF) format

· Microstation (.DGN) format

· AutoCAD (.DWG or .DXF) formats. 
The filing should identify the projected coordinate system of the electronic map file so that other layers developed for other projects can register properly with the broadband map.

3.) Maps should be generated using generally accepted methodologies and standards specific to the broadband technology to each of the broadband service provider’s outdoor coverage. Each provider should include the assumptions upon which the service coverage depiction is based, including the minimum wireless reception level in dBm required to meet service objectives. The national map will be the master map, but it must have a registration technique that allows all subsidiary maps to interrelate.
4.) The maps should be of a resolution comparable or better to that offered to consumers on the provider’s website. Suggested resolution would be data layer pixels/elements not larger than 10m2 [approximately 30' X 30'].

Non-government/consumer entities should have access to a broadband map in GIS-compatible format that possesses all of the above-cited attributes, except that the data layers for each type of coverage should be a composite of the individual provider layers for each broadband technology. (By creating a composite layer, each provider's individual and proprietary coverage data is effectively masked and its proprietary nature protected, encouraging providers to be forthcoming with data layers and preventing competitors from gaining access to them.)

In addition to broadband service, the layering should allow for other uses by other programs. For instance, for energy-related programs, those projects should be able to reference the broadband maps and add their own layers. Average wind speed, solar radiation forecasts, propagation maps, and related infrastructure data may be relevant to the next greater context of planning. Broadband will be central to the operation of many other infrastructural areas that are targets of stimulus funding.
c. At what level of geographic or other granularity should the broadband map provide information on broadband service?

Spatial elements and related data should be not less granular than 10 meters by 10 meters.
d. What other factors should NTIA take into consideration in fulfilling the requirements of the Broadband Data Improvement Act, Pub. L. No. 110-385 (2008)?

NTIA should consider how the availability, penetration, and cost of all broadband technologies and service elements in a given state or area compare with the "best in class" or "most highly deployed markets," such as New York City.

Examples include but are not limited to:

· Backhaul costs

· Wireless costs

· Last mile costs (for example, monthly T1, Ethernet connection charges)
e. Are there State or other mapping programs that provide models for the statewide inventory grants?

The states will all have their GIS groups busily at work doing the statistical analysis for eligibility on unserved or underserved areas. Most use a combination of ESRI and Google tools at their base. Ask Vermont if they will share their tools with you as an example of the multi-layer approach for ideas on how engineering is supported by adding to the original marketing maps. 
Bear in mind that we have not yet seen the artful combination of the GIS tools with advanced Building Information Modeling (BIM) management that we have suggested earlier. This capability would combine the initial mapping conceived with BIM technology and operational configuration data used for network configuration management. Perhaps it is because we have such limited purview and there is someone out there who is hard at work developing such capability, but we have not seen it yet. If you find it through this process, look at it carefully as it will save your grantees millions of dollars in terms of the efficiencies it will facilitate.

f. Specifically what information should states collect as conditions of receiving statewide inventory grants?

States should collect coverage statistics consistent with the mapping data for each broadband technology from each provider. (Regulatory action may be necessary to encourage or require provider compliance to states' requests.) At a minimum, data should reflect current penetration and providers' plans for the current year.
The statistics should be as simple as possible. For a target area, how many people there have no terrestrial broadband access, how many have just one provider, how many with more than one provider, and how many people are in the area? Then, for those that currently use broadband service, what is the average bandwidth availability per person? Then following the completion of the program, what are the projections after the expanded service is in place? Separating the numbers into urban vs. rural using the RUS definition is useful so that urban environments do not skew the statistical averages. Averages such as these blur the attention that might need to go into the rural areas for grants. We have attended meetings where the statistical banter attempts to average very large unserved areas in with metropolitan statistics including misleading assumptions in order to prove that “on the average, the areas with no service whatsoever are not so bad off!”
g. What technical specifications should be required of state grantees to ensure that statewide inventory maps can be efficiently rolled up into a searchable national broadband database to be made available on NTIA’s website no later than February 2011?

NTIA should work with ANSI-accredited national standards organizations (for example, IEEE, Committee T1 sponsored by ATIS, CTIA et al.) to identify the specific technical specifications that are appropriate for each broadband technology type. Having defined these consistent with industry practices and standards, all states should be required to provide maps in the same formats (or compatible formats) with same data types reported consistent with the same industry-accepted criteria. Providers should be required to cooperate with the states either by state regulatory order (if they have jurisdiction) or by order of the FCC where state jurisdiction has been superseded by the Federal Government. States should not be required to provide data that they have no authority to require providers to submit to them.

h. Should other conditions attach to statewide inventory grants?

States should be required to track use of grant funds by reporting expenditures and accomplishments on a periodic basis, but not more than once quarterly under normal circumstances.

i. What information, other than statewide inventory information, that should populate the comprehensive nationwide map?

Standard, publicly-available GIS data layers (such as roads, cities, geographic features, and topography) should be included to facilitate user understanding and appreciation of the map. The spatial data should integrate with the physical data. And the physical data should integrate with the logical data. Most likely there will be a desire to draw the line within the physical configuration between the public and private data. But the mapping system should be capable of being used within the grantee’s own operation for detailed engineering reference, construction project reference, and operational configuration data.

It is the distributed and privacy capability that is important.

And we would be remiss if we did not state that it would be good for you to have at least one composite view of where you stand against your projections relative to the Educause blueprint that all Americans should have access to 100MB broadband service by 2012.
j. The Recovery Act and the Broadband Data Improvement Act (BDIA) imposes duties on both NTIA and FCC concerning the collection of broadband data. Given the statutory requirements of the Recovery Act and the BDIA, how should NTIA and FCC best work together to meet these requirements?

The most critical aspect of NTIA and FCC cooperative efforts should be to avoid duplication and avoid omissions based on erroneous assumptions that the other entity has a matter covered. You should consider a joint mapping system to which you both can contribute overlays. The mechanics of this are common to the task, but it does require a spirit of cooperation. The individual grant projects will want to dynamically use the maps in their own engineering work.
In addition, both entities should work cooperatively together and with the states to ensure that the states have sufficient authority to require/compel providers' compliance with necessary and reasonable data requests needed to prepare grant requests and comply with grant reporting requirements.

9. Financial Contributions by Grant Applicants: The Recovery Act requires that the Federal share of funding for any proposal may not exceed 80 percent of the total grant. The Recovery Act also requires that applicants demonstrate that their proposals would not have been implemented during the grant period without Federal assistance. The Recovery Act allows for an increase in the Federal share beyond 80 percent if the applicant petitions NTIA and demonstrates financial need.

a. What factors should an applicant show to establish the “financial need” necessary to receive more than 80 percent of a project’s cost in grant funds?

The reason why the matching grant is important is that it gives you that additional assurance that someone else who has more to lose has examined the proposal and found it to be sound for the long run for more than one purpose. It also sets in motion activities to launch that sustainability. And on balance, if a few good projects fall through the crack, that’s probably okay since on a statistical basis, it won’t make any difference in the relative success of the program.

However…

We are all trusting you to use your own judgment on this matter. If you find an idea that is so good relative to the spirit of original intent of the Act that it doesn’t matter how faulty the grammar is in the proposal; or if the requestor is a public institution that can’t come up with the money (since, after all, we are in an unprecedented financial crisis)… well then you are faced with the venture capitalist’s dilemma. Your instinct tells you that it is really a good idea, but your head tells you there is risk involved. And history tells you that whenever you seek innovation there is risk involved… but the boss tells you he wants to see innovation…what do you do?

Well, there are those who deal with this dilemma all the time for a living. They are called insurance companies. And the good ones use actuarial math to solve this problem (as opposed to derivatives trickery). So you make the process an agricultural problem knowing that some of the seeds you sow are not going to result in corn. The important thing to do is to use valid venture capital actuarial percentages as to how much loss is acceptable to get those grains of corn that will rise up to change the world in some meaningful way.

So, what is the process for doing this? When someone comes to you who is falling on their sword saying “I have a good idea, but I just don’t have the money to finance the upfront or matching funds part of this myself…” then listen to the idea anyway. If it seems intriguing, haul the guy in for questioning. Beat him up professionally to see how graceful he is under pressure. Make a judgment as to what his character is. Determine if he has his own measure of judgment, integrity, and style. These are the ingredients for success in almost all matters. Bet on the person. Set trigger points for a controlled commitment to see how the guy makes adjustments as the game ensues. This is how the Super bowl is won.

In short, you must rely on your gut instincts the way champion coaches do.

But above all else, do not tell anyone what your formula is… because once you are figured out on this matter, you become predicable… and when you are predictable… you lose what you are seeking with this question.
b. What factors should the NTIA apply in deciding that a particular proposal should receive less than an 80 percent Federal share?

Judgment, integrity, and style.  (Plus, see if there is anyone else who can fill this hole in the territorial map that does not suffer from a lack of their own money or guarantors.)
c. What showing should be necessary to demonstrate that the proposal would not have been implemented without Federal assistance?

Examine the other potential sources of financing of which you are aware to see if the grant seeker has sought them through the evidence in the proposal. Also, examine the demographics of the area to see if the sparseness is below commercial limits. If it is, you have the automatic answer.

Plus, if the proposal has an urban setting, listen to the history. If this is a transportation program or energy program that can always be put off indefinitely but it is important to do it now, then these should be considered also. Because under normal conditions deferrable projects get deferred forever due to budget pressures.
10. Timely Completion of Proposals: The Recovery Act states that NTIA shall establish the BTOP as expeditiously as practicable, ensure that all awards are made before the end of fiscal year 2010, and seek assurances from grantees that projects supported by the programs will be substantially completed within two (2) years following an award. The Recovery Act also requires that grant recipients report quarterly on the recipient’s use of grant funds and the grant recipient’s progress in fulfilling the objectives of the grant proposal. The Recovery Act permits NTIA to de-obligate awards to grant recipients that demonstrate an insufficient level of performance, or wasteful or fraudulent spending (as defined by NTIA in advance), and award these funds to new or existing applicants.

a. What is the most efficient, effective, and fair way to carry out the requirement that the BTOP be established expeditiously and that awards be made before the end of fiscal year 2010?

The efficient and effective way to launch stimulus is to bias the awards toward the beginning of the timeframe as opposed to the end. You might consider doing 40% on the first round, 40% on the second round, and only 20% on the third round. You must emphasize the stimulus time deadlines and adhere to them.

b. What elements should be included in the application to ensure the projects can be completed within two (2) years (e.g., timelines, milestones, and letters of agreement with partners)?

We believe that the normal statement of work (SOW) techniques for timelines and milestones are good for this. Certainly letters of agreement from the partners will indicate that they are familiar with the requirement and the approaches to dealing with failure.

But the bigger problem occurs along the way to project completion. The inevitable problem of the unforeseen and the accidents and even mischief that occurs is part and parcel of the programmatic profession. Good program management practices should be sought on each application. It is the element of internal reporting every two weeks or so that is important to your grantees’ own self-management. Because it only takes two weeks for the best of intentions to begin to wander noticeably from what is desired. Internally, the project manager must examine each activity projected at the outset to see the estimate to complete in both hours and dollars to see if a bad trend has set in and whether a correction or change of plans is needed. And the change control process must be used to tune the project along the way so that the overall intentions are optimized. But these are internal controls that you need to delegate to the project itself.

Your plans for quarterly reports are more than reasonable from an oversight standpoint. They should be a macro view of the same matters that are measured every two weeks internally to the projects. If some of the projects begin to run afoul on the quarterly reports, switch to monthly reports and interactive problem solving calls.

Your posture needs to be one of “removing barriers to delivery.” Once all the barriers are removed, the results will just pop out all by themselves. (This may sound facetious, but in practice, it focuses on results and works really well.)
11. Reporting and Deobligation: The Recovery Act also requires that grant recipients report quarterly on the recipient’s use of grant funds and progress in fulfilling the objectives of the grant proposal. The Recovery Act permits NTIA to de-obligate funds for grant awards that demonstrate an insufficient level of performance, or wasteful or fraudulent spending (as defined by NTIA in advance), and award these funds to new or existing applicants.

a. How should NTIA define wasteful or fraudulent spending for purposes of the grant program?

Every penny needs to be spent with a purpose. And every hour expended needs to be efficiently used. Some guidelines will help assess appropriate and effective expenditures.

1. If more than 15% of the funds are to be expended for management purposes, then the project is unbalanced and should be reformed.

2. Each subcontractor and vendor in the ecosystem must be profitable or else the environment will fail… and yet the overall smartness with which the project or program is put together must be competitive with other approaches.

3. Each project must retain a management reserve to deal with contingencies. Typically 10% is sufficient, but there must be more if there is significant risk entailed in the innovation.

4. Typical state or federal guidelines are needed for travel and incidental expenses.

5. Nondelivery of deliverables or tasks according to schedule is a problem, but failure to enact corrective action is a waste.

6. Spending money on different items than intended without good reason is a flag.

7. But as in all matters of opinion on legal matters such as these, the “reasonable man” measure seems to have withstood the test of time.

And of course the measure works both ways. The inspectors are also expected to operate with judgment, integrity, and style. This sets the example for all the participants in terms of the tone of “how we do business around here.” What we are all looking for is inspired leadership in the face of adversity and the concept of team. If the concept of “team” is well in place, then many of these matters do not occur in such abundance. 
b. How should NTIA determine that performance is at an “insufficient level?”

Look to the commitments made in the proposal. In terms of insufficiency, a deal is a deal. Criteria should all be laid out there. And scope creep without effective change control is a cancer unto itself.

But in terms of expected performance, one iota above death is not really what we are aiming at either. Some measures of performance will fall below expectations from time to time due to unforeseen circumstances; the important thing is the get well plan. The expected recovery time could vary depending on the magnitude of the problem… anywhere from a week to 90 days or so.

If you want to stop a program, there is going to be unhappiness and disappointment on the part of all parties anyway. But the NTIA needs a little latitude to be a little bit wrong also. The important thing is to take time to truly understand the circumstances before giving up on corrections.

c. If such spending is detected, what actions should NTIA take to ensure effective use of investments made and remaining funding?

Take corrective action as indicated above. And make a judgment of the people you are working with. No person is all good or all bad. Miscalculations can be honestly made, and problems arise that are unforeseen. It is more a matter of the autonomic way that his ethics are revealed in his habits over time. If you are dealing with dishonorable people… then stop dealing with them.
12. Coordination with USDA’s Broadband Grant Program: The Recovery Act directs USDA’s Rural Development Office to distribute $2.5 billion dollars in loans, loan guarantees, and grants for broadband deployment. The stated focus of the USDA’s program is economic development in rural areas. NTIA has broad authority in its grant program to award grants throughout the United States. Although the two programs have different statutory structures, the programs have many similar purposes, namely the promotion of economic development based on deployment of broadband service and technologies.

a. What specific programmatic elements should both agencies adopt to ensure that grant funds are utilized in the most effective and efficient manner?

First of all, acknowledge that you are operating in an emergency mode as opposed to business as usual. You are being appointed to solve a specific problem in a specific timeframe. Set up your operations appropriate to the best practices of emergency management.

You have multiple programs you are going to engage, and not all the critical information is available to you as you are being asked to engage. As you make moves and the programs ensue, the landscape will change like the view in a kaleidoscope. Because of the evolving nature of what is about to happen, your general apparatus should probably be structured as an incident management structure so that you can quickly respond. The general approach to the ongoing revelations should probably take the form of the following style:
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As you gather your inputs, you will need to make decisions on incomplete information. You will then want to take preliminary actions to make initial accomplishments and also to see how the environment reacts to your stimulus. Based on the formal and informal feedback mechanisms, you will become aware of additional important understanding, make your next decisions, and initiate more actions. And so the cycle will continue. 
The bigger version of all this is captured in Endsley’s famous management diagram back in 1995 as depicted below and modified slightly for the current situation:
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To assist with the size of this program of programs, assign a single regional coordinator to monitor programs. That coordinator should also have access to a systems engineer skilled in the relevant subject matter to interpret the ongoing technical solution to see that the solution is on target to the then current goals and objectives of the project or program. This process is normal in multi-jurisdictional environments similar to incident management so that one person has unfettered control to expeditiously take care of the dynamic situation with aplomb.

From the national standpoint down through the individual program coordinators, you will have the classic matters to attend to. Specifically, you will have the omnipresent big three:

· Configuration management

· Problem management

· Change management

Configuration management covers the multiple aspects of mapping accuracy, BIM accuracy, and infrastructure layout (planned and actual).

By considering the implications of deploying broadband throughout the United States in line with The Commander’s Intent, the scope of configuration management becomes clearer. If we return to the discussion in Section 8 above of what the maps must do, the initial maps must morph into your configuration controls that all can see as to what the current and projected environment will be. As its details are updated day by day through construction plans and error adjustments, it becomes a key tool in your situational awareness, and an important basis for the ongoing stimulus actions you will take. It also becomes an important tool so that your individual grantee programs can be aware of what their neighbors are doing and where the possibilities are for mutual projects. As the vision begins to unfold as to how valuable this tool will become, there will be no question as to why $350M was allocated in the Act in the creation and upkeep of the National Map. The important thing is to not squander all the money on the initial steps and pace yourself so that the real utility can emerge and flourish throughout the stimulus program. Your grantees will use this map far more than you will.

From a problem management standpoint, you will want to have the right tools for maintaining awareness, measurements, lessons learned, and quality improvements in a way that is timely without being intrusive. This must not be an instrument of destructive micromanagement, but a tool for removing the barriers to delivery of the planned outcomes. In that way, it becomes a boon to all.

And since 95% of all problems are caused by recent changes, the change control process must be integrated with the configuration management and the problem management processes.

Since you have structured the funding process as a dual agency jurisdiction because of the dual purposes of the plan, and you are inviting public comment on how to do this efficiently and effectively, we’ll speak right up. Create a joint operations center so that everyone can have situational awareness. Don’t run it like a penniless emergency management center, but operate more like the CNN newsroom to keep up with what’s going on. Use some of CNN’s tools… they are good at what they do. Construct the configuration maps so that they assist the implementation by being integrated with the engineering and construction process data in a way that will help the grantees regardless of their initial level of sophistication. Allow a common view of problems and the plans for diagnosis and resolution. Contemporary technology can help with the collaboration.
If the combined vision of a particular project is one of innovation, then perhaps the NTIA should choose the source of the coordinator by the nature of what grants are used for. If it is more one of grind-it-out repayment of the loan, perhaps the RUS should pick the coordinator for the joint effort. In either case, both the NTIA and RUS should have someone accountable for oversight of their respective funds invested. This is just like the situation where two banks syndicate on a loan package to a company… one holding the lease and one holding the line. Your question is one of who is senior. If things go well, it doesn’t matter. If things don’t go well… then charge it back to whoever was selected as the overall coordinator.

But then again, that’s just the banker speaking.
b. In cases where proposals encompass both rural and non-rural areas, what programmatic elements should the agencies establish to ensure that worthy projects are funded by one or both programs in the most cost effective manner without unjustly enriching the applicant(s)?

If the essence of the question is for a program that involves non-rural targets of opportunity, how does the program coordinator ensure that the situation is not manipulated such that the higher profitability of providing services in denser areas does not stop the grantee from addressing the responsibilities in the unserved areas because it is cheaper to pay the fines than it is to do what was promised… this is a tough one. Incumbent carriers all over the world have found very inventive ways to circumvent the policies in many cases because their personal motivations come into play. And this is not just an American phenomenon, as it plays out in Canada, France, China, and Brazil in exactly the same fashion.

Perhaps measure the program in three areas: the rural part against its objectives, the non-rural part against its objectives, and the shared parts against their objectives; and then watch the rural part most closely to see what its problems are may help. And then if the rural part falls behind, stop the non-rural part of the program.

Then again, we live in a land of very smart people who understand a game when they see one. This feels like an area where the coach needs to be left with some discretion to the ways to deal with mischief.
13. Definitions: The Conference Report on the Recovery Act states that NTIA should consult with the FCC on defining the terms “unserved area,” “underserved area,” and “broadband.” The Recovery Act also requires that NTIA shall, in coordination with the FCC, publish nondiscrimination and network interconnection obligations that shall be contractual conditions of grant awards, including, at a minimum, adherence to the principles contained in the FCC’s broadband policy statement (FCC 05-15, adopted August 5, 2005).

a. For purposes of the BTOP, how should NTIA, in consultation with the FCC, define the terms “unserved area” and “underserved area?”

The simpler definition is the better.

The concept of “area” is a contrived one. To an individual, the definition is “my specific home or office.” To an economic cluster, it means “anywhere that influences my economic success in my micro-ecosystem.” To a state or national coordinator, it may mean something else.

Unserved should mean lack of DSL, cable modem, WiMax, BPL, or FTTP service from any terrestrial provider.

Underserved should mean only served by only one service provider.

This being said, we would be remiss if we did not cover urban situations. In matters where the goal is to stimulate more use of mass transit through use of broadband on transportation systems where there is no service right now, a different rule of thumb needs to be used. We believe a good case can be made for the merits of making mass transit more attractive than driving one’s car to work. The emphasis may need to be on handheld devices for subway systems as opposed to laptops for commuter rail lines. The measure of need here is again relative to what is available in the other developed countries that all have the same motivations. The top three countries’ performance should be our goal for the moment until we can get things really cranked up.
b. How should the BTOP define “broadband service?”

(1) Should the BTOP establish threshold transmission speeds for purposes of analyzing whether an area is “unserved” or “underserved” and prioritizing grant awards? Should thresholds be rigid or flexible?

The first thing to do is to clarify what is meant by broadband service. Whether the technology is fiber-based, Wi-Max, broadband over powerline, cellular data, LTE data, or some newer approach doesn’t matter. What is important is the ability to establish sessions, do human interface types of interaction, and to do application types of interaction. We should not be in such a hurry to disallow a technology that provides Internet access just because it can be used for other purposes. What is important is that it provides convenient transmission of payload services. We believe that the definitions should remain flexible. 
The difference in service between 768KB and 1MB is somewhat negligible.

The important point is that the measurement needs to be made at people’s homes or point of use as opposed to service provider’s points of presence. Just because the cable company runs down Main Street and can provide service if in fact you live on Main Street, but not if you live one street away or in the rest of the town, it does not mean that 100% of the people in the town are served.

The question will come up from your statisticians as to “What is our acceptable margin of error? Is it okay to just ask the service providers where they have central offices that have DSL equipment stored in their closets, and then declare the entire area as fully served?” This turns out to be a trick question… more one of when can we give up, offer some numbers, and stop working on this… 
Probably when you can get down to a street block level in every community and have the answers to the questions of: “Can I get at least DSL speed broadband to every house on this block (be it DSL, cable modem, or wireless coverage)?” do you have any measure of broadband service penetration. 
Each town, village, or hamlet in the United States will have someone registered as the mayor, town manager, or similar spokesperson. And in most cases they will be only too glad to answer this question for you as to whether they have service. If this were Christmas and we could have anything we wanted on the matter, we’d send a questionnaire to every local entity in the country and take a quick census on the matter. You’ll have the margin of error calculated by the usual standard deviation analysis of course, but you’ll actually have a lot more. You’ll have primary research as opposed to secondary research… it will have come from the people who have a point to make… and you will have made them active participants in the process. That would be like you are doing with this RFI process we are responding to right now. You are seeking adoption as well as assets. And adoption requires buzz. And buzz requires participation in small circles of conversations. And buzz can be manufactured with amazing precision.

(2) Should the BTOP establish different threshold speeds for different technology platforms?

You could offer some recommendations. But keep it competitive so that you are not bidding against yourself or setting too low a target just because you don’t know the possibilities. We know for a fact that at least one state will be making a run at the original golden goal of providing 100MB service to every household and small business in the state by the end of 2012. So don’t set your language to communicate that “It’s okay to fail.” You should be challenging the public right now so that they will do their best as opposed to aiming at just one step above their worst. We are a nation of very smart people and we generally hit whatever target we aim at… so don’t place the target too low.

And besides, after seeing how this one state is going to hit the globally competitive number, it really wasn’t that hard to do. Hindsight is so 20/20. 
The hidden persuaders we have seen in the media were put there by highly motivated people trying to convince you that this process is too hard to contemplate; therefore it is unnecessary to do what these other countries have done. It would be a shame not to reach the legitimate potential of this opportunity and the best use of taxpayer funds simply because we set the standards too low.
(3) What should any such threshold speed(s) be, and how should they be measured and evaluated (e.g., advertised speed, average speed, typical speed, maximum speed)?

The Commander’s Intent was 100MB by 2012. If the root of this question is “how much is it okay to fail by?” … then we are going to respectfully decline to answer this one question.
(4) Should the threshold speeds be symmetrical or asymmetrical?

Which homes do we not want to be able to operate a small business? It’s hard to tell at the outset. It would probably be safer to allow all homes to be able to have symmetrical service since we are trying to encourage entrepreneurship. The technology will be changed in the blink of an eye when the market is redefined in terms of entrepreneurship rather than artificial scarcity of resources.
(5) How should the BTOP consider the impacts of the use of shared facilities by service providers and of network congestion?

This is a really good question. Look at this one by re-asking the question of what we are trying to do. Your point is that the Internet itself is not just a matter of communications at the jack, but it is instead a marvelous interconnection of different communications links all over the world, all falling in line by observing a handful of brilliant principles hammered out by a relatively small number of people some years ago. The queuing phenomena of congestion of the shared parts will cause any particular end point to suffer less than the stated performance of the access link from time to time. But we have certain aspirations for what we can immediately visualize that we want to use the broadband for: 
· We want to watch high definition television programs. 
· We want to participate in e-commerce, even if it’s only eBay or ordering something online.

· We want to get to multimedia information faster than our brains can click so that we are not distracted in our train of thought and inquiry. 
· We want to crisply understand what people are saying to us on the phone so that it does not feel like a third world telephone call. 
· Our children want that little edge in responsiveness over their friends in their interactive games that they play… that tends to make them so much smarter than we are about technology. 
Yep, we want all the usual stuff.

So if we look at this very pragmatically, the design of the capacity plan normally can be broken down into three levels for a state or cluster of counties operating as a region. Within this area, there will be a core backbone (preferably a resilient ring), and then distribution off of the core to get to the individual towns (in rural areas), and then access rings or spurs to get to the individual customers’ premises.

So to the point of the question, if the goal is to get to 100MB access (or whatever) to a customer’s home as rapidly as possible to run the basic services listed above, we know how big each access path needs to be: 100MB. But how fast do the distribution rings need to be and how fast does the core have to be to give everyone what they think that they are paying for? Because not everyone is going to be using their broadband connection at full tilt all at the same time. And if we provisioned 50 times as much capacity in the core than would ever actually be used, that would seem to be wasteful. So, we come down a matter of skill and awareness to see if a proposal has planned for the right amounts of capacity at its core, its distribution, and its access to see if the proposal is actually going to be able to deliver on its promised performance at the jack.

So now to the fine points:

· If the grant seeker does not seem to have any idea of what congestion is, there will certainly be some level of disappointment for people when congestion occurs.

· If the grant seeker has not done the math to determine who is going to be providing the distribution and core support and how much is going to be required (and paid for), most likely you are looking at a high school science experiment as opposed to a serious broadband proposal.

· If the grant seeker cannot forecast the amounts of each type of load that will be used, chances are that the deployment is experimental.

So, in answering the question, “How should the BTOP consider the impacts of the use of shared facilities by service providers and of network congestion?,” the answer is that someone on the project will have needed to have determined what the capacity needs to be at the three critical levels and provided this information to you so that you can make a judgment that the proposal is adequately provisioned for its intended purposes.

Most of these proposals will be part of the overall ecosystem of broadband communications. So for those questions that you got on March 10 that asked whether it was appropriate for those who provide the “middle mile” to be participating, the answer is of course, “Absolutely!” But then, the question is… how much?

We would think that if each state would create a strategy that projects where the core network elements will be in their realm and what the capacity is estimated to be for the BTOP purposes; and then do the same for the rural distribution providers; and then for the community providers, you could quickly make a judgment as to whether you have a stable situation in that state.

And should the applicant profess ignorance on these matters in the off hand way that such matters are pushed aside by those who do not understand what they are doing, then you should patiently ask them to go find out and then get back to you when they are ready for stimulus funds… well, what a healthy dialog that one will be!

In all seriousness, these are not hard math problems to solve, and those who are about to embark on providing broadband service should at least have someone available to them who can answer the question. And if the state’s strategy is to use an ecosystem of groups that all provide a little piece of the puzzle, then they need to gather the data that shows that there is enough capacity in the state at all three levels to succeed… or that someone is writing a grant proposal to fill the voids at any of the three levels. Then we are organized. 
We would recommend that as an adjunct to your mapping exercise, you should extend the map to see where the broadband assets are going into place so that you can anticipate where the national support needs augmentation even before someone makes a proposal. The ideal time to publish your initial findings is right after the first round. That way if there are obviously holes in the coverage, you can encourage people to redouble their efforts for the second round to address the holes. And then do the same to boost the usefulness for the third round.

c. How should the BTOP define the nondiscrimination and network interconnection obligations that will be contractual conditions of grants awarded under Section 6001?

(1) In defining nondiscrimination obligations, what elements of network management techniques to be used by grantees, if any, should be described and permitted as a condition of any grant?

There are many ways to do this, so no single way is the clear winner. We tend to like the ways that they do this in Europe where open services are the law of the realm.

If the entities are selling dark fiber, then it should be available to all who can pay the going rate… with adequate safeguards that no single company can buy it all with the intention that no one (including themselves) will use it.

If the entities sell wholesale transmission paths, then they should offer shared access over the physical infrastructure to all retail service providers who pay their bills on time. 
The network management techniques that you hint of should not be limited to a single technology as there are multiple viable approaches to this. Our particular favorite is to use edge border controllers in the neighborhood of the subscribers’ premises to segregate the different service providers, and then to use Ethernet source routing to ensure provider segregation at the network gateway end. But then again, there are many ways to attack the problem, and the choice is more of a personal preference of the grantee who has the responsibility of performing this service without becoming insolvent. 
(2) Should the network interconnection obligation be based on existing statutory schemes? If not, what should the interconnection obligation be?

We should probably wait for the FCC definition of what “open access” will officially mean. But in the mean time, we believe that the European Union statement style is simple enough for fiber deployments, and that the wireless offerings may lend themselves more to a roaming interconnection arrangement because of the potential for mobility applications. The interconnection obligation should be to allow any other qualified service provider to have access to a subscriber if the infrastructure was paid for with stimulus funds. 
(3) Should there be different nondiscrimination and network interconnection standards for different technology platforms?

If the language cannot be generalized enough to cover both, we could see a different approach for wireline vs. wireless approaches as described above.
(4) Should failure to abide by whatever obligations are established result in de-obligation of fund awards?

If the spirit of the intent is to provide open access and open services, then a deal is a deal. If it is different, then you should change the Act accordingly. This goes back to the philosophy that “It’s not okay to fail.” It’s okay to make some mistakes if you go back and fix them.
(5) In the case of infrastructure paid for in whole or part by grant funds, should the obligations extend beyond the life of the grant and attach for the useable life of the infrastructure?

That sounds fair… they can always give the money back if they change their minds. But you will have to define “usable life” of the infrastructure.
d. Are there other terms in this section of the Recovery Act, such as “community anchor institutions,” that NTIA should define to ensure the success of the grant program? If so, what are those terms and how should those terms be defined, given the stated purposes of the Recovery Act?

Those already cited for definition seem like good ones.

e. What role, if any, should retail price play in these definitions?

Although hard to do, it would be nice to see some closer parity between prices in urban locations and prices in rural locations. McDonald’s hamburgers are about the same in both locales, so it obviously can be done in some industries.
14. Measuring the Success of the BTOP: The Recovery Act permits NTIA to establish additional reporting and information requirements for any recipient of grant program funds.

a. What measurements can be used to determine whether an individual proposal has successfully complied with the statutory obligations and project timelines?

The measurements will occur at two levels.

First, you have general goals that work will start within 120 days. Although the definition of start can be pretty easily finessed, it should be certified in some way. Also, you have a requirement that the project be in production with the stated construction plan finished within two years. This is harder, but seems like it can be certified as well. So the high level goals can be measured pretty easily.

It is the second level of acceptance that is harder to meet. These are program specific and the subject of the next question. 
b. Should applicants be required to report on a set of common data elements so that the relative success of individual proposals may be measured? If so, what should those elements be?

The grant proposal should state what the project objectives are in measurable criteria, and you are evaluating the objectives and criteria on a competitive basis as opposed to general statutory criteria. These criteria also have to be met. Examples of such criteria might be the following:
· The number of people for which the project provides Internet service in as yet unserved areas
· The number of subscribers that have advanced to have two or more providers in an underserved area

· The number of different service capabilities in the area

· The speed of the service

The criteria and metrics for measurement will need to be laid out in each project because they will be specific to each of the activities and deliverables of what was proposed. Therefore, the metrics will need to be rather self-defining project by project. But you will see these at the outset and come to agreement, or agree to the changes through the change control process.

15. Please provide comment on any other issues that NTIA should consider in creating BTOP within the confines of the statutory structure established by the Recovery Act.

The concern for unintended consequences

We have an observation to make on the subject of anchor institutions. This is the rule of unintended consequences. It comes up in environment discussions all the time where ecosystems are involved.

If you chop down all the trees in the rainforest for commercial reasons, eventually insufficient oxygen will be regenerated and our species among others will all become extinct and die out. This may seem like an odd statement to interject at this point, but let us change the metaphor and try again. 

In other countries the favorite trick of the incumbent carriers and cable companies is to provide bargain basement priced service to government and educational customers even at a loss. This practice removes the critical mass of sources of revenue, making it almost impossible for startup community broadband networks to enter the business. After nipping any new weeds in the bud, the dominant providers can then proceed to charge whatever they want and wait to deploy when it becomes optimal and easy. 
The point is this: if in trying to do the good deed of making communications services totally free for government institutions in general to “help them out,” and we inadvertently poison the well for the very community broadband networks we are trying to promote with the Act for the use of economic development for the rest of the community, then we really haven’t done what we set out to do. What we have inadvertently done is the opposite of what we set out to do. In order to keep the food chain going, everyone has to pay something for value received, otherwise there is no sustainability.

This is a matter of cogent balance and a matter of understanding how to keep the broadband ecosystem going. Be careful with this one.  The Commander’s Intent would guide you to preserving the ability to provide broadband service to all Americans as the priority.
Dependencies

If individual proposals are for projects that are building blocks such that they are required or are useful to larger state-wide, regional, or national programs, you should ask the proposal writers to include a reference to the larger program in the appendix and state what that dependency might be. This way you can make a judgment on whether you want the larger program to be launched and whether the ecosystem component is also desirable. Such interdependencies abound in large programs such as yours.

Projects as models for others

Try to find 6-10 examples of good proposals early on that you can hold up visually and with words as examples to the public of what you are looking for and approving. Such continued interaction with the public will cause a richness of communication that conveys much more information and will be many times more effective than remoteness and telegraphed results once a year.
RUS:

The provisions regarding the RUS Recovery Act broadband grant and loan activities are found in Division A, title I under the heading Rural Utilities Service, Distance Learning, Telemedicine and Broadband Program of the Recovery Act.

1. What are the most effective ways RUS could offer broadband funds to ensure that rural residents that lack access to broadband will receive it?

For a number of years, RUS has struggled to find an effective way to use the Agency’s current broadband loan program to provide broadband access to rural residents that lack such access. RUS believes that the authority to provide grants as well as loans will give it the tools necessary to achieve that goal. RUS is looking for suggestions as to the best ways to:

a. bundle loan and grant funding options to ensure such access is provided in the projects funded under the Recovery Act to areas that could not traditionally afford the investment;

Yes. Please refer to section 1c above in the NTIA section for the discussion of how the different stages of planning, design, pre-construction, construction, and post-construction require different packaging at each stage. Also refer to the different questions that dealt with the need for innovation for thoughts on how your new flexibilities will help speed the launch of projects.
b. promote leveraging of Recovery Act funding with private investment that ensures project viability and future sustainability; and

We believe that this is essential for sustainability. Note however that this is an ecosystem that you require, and that private funding during the operational phase is also needed to feed revenues back to wholesale providers.

Private investors, other than charities, seldom invest in not-for-profit companies, as you are well aware. So you must seek for-profit companies contributing other elements of the ecosystem.

Also, we might all respectfully inquire whether state laws that restrict strategic partnerships between government and private companies remain pertinent and desirable.
c. ensure that Recovery Funding is targeted to unserved areas that stand to benefit the most from this funding opportunity.

The targeted areas must be identified and the specific services must be tracked relative to each area.
2. In what ways can RUS and NTIA best align their Recovery Act broadband activities to make the most efficient and effective use of the Recovery Act broadband funds?

In the Recovery Act, Congress provided funding and authorities to both RUS and the NTIA to expand the development of broadband throughout the country. Taking into account the authorities and limitations provided in the Recovery Act, RUS is looking for suggestions as to how both agencies can conduct their Recovery Act broadband activities so as to foster effective broadband development. For instance:

a) RUS is charged with ensuring that 75 percent of the area is rural and without

sufficient access needed for economic development. How should this definition be

reconciled with the NTIA definitions of “unserved” and “underserved?”

These are two different measurements and must be tracked separately. 
When you get down on the streets and find out what is going on in urban areas, you will find that there are areas of upper Manhattan that are actually unserved for many complex reasons. So if we are really taking to heart the matter of unserved people, or looking to leverage broadband to support other areas on the Act that focus on energy or mass transportation areas, the door is opened to a larger scope.

· We would believe that one of the useful areas that the 25% of the funding allocated to non-rural areas could be used for are ecosystem support entities that support the shared operations for rural community broadband systems so that the communities are not forced to rebuild this very expensive asset over and over again when they could just as easily have shared the service with a co-op or similar partnership. 

· There are groups that are trying to make telecommuting jobs available to people with broadband capability in rural areas to stem the tide of outsourcing this work overseas. So the equipment and professional training and technical support of rural work environments seem to fill the spirit of the language in the Act.

· And finally, the need for adequate core and distribution bandwidth required to reach rural areas from the gateway cities seems to be a good candidate that did not seem to fit into the old rules.

The expanded emphasis seems to beg for delivering useful services to the rural areas over the new transmission pipes as opposed to just laying pipe.

This all seems very enlightened in terms of the expanded flexibility.

b) How should the agencies structure their eligibility requirements and other programmatic elements to ensure that applicants that desire to seek funding from both agencies 

(i) do not receive duplicate resources and 

Be specific about the funding. If it is for equipment, materials, or facilities, be specific about what is being funded and what is being excluded. If any of the funds cover labor items, ask to see the spend plan in advance and then look to see if anyone was double paid as the project ensues.
 (ii) are not hampered in their ability to apply for funds from both agencies?

Allow joint proposals to explain their project just once and then have separate parts for the two types of funds being requested. Do it like two banks do when they syndicate a loan.

But if you have one group that delays an approval such that it stops the other from acting, then you are in fact hampering the ability to apply from both agencies. There should be a deadline for decisions and an escalation process such that confusion and indecision on one level does not neuter the need to get on with time-sensitive action. This does need to be run like a business if economic stimulus is the goal.

As mentioned earlier in 12 (a), a joint operations center will probably help with internal communications.
3. How should RUS evaluate whether a particular level of broadband access and service is needed to facilitate economic development?

Seventy-five percent of an area to be funded under the Recovery Act must be in an area that USDA determines lacks sufficient “high speed broadband service to facilitate rural economic development.” RUS is seeking suggestions as to the factors it should use to make such determinations.
a) How should RUS define “rural economic development?” What factors should be considered, in terms of job growth, sustainability, and other economic and socio-economic benefits?

Job growth is certainly a good one. Mean and median annual incomes are good ones also. Gross commercial sales come to mind. The number of new companies in town would be a good measure. 
But the subtle factors will include 
· The number and quantity of ecosystem support companies created for an area. (An ecosystem support company typically does not provide transmission, but is essential to the smooth operation and use of broadband systems.) 
· The percentage of high speed Internet use vs. urban statistics. 
· The access and quality of technical support. 
· The reduction in costs of key essential elements needed for small business in a technological age. 
· The cellular coverage in the area. 
· The count of 24 year olds that want to live in the area. 
Improvements in each of these areas toward urban norms will indicate success.
b) What speeds are needed to facilitate “economic development?” What does "high speed broadband service" mean?

The definition of high speed broadband speed is a hard one, and that is why you are asking the question. But if we return to the guidance in The Commander’s Intent of providing 100 MB support to every American by 2012, and we see that it is the world as opposed to we who is setting the definition of what high speed broadband is, then we would recommend taking the top three countries in the ITU list, averaging their average broadband speed and using this as a definition of high speed broadband. While we are at it, we might average the consumer price for that coverage in those same three countries, and use that as a goal for catching up.
c) What factors should be considered, when creating economic development incentives, in constructing facilities in areas outside the seventy-five percent area that is rural (i.e., within an area that is less than 25 percent rural)?

As described above, if those outside facilities in question are being constructed for reaching and supporting rural areas, then those facilities and their support groups should be considered. If there are service providers that need transit service to get to rural areas, then they should be considered. If there are programs that make applications and jobs available to people in rural areas, then this is economic development. 
This is a tough question when the main emphasis is on rural expansion, but there will probably be some pretty good proposals that come through providing these other kinds of support if there is encouragement.
4. In further evaluating projects, RUS must consider the priorities listed below. What value should be assigned to those factors in selecting applications? What additional priorities should be considered by RUS?

Priorities have been assigned to projects that will: 

1) give end-users a choice of internet service providers, 

2) serve the highest proportion of rural residents that lack access to broadband service, 

3) be projects of current and former RUS borrowers, and 

4) be fully funded and ready to start once they receive funding under the Recovery Act.

The first priority should be given to establishing broadband service to those who have no access to service at all.

Since this is a stimulus program, the next priority within the first group is to pick programs that are ready to go once they receive funding.

The third priority would be to give end users a choice of providers. But when you think of it, if open access remains a directive and is unambiguously defined by the FCC, any new build can always be required to provide open access.

And lastly, you of course want to give some preference to those to whom you have already loaned money that have a track record of being successful. You do this so that they will continue to be able to create more success and be able to pay all your loans back.

In addition to your four areas listed in your question, it would seem that the count of retail service providers that provide sustaining revenues to the community broadband provider is pretty important. If there are no services provided other than just access to the Internet, one has to ask the question of whether the operation will be sustainable, or whether the operation will ever be able to reach similar price points as urban locales.

A last area of inquiry might be that the difference between a survival strategy and one that operates with confidence is that of adoption. If a grant application arrives that has no marketing plan for adoption, then it will receive predictable penetration. However, if the plan arrives with an inspiring method of getting community involvement and genuine buzz over a sustained period, then its chances for success are quite different. 
What benchmarks should RUS use to determine the success of its Recovery Act broadband activities?

The Recovery Act gives RUS new tools to expand the availability of broadband in rural America. RUS is seeking suggestions regarding how it can measure the effectiveness of its funding programs under the Recovery Act. Factors to consider include, but are not limited to:

a. Businesses and residences with “first-time” access

This is a really good one.
b. Critical facilities provided new and/or improved service:

i. Educational institutions

ii. Healthcare Providers

iii. Public service/safety

These are good, too.
c. Businesses created or saved

And this one.
d. Job retention and/or creation

And this one.
e. Decline in unemployment rates

And this one.
f. State, local, community support

Yes, and I guess these, also.

But let’s go back and reexamine what we are doing here. The crisis that precipitated this program was one of economic stimulus. So let’s go back and group the categories appropriately:

Economic stimulus:

· Job retention and/or creation have to be right up there. (Perhaps a decline in unemployment rates is related.) With the trickle-down effect, all unemployment can be affected by having increased economic development.
· Businesses created or saved is associated with economic development.

Adoption, part 1:

· Businesses and residences with first time access. This may lead to job creation and economic development.
And then we come to the matter of public services. But let us first pause and reflect on critical success factors. If we have new broadband generally available in the area such that we are generating both new business and residential subscribers, what is the possibility that hospitals, public safety, state and local governments, and community groups will not be using it also? They probably won’t be far behind.
Adoption, part 2:

If we are focused on outcomes as opposed to just making sure that all the money gets distributed, then the adoption rate needs to be more closely examined. Adoption can be measured through at-home access, at-office access, or indirectly by how many people access the Internet through the library or other community center locations. As the post-construction phase proceeds, did we get a 30% adoption rate or a 70% rate? It makes a difference since if the broadband isn’t used, then the benefits are not accruing. And so if it is not being used as evidenced by the penetration rate being low, whose fault is it that no one wanted to use it in a particular town? It is likely that there has been a naivety on the part of the community broadband group in terms of the fundamental skill of marketing. The financial community understands that this will be the hardest thing to do well and will spell the difference between success and failure. So why is it that so many community broadband groups do such a bad job of those fundamental things that are necessary to cause adoption. We surmise that a big reason is their leaders may not know any better or how to do it.

So, in answer to this last question, a measure of effectiveness at the outset is whether there is a well planned marketing program to let the target population know about the service, to teach them how to use the service, to help them order the service, to help them after they have ordered the service, and to see what they are saying to their neighbors as indirect salesmen. (Are there social workgroup “pods” being formed that make the adoption of broadband the socially fun thing to do?) If this is done well, it makes the difference between the 30% and the 70% adoption rate. And it’s best to do the measurement while things are rolling out so that corrections can be made.

So what would be helpful in this most important matter? We would suggest that you study very carefully the marketing techniques of those that have succeeded and failed to date to see the best practices required for adoption. It will be very helpful to the overall program if you can offer ongoing instruction in modern marketing technique to incoming participants in the business so that they will be optimally successful. 
Conclusion
Our concluding thoughts relative to your Request for Information are that you will receive an overwhelming number of opinions through your process… so many that it will be hard to read them all. But on the possibility that you will be able to read this one thoroughly, here are two thoughts:

1. “All people will respond to you and behave in a way that promotes their own self interest.” - John Nash

So to spare you any guessing as to why we have responded to your RFI and what our motivation is, the matter is very simple. We make our living helping people who are trying to do things that they have never done before. We do not advertise, and all of our clients come to us by way of referral. People bet on us before they will bet on their own staff for a variety of reasons. So we are looking forward to helping a number of groups who have come to us in search of innovative solutions and fascinating advances in the use of broadband capability. Look for the following proposals that come from these groups in terms of the following proposals:
· The national chain of the electronic library community centers supporting the gamut of small business and individual learning needs… with a natural revenue stream for sustainability attached.

· The energy proposals that transcend EID generation, smart grid transmission, and smart use of electricity… that actually reduces the amount of energy consumed.
· The interconnection and expansion of communications businesses expanding the enterprise and culture of the Native American communities.

· The cooperative that supports the needs for Tier-1 datacenter operational support management for emerging community broadband nonprofit entities… addressing the greatest impediment to the expansion of rural broadband.
· The incubator chain supporting the facilities environment, operations, and marketing support for emerging small businesses that are dependent on Big Broadband.

· The mass transit communications system that makes it a pleasure to forgo driving to work… while quietly expanding the safety of public transportation.
· The video healthcare network that communicates medical information to patients in a personalized way to thousands of medical centers across the nation.

With the selected number of projects in which we will be individually participating, these should be exciting times. Try to see for yourself the handful of common themes that enable these projects and more to leverage the national broadband network as it is likely to evolve.
But the final thought has more to do with what your own individual motivations are for participating in this process. We can tell by the nature of your questions and your handful of public statements that you know that you are at the historic moment. And your tone is that you are not just interested in dispatching your duties in a routine fashion. You actually want to dispatch your part of this so that the right kind of history will be made. So our last thought on the matter is as follows:
2. Review once again the old Chinese proverb on advice given to a father:

“If you give your child a fish to eat, he may starve to death in a week. But if you teach your child to fish, then he will have plenty to eat for the rest of his life.”

The point of this is that if you just give money to people who are desperate, it will tend to run through their fingers like sand and then you will have nothing to show for your efforts. And that would not be good.

But if you qualify the proposals that are coming to you to find the strategic element that shows how the groups are setting themselves up to continuously learn how to compete for themselves in winning style… against determined competitors both here and abroad… then you are perhaps poised to launch the greatest come from behind victory in the history of the world.
So hurry and pick out the dozen or so model projects that you can hold up as poster children. Teach the other requesting groups through example. Teach them actively what you want and how to do it.

Thank you again for your open and interactive management of the program.
Respectfully submitted,

\s\

John Reynolds

Partner

Stratum Broadband

john.reynolds@stratumbroadband.com
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