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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
RNK, Inc. (“RNK”) and Wave2Wave Communications, Inc. (“Wave2Wave”, RNK and Wave2Wave are affiliated entities and hereinafter also jointly referred to as “RNK”) hereby jointly submit these comments in response to the Joint Request for Information issued by the National Telecommunications and Information Administration and the Rural Utilities Service with respect to the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 Broadband Initiatives.  RNK proposes rules regarding the eligibility of applicants, definitions for broadband, unserved and underserved areas, nondiscrimination and network interconnection obligations as well as rules for the grant process. RNK urges NTIA and RUS to adopt their
 proposals, which are designed to encourage the best and most efficient use of the taxpayer monies allocated to fund broadband expansion.  

RNK would also request that in adopting its proposals, the NTIA make every effort to ensure that a significant proportion of monies be set aside for underserved areas, in which RNK feels the most efficiently targeted and sustainable deployment of innovative next generation broadband technologies can be realized to maximize job creation, both during deployment of the infrastructure and, post-deployment, within the underserved communities themselves.
Before the

National Telecommunications and Information Administration 
And

Rural Utilities Service
Washington, DC  


In the Matter of 

) 



) 

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 
)      Docket No. 090309298-9299-01 

Broadband Initiatives 

) 



) 


JOINT COMMENTS OF RNK AND WAVE2WAVE IN RESPONSE
TO JOINT REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
RNK and Wave2Wave hereby jointly submit these comments in response to the Joint Request for Information (“RFI”) issued by the National Telecommunications and Information Administration (“NTIA”) and the Rural Utilities Service (“RUS”) with respect to the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (the “Recovery Act”) Broadband Initiatives.
  
RNK is a Massachusetts based Integrated Communications Provider, marketing local and interexchange telecommunications services, as well as Internet services and IP-enabled services.  RNK and/or its affiliates are certified facilities-based Competitive Local Exchange Carriers and/or interexchange carriers in Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Florida, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island and Virginia, with authority to resell certain telecommunications services in Maine, Texas and Vermont, as well as international §214 authority from the Federal Communications Commission.  Via its own facilities, RNK serves a variety of customers with a broad range of telecommunications and non-telecommunications services.  

Wave2Wave is a New Jersey based High Speed Wired and Wireless Broadband services provider. Wave2Wave’s recent acquisition of RNK has allowed its customers to benefit from telecommunications offerings such as audio/web teleconferencing, and complete enterprise voice solutions in addition to its standard suite of data and internet-based services. Wave2Wave was one of the first companies to successfully implement fixed wireless broadband in the Northeast. The Company is renowned for using state-of-the-art technology in order to give its business customers the competitive edge they need to succeed in a demanding and ever-changing global market. Wave2Wave has helped thousands of companies and over a quarter million end users achieve success through increased productivity, cost savings and high levels of efficiency.
RNK proposes rules regarding the eligibility of applicants, definitions for broadband, unserved and underserved areas, nondiscrimination and network interconnection obligations as well as rules for the grant process. As COMPTEL has advocated in its General Comments,
 RNK urges NTIA and RUS to adopt their proposals, which are designed to encourage the best and most efficient use of the taxpayer monies allocated to fund broadband expansion.  RNK would also request that in adopting its proposals, the NTIA make every effort to ensure that a significant proportion of monies be set aside for underserved areas, in which RNK feels the most efficiently targeted and sustainable deployment of innovative next generation Broadband technologies can be realized to maximize job creation, both during deployment of the infrastructure and, post-deployment, within the underserved communities themselves.
I. 
ELIGIBILITY OF APPLICANTS [NTIA QUESTION 3] 
Proposed Rule: Eligible applicants shall include the following: (a) those entities listed in Section 6001(e)(1)(A) and (B) of the ARRA; or (b) any broadband service or network infrastructure provider, including any entity that is, or would be, pursuant to its grant application, required to file an FCC Form 499 or 477 with the Federal Communications Commission; or (c) any entity that is certificated as a local exchange carrier by a State. 
NTIA asks what standard it should apply to determine 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.
  RNK agrees with COMPTEL and supports its position that because the purpose of the grant/loan programs is to provide access to and stimulate demand for broadband service,
 the public interest will be served by defining eligible applicants to include entities that actually provide broadband service and/or deploy network infrastructure.
  At a minimum, such entities would include any entity that files Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) Form 477 and/or 499 or that is certificated by a State to provide local exchange service.

Congress enacted the Recovery Act to create jobs and stimulate economic growth.
  Private industry and businesses, including telecommunications carriers and information service providers, drive job growth and economic development. To the extent that the Administration and Congress have determined that expanding access to broadband services will contribute to job growth and economic stimulation, it is critical that grant funding be made available to those entities that will construct the broadband networks and provide the broadband services to citizens and businesses in unserved and underserved areas.
 In addition to COMPTEL’s arguments,
 RNK would further emphasize that efficient use of the limited funds available for this portion of the Stimulus is critical to ensuring deployments are effectively utilized.  Central to realizing a long term, sustainable economic impact will be the development, on a grant-by-grant basis, of renewable business resources within the area of infrastructure deployment itself.  As COMPTEL indicates,
 inefficiency in the grant/deployment process will only serve to divert much needed funding away from needy communities, and towards unwanted costs, abrogating the ARRA mandate of expanding the availability of broadband service to unserved and underserved areas.  RNK would propose that the NTIA’s rules recognize and give special weight to applicants who would use these monies to promote new business opportunities within unserved and underserved areas as part of a long term strategy for sustainable broadband deployment.  In this way, economic recovery and expansion can be achieved through realizing the goals of sustainable job creation and broadband infrastructure deployment.  The jobs that will be created through the use of the stimulus money should not be restricted to the process of building the infrastructure itself.  Instead, why not include  members from the community as a means of bridging the digital divide?  By incorporating such innovative deployment strategies into long term business models, community members themselves will see direct economic impact; not just from ready access to new broadband networks, but as newly minted broadband entrepreneurs.  While RNK is not advocating that such a strategy, where broadband deployment includes job creation within the underserved or unserved community itself, be an eligibility requirement, it would propose that any eligibility rules NTIA or RUS adopts would give special consideration to applicants who plan an utilizing such a deployment strategy.
RNK agrees with COMPTEL that the over seven billion dollars that NTIA and RUS are required to distribute by the close of fiscal year 2010, while substantial, is not enough to bring broadband to all unserved and underserved communities.
  In an effort to make the best and most productive use of the limited funds, the public interest demands that NTIA include broadband service and network infrastructure providers in the definition of those eligible to apply for and receive grant/loan monies. Such providers have proven histories of deploying the type of networks and providing the type of services that the grant/loan monies are intended to finance, expand and stimulate demand for.  Specifying by rule that such entities are eligible to apply for and receive funding will go a long way toward ensuring that the funds are used for their intended purposes and that broadband service is delivered to unserved and underserved communities in the most efficient and economical manner.
  Furthermore, applicants who propose bold new and innovative strategies should be given special eligibility.  Key to any successful deployment will be long-term economic sustainability; a goal that can be assured through the innovative use of funding to deploy networks and develop new business opportunities with community members within unserved and underserved areas.
II. 
DEFINITION OF BROADBAND [NTIA QUESTION 13.B] 
Proposed Rule: Broadband refers to a signaling method in which multiple signals share the same terrestrial bandwidth simultaneously for the transmission of voice, data and video. 
RNK agrees with COMPTEL that NTIA should afford grant applicants maximum flexibility in designing their networks and product offerings in ways that will be attractive to and affordable for customers. Therefore, regardless of how “broadband” is otherwise defined, it should not be defined by reference to a minimum speed. 
  While RNK generally agrees with COMPTEL’s position regarding speed requirements (and alternative minimum speed requirements should the Administration find them necessary),
 RNK would emphasize that new and innovative product offerings for deployment, which may including faster broadband speeds among other benefits, should be a heavily weighted factor in the grant process.  Therefore any definition for “broadband” that the Administration adopts should recognize that broadband, while not indicating any minimum speed, per se, nevertheless should include many of the qualities associated with current and “next generation” technologies (e.g., “Advanced Broadband Technologies”); of which higher speeds are a characteristic.
Giving service providers flexibility in designing and proposing product offerings for funding will generate a broader pool of applications for NTIA and RUS to consider.
 RNK agrees with COMPTEL that speed requirements will limit the pool of applications, as many providers may not be able to meet even low speed thresholds.  With fewer applications to choose from, the Administration will have fewer options to consider for deployment.  As the ARRA mandates that each state shall receive a portion of the funding, it is critical that the Administration have before it a healthy pool of qualified candidates from which to choose.  While the definition of broadband should not serve as a barrier to applying for a grant, it should serve as a strong filtering mechanism for the grant awarding process.  New technologies are often at the core of innovative solutions.  While demand in unserved or underserved areas may not be readily apparent for cutting edge technologies, such demand may quickly coalesce should such products be made available to these communities.  The phenomenon of ‘if you build it, they will come’ is not an unreasonable model for providing next generation products and services that consumers may not fully appreciate a need for yet; such a phenomenon can be used to explain the success of the Internet itself.  By recognizing in any definition of broadband qualities associated with forward looking technologies, such as higher network speeds, the Administration will ensure that infrastructure deployments are long term sustainable and will not become obsolete or require costly overhauls (for which funding may not be available) as they mature.
Higher broadband speeds may be accompanied by increased costs and may be difficult to achieve in certain areas due to geographic, market demand or other limitations.
  As COMPTEL indicates, however, forward looking technologies are not limited to higher speeds.
  It has been noted, however, that speed increases and broadband technology advancement are not always associated with increased costs to consumers.
  In addition, the 80% grant ratio indicates that any infrastructure deployment will be at quite a reduced cost compared with a similar deployment in the absence of ARRA funding.  This cost savings could be used to offset any increased costs associated with higher speed networks.  Moreover, as explained in Section I, applicants may bring to the table innovative proposals to address long term deployment sustainability, such as community based business development.  These and other innovative proposals may yield new sources of long term revenue growth which might also be used to offset network costs.  By implementing offsetting mechanisms in their infrastructure deployment plans, applicants will help ensure that, even in the face of possible increased network costs associated with next generation technology, broadband providers will still be successful post deployment.  Moreover, by implementing Advanced Broadband Technologies, providers will ensure that their networks will mature well, and avoid the necessity for shorter-term augments to in order to keep pace with technological advances.
While RNK proposes that these grants be focused on more forward looking technologies, it recognizes that any approach should be technology neutral to give applicants the flexibility to innovate. Different technologies are able to support varying speeds, and requiring a “one-size fits all” approach for speed may prevent broadband providers using certain technologies from participating in the program and delivering the benefits of broadband to unserved and underserved areas.
  Moreover, technology improvements are not limited to increases in speed and such improvements can yield significant benefits in productivity gains.
  Speed is, however, an important factor, if not a driving force, behind new technology adoption.  As higher speed products are developed and implemented, over time they become the new de facto standard for broadband network speeds.  As broadband providers may incur higher costs to facilitate higher speed networks, likewise, slower speed networks (or what the replaced “standard” networks would have become) should be less costly to run.  New, higher speed technology should therefore have the effect of actually decreasing overall network costs.  This same mechanism is seen across high technology industries, from television sets to network routers; what was once “new” is destined to become “old” – and likewise less expensive.  By focusing on grant applications which promise more innovative, next generation “broadband”, the Administration will be helping to establish a new standard in network technology, and reducing the costs of existing networks.
III. DEFINITIONS OF UNSERVED AND UNDERSERVED AREAS [NTIA QUESTION 13.A] 
RNK agrees with COMPTEL that an “unserved” area should be defined in terms of the proportion of customer locations without access to broadband service,
 but differs in its definition of “underserved” areas, which  should be defined in terms of access to Advanced Broadband Service (or services offering Advanced Broadband Technologies) available to customers in a particular applicant defined area.  If funding recipients are required to provide access to their networks to other providers, the deployment of a new taxpayer funded network in unserved and underserved areas should stimulate additional competition and market entry (e.g., providers 2, 3, 4, 5, etc.),
 which will also promote technological innovation.  Access to new broadband technologies may have a transformative impact on communities, decrease overall network costs, and promote long term growth of new broadband networks.
In evaluating whether or not an application meets the criteria for serving an “unserved” or “underserved” area, the Agencies should consider the target market, i.e., residential versus business market, that the applicant is proposing to serve. For example, if an applicant proposes to provide broadband services to business subscribers and the only broadband provider in the applicant-defined area is a cable company that serves only the residential market, the area should be considered “unserved.” 

A. 
Unserved Area 
Proposed Rule: An “Unserved” area is an applicant-defined area in which, at the time of filing the application, 90% or more of the customer locations within that area do not have access to broadband service; provided that if the applicant defined service area falls completely within a state that defines “unserved” using a different percentage, the state definition will govern.
 

Where 90% or more of customer locations in an area do not have access to broadband service, as defined by relative business or residential market, NTIA should consider such an area to be “unserved” unless the state for which application is made defines “unserved” using a different percentage.

RNK supports COMPTEL’s position regarding the proposed definition of “unserved” areas.  Applicants should be allowed to define the area covered by their application, so that standardized solutions (e.g., use of standardized areas such as MSAs, counties or states) for evaluating unserved areas will not introduce categories for evaluation, in which there may be great variation in broadband availability, which will have a negative effect on the efficient use of stimulus funds.
  By allowing applicants to tailor their proposals to select areas of their own design, pockets of customers with little to no broadband access will not be deprived broadband stimulus due to their inclusion in larger county or state areas (for example) that appear to have enough broadband access to make them as a whole “served” under a standardized definition of “unserved” areas.
  Applicant-defined areas represent a balanced approach to this issue which allow applicants, on a per application basis, to match the right network technology deployment with the right geographic area, to ensure the most efficient and sustainable deployment of network infrastructure to unserved areas.
B. 
Underserved Area 
Proposed Rule: An “Underserved” area is an applicant-defined area in which, at the time of filing the application, a significant portion of customer locations do not have access to currently available Advanced Broadband Technology
RNK recognizes that market competition in an area is an important factor in determining whether customers have suitable access to broadband services.
  Where pricing is set by legacy monopoly operators, rather than by robust market forces, especially over larger service areas, those customers with less money available may find even basic broadband services economically out of reach.
  
RNK’s view, however, is that defining “underserved” areas in terms of monopoly percentages will only serve to deprive significant portions of the population the benefits of this stimulus.  Many areas which lack adequate access to new technologies in the broadband space would not satisfy a market-defined approach to “underserved”.  An area may have 80% of the market controlled by one provider, and even though that provider may be providing antiquated and outdated broadband service, that area would still not be considered “underserved” under some commenter’s proposed definitions.
  RNK would implore NTIA to consider these customers as it formulates its definition of “underserved” areas; access to advanced technology should not be relegated to the privileged few, especially where, taking the aforementioned example of network access speeds, charges for such services are often more a product of legacy infrastructure costs rather than the expenses of Advanced Broadband Technology adoption.

RNK realizes that nationwide 100% broadband deployment will not be accomplished with the relatively small amount of funding available, and that compelling arguments have been made for minimizing the technology in order to maximize network deployment.  Such a strategy appears on its face to provide the most dollar-for-dollar broadband access; but it may also provide a solution that will require massive network overhauls in the not-too-distant future to keep pace with rapidly evolving broadband technologies.  If lower speed, last-generation networks rule the day, we may find ourselves requiring future rounds of stimulus funding, not for new network expansions, but in order to patch up the problems with our old networks.  What appears to be budget-minded today may potentially expose would-be funding recipients to escalating costs in the future; at a time when government assistance will not be guaranteed and may not be available.  
These networks should be built with an eye towards the future.  With targeted deployments of advanced broadband technology solutions, applicants can ensure customers have access to next-generation features that may profoundly alter their social, professional and economic situations.  Moreover, such advanced networks will have increased longevity, and while predicting the direction future technology advances will take is problematic, such advanced networks will have the best chance of minimizing costs associated with near-term future upgrades, which less advanced networks will surely require in order to maintain viability.

By defining “underserved” as access to Advanced Broadband Technology, NTIA will be enacting a standard which can evolve as broadband technology changes.  RNK wishes to shift the focus from the market to the customer.  A customer with two or more options to “good enough” broadband products should not be considered “served”, and thus not eligible to reap the benefits of this stimulus.  Where a significant portion of customer locations do not have access to advanced broadband, regardless of the service options available, there should be an opportunity under this funding for applicants to craft innovative proposals to address these customers’ needs. 
IV. NETWORK INTERCONNECTION AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS [NTIA QUESTION 13.C] 
Proposed Rule: Any entity that receives funding, directly or indirectly (i.e., through partnership or subcontract arrangement), to deploy a broadband network shall agree to the following obligations as a condition of receiving funds: 
(1) Interconnection. – (a) The obligation to allow any requesting telecommunications provider to interconnect its facilities and equipment and exchange traffic with the broadband network at any technically feasible point, including on an IP-to-IP basis, at cost-based rates consistent with the obligations imposed by 47 U.S.C. §§251 and 252; and (b) the obligation to provide access to requesting telecommunications and information service providers to the taxpayer funded broadband network on a wholesale, resale or unbundled basis on just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory terms and conditions and at rates no higher than the funding recipient’s cost plus a reasonable profit. The foregoing obligation includes the duty to provide access in a manner that allows requesting providers to combine network elements in order to provision broadband service to their customers. The funding recipient shall agree to provide network access regardless of whether such access would otherwise be mandated by 47 U.S.C. § 251(c). In determining cost for purposes of setting interconnection and network access rates, only the private funds invested to build, operate and maintain the network shall be treated as recoverable costs; the rates may not include nor provide any recovery whatsoever for the portion of the cost of the network deployment that was supported by BTOP grant funds. 

(2) Nondiscrimination. – Any entity that receives funding, directly or indirectly, shall agree to comply with the FCC’s Broadband Policy Statement. 

 (3) Enforcement. – (a) Failure to comply with the interconnection, including the network access, obligations shall constitute an unjust and unreasonable practice under 47 U.S.C. §§ 201 and 202. Parties that are denied interconnection or access to a funding recipient’s network in accordance with the foregoing provisions may file a complaint at the FCC pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 208 or file a complaint in federal court pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 207; (b) Failure to comply with the nondiscrimination obligation shall constitute an unjust and unreasonable practice under 47 U.S.C. §§ 201 and 202. Parties alleging discrimination contrary to the foregoing requirements may bring a complaint at the FCC or seek any other relief available at law or in equity; (c) These remedies are not exclusive and do not preclude a party from pursuing any other remedy at law or in equity to enforce these provisions.
 
RNK generally supports COMPTEL’s Comments regarding applicant’s network access and interconnection obligations.
  In many instances today, broadband providers are insulated from competition because (1) it is uneconomical to build a competing network and (2) existing providers decline to provide access to their fiber and packet switched networks to competing providers.
  RNK agrees that applicants should be contractually obligated to make their ARRA funded networks and services available on a wholesale basis, a resale basis and an unbundled basis to competing providers.
 As taxpayer money will be used to fund up to 80% of these projects, imposing such obligations will deliver maximum benefits to all taxpayers by facilitating the entry of multiple broadband service providers into unserved and underserved areas, thereby increasing customer choice and promoting competitive rates.
 
Finally, any applicant who receives NTIA or RUS funding must agree to comply with the FCC’s Broadband Policy Statement.

V. GRANT PROCESS [NTIA QUESTIONS 5, 10 AND RUS QUESTIONS 2, 4] 
Proposed Rule: NTIA and RUS shall provide the following information with respect to the applications that have been submitted under their respective programs: 

(1) Publish notice of all applications, giving reasonable descriptions thereof, including but not limited to: (a) the name(s) of applicants; (b) the state(s) and general area(s) to which the application applies; (c) a general description of the type of project; and (d) the amount of funding sought. 

(2) Publish the application “score” and all non-proprietary information for each application that results in a funding award. 

 (3) Make available to each applicant that does not receive an award the “score” assigned to that project application and an explanation of the reason(s) funding was denied.
 

RNK generally supports COMPTEL’s Comments regarding the NTIA and RUS Grant Process.
  NTIA is required to establish and maintain a database listing each applicant, an application description, the application status, each award recipient, the purpose for which an award recipient receives funds, each quarterly report, and “such other information sufficient to allow the public to understand and monitor grants awarded under the program.”
  In fulfilling its statutory obligation, the agencies should publish notice of all applications, giving reasonable descriptions thereof, including but not limited to: (a) the name(s) of applicants; (b) state(s) and general area(s) within to which the application applies; (c) a general description of the type of project; and (d) the amount of funding sought.
  It will be to NTIA and RUS benefit to provide such information, as applicants will be helped in two ways: (1) review of applications will reveal areas of stimulus activity and inactivity, and (2) possibly prevent multiple applications and duplication of efforts.
  As applicants will naturally seek to enhance their chances of receiving ARRA funds by focusing, as feasible, on less applied for areas, providing an accurate “application map” will help spread out the stimulus funding and help the agencies meet the ARRA mandate of at least one grant per state. 
NTIA and RUS must report about award obligations under the Recovery Act.
  As part of the application decision disclosures, the agencies should publish the “score” and all non-proprietary information contained within each “winning” application.
 In addition to statutory compliance, providing this information will foster transparency in the process both with the public and other applicants, and help applicants craft better applications.  The agencies should also provide “failed” applicants with their score, to help those who wish to apply for a second or third round get a better chance at receiving funding, and help busy agency personnel review applications; providing scores will therefore improve the overall efficiency of the process.
 

CONCLUSION 
To ensure that the goals of the Recovery Act are met, NTIA and RUS should adopt the rules that RNK proposes in these comments.  These proposed rules will assist NTIA and RUS to distribute the approximately $7.2 billion in grants and loans in an efficient and effective manner, as well as provide necessary information for applicants and the public.
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� These Comments largely reflect the position of COMPTEL, of which RNK is a member, as reflected in that entities comments filed with the Agencies (“General Comments”).  While RNK submits these Comments in support of COMPTEL’s positions, it also seeks to advocate certain positions that are either not addressed in COMPTEL’s comments, which RNK feels need further clarification, or in which RNK has taken a different view.


� See Federal Register, Vol. 74, No. 47, p,. 10716 (Mar. 12, 2009).


� General Comments at 1.


� See Federal Register, Vol. 74, No. 47, p,. 10716 (Mar. 12, 2009).


� Pub. L. No. 111-5, Section 6001(b).


� General Comments at 2.


� Id.


� Pub. L. No. 111-5, Section 6001(b)(5), (k)(2)(D) and Section 1602.


� General Comments at 2.


� Id. (arguing that as none of entities listed in Pub. L. No. 111-5, Sections 6001(e)(1)(A) and (B) is in business of providing broadband services or deploying broadband infrastructure, they would likely have to hire a third party to construct and operate publicly funded broadband networks, and taxpayer money that could otherwise be spent on expanding the availability of broadband service will instead be spent on administrative and overhead costs and markups).


� See Id. at 2.


� General Comments at 3.


� Id.


� General Comments at 4.


�  Id. (proposing that Administration can and should consider speed as a factor (among others) when evaluating project applications, but speed should not be a limit on eligibility to apply for and receive funding in the first instance. If NTIA, nonetheless, decides to define broadband by a minimum speed, that speed should be no higher than 1.4 mbps downstream and 768 kbps upstream).


� Id. at 4.


� General Comments at 4.


� Id.


� See Harden, B. (2007, August 29).  Japan’s Warp Speed Ride to the Internet Future.  Washington Post.   Retrieved from � HYPERLINK "http://www.washingtonpost.com" ��http://www.washingtonpost.com�. (explaining that Japan’s network speeds being significantly faster and also cheaper than those found in United States are partly due to technological advancement of their broadband networks) (“Post”).


� General Comments at 5.


� General Comments at 5.


� Id.


� General Comments at 6.


� Id.


� Id.


� General Comments at 7.


� Id.


� Id.


� Id. at 8.


� General Comments at 7.


� See Post at 1.


� General Comments at 8-9.


� Id. at 8-15.


� General Comments at 9 & n 11. (noting that in a number of different decisions, the FCC has determined that certain statutory network access obligations and other regulatory requirements should not apply to incumbent local exchange carrier broadband facilities. See e.g., Petition of Qwest Corporation for Forbearance Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. §160(c) in the Omaha Metropolitan Statistical Area, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 20 FCC Rcd 19415 (2005); Petition of ACS of Anchorage, Inc. Pursuant to Section 10 of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended, for Forbearance from Sections 251(c)(3) and 252(d)(1) in the Anchorage Study Area, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 22 FCC Rcd 1958 (2007); Petition for Forbearance of the Verizon Telephone Companies Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 160(c); SBC Communications Inc.’s Petition for Forbearance Under 47 U.S.C. § 160(c); Qwest Communications International Inc. Petition for Forbearance Under 47 U.S.C. § 160(c); BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Petition for Forbearance Under 47 U.S.C. § 160(c), Memorandum Opinion and Order, 19 FCC Rcd 21496 (2004), aff’d sub nom. EarthLink, Inc. v. FCC 462 F.3d 1 (D.C. Cir. 2006); Appropriate Framework for Broadband Access to the Internet over Wireline Facilities; Universal Service Obligations of Broadband Providers; Review of Regulatory Requirements for Incumbent LEC Broadband Telecommunications Services; Computer III Further Remand Proceedings: Bell Operating Company Provision of 


Enhanced Services; 1998 Biennial Regulatory Review – Review of Computer III and ONA Safeguards and Requirements; Conditional Petition of the Verizon Telephone Companies for Forbearance Under 47 U.S.C. § 160(c) with Regard to Broadband Services Provided via Fiber to the Premises; Petition of the Verizon Telephone Companies for Declaratory Ruling or, Alternatively, for Interim Waiver with Regard to Broadband Services Provided via Fiber to the Premises; Consumer Protection in the Broadband Era, Report and Order and Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 20 FCC Rcd 14853 (2005).  


� Id.at 8-15.


� Id.


� Id. at 9 & 15.


� General Comments at 15.


� Id. at 15-17.


� Id. at 16 & n 25.


� Id. at 16.


� Id.


� General Comments at 16 & n 26.


� Id. at 16.


� Id. at 16-17.


� As stated, these Comments generally support the General Comments of COMPTEL, with a few notable exceptions.
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