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I will make my comments in response to the various topics – by number and letter – as set out in the Federal Register, Vol. 74, No.47/Thursday, March 12, 2009/Notices.  I would be happy to expand on any of the brief comments made in this response.
1b
Applicants should not be “encouraged” to address more than one purpose.  The evaluation criteria should be developed so that the greater the benefit resulting from the initiative seeking NTIA support the higher the point score.

1c
The evaluation criteria should give credit for benefits to be generated in other ARRA program areas – like health care and education.  At the same time, there should also be recognition of the ARRA investments in those areas.  The evaluation criteria should consider the “totality” of public benefits to be derived from a proposed initiative, and the “totality” of the public investment.

2a
State priorities should only be considered in the context of individual applications for support. States should indicate, in writing, through “letters of support” the importance the state gives to a particular application and the type and level of support it will provide to the particular initiative outlined in the application. 

2b
The role of the states should be to do whatever they can to provide to all potential NTIA applicants baseline data on existing and planned broadband services – location, speed, price, technology and supplier – and to provide technical assistance to local applicants to make the best applications possible. The states should play no gatekeeper role in prioritizing or ranking potential applications.

2c
States should not be involved in “resolving differences” or in making decisions regarding priorities for funding. This should be a national competition like TOP.
2d
NTIA should evaluate applications on their intrinsic merits – as it did with the TOP program – relying on the documented experience and capacity of the applicant to execute and produce the result proposed in the application.  After evaluating the costs and projected benefits set out in an application, NTIA should make a separate evaluation of the probability the proposed results will be achieved.  This should be based on the logic and feasibility of the proposal and the track record and quality of the development team.

3 The determination of “public interest” should be based on the current competitive conditions of the markets to be served and the cost and projected benefits of the proposed project.   It should be in the public interest to: (a) provide broadband access where none currently exists; (b) establish a second provider of broadband services where there is only one provider; (c) establish a third provider where a duopoly exists and there is evidence that the combination of price and speed is not equal to the type of service quality and price that exist in comparable locations where there is a robust competitive marketplace for broadband services.
4a
It should be the burden of the applicant to establish that the broadband need exists. That burden should be easy to meet when there are no service providers or when there is only one service provider.  It is in those situations where there are two or more providers where the applicant should have the burden of establishing that the availability of service for the markets to be served is not equal to the combinations of price and speed that exist in comparable markets.  The long term feasibility of the proposed broadband investment should be evaluated on evidence-based data similar to that used by lenders or investors, after considering the benefits to be derived from the requested grant, loan or loan guarantee.

4b
The determination of need and the practical ability of the applicant to satisfy that need should be heavily weighted in making funding determinations.

4c
The NTIA should develop evaluation criteria that would measure: (1) the economic value of the proposed support – loan guarantee, loan or grant – so that the “cost” to the government can be determined; (2) the numbers, types, duration and compensation rates for the jobs to be created as a result of the proposed project; and (3) the nature and values of the proposed “positive externalities” that are projected to result from the development and operation of the network and the ancillary programs necessary to make the project fully operational.  There are different “costs” to the government in making loan guarantees, loans and grants.  Loan guarantees are future and contingent government obligations.  Loans will result in deferred returns, along with estimates of risks and losses.  Grants are certain and immediate government costs.  It is important to distinguish between these three types of government “support” in determining the “costs” to the government in supporting any type of project submitted to the NTIA.

4d
The calculations of “leverage” require that the benefits of the combinations be valued, along with the costs.  There should be a single calculation of efficiency.

4f
In order for the NTIA to determine the sustainable adoption of broadband service, it will be necessary to evaluate: (1) the nature and quality of the outreach and marketing efforts of the applicant; (2) the involvement of institutional collaborators (like schools, libraries, public housing, hospitals, etc.) in the project so that the project will have access to permanent funding sources to sustain the operation of the broadband network after it has been developed and achieved a “project sustaining” level of market acceptance and revenue. These are evaluations similar to those made by lenders and investors in business operations.
4h
The cost to consumers of the proposed service should be a central evaluation point whether the request is for a grant, loan or loan guarantee.  In the determination of “underserved” communities, the primary evidence of need will be a comparison between the combination of price and speed available in the market for which assistance is being requested and the same combination in a comparable market where there is full and robust telecom competition.
5a
Serious consideration ought to be given to using loan guarantees, in addition to loans and grant, in supporting broadband development projects.  In many situations it is the availability of credit enhancement tools, rather than loans or grants, that can make a marginal project feasible.  The FHA loan guarantee program is the model to consider.  The FHA loan program convinced financial institutions to make long term, self-amortizing loans which was a revolutionary departure from the bullet loans that were the custom prior to the Depression.  In the case of loan guarantees for fiber projects,  the federal government’s collateral for its loan guarantee would be a future proof communication platform that will have increased, not decreased, value in the years ahead.

5b
The use of loan guarantees would dramatically reduce the immediate need for government expenditures for grants or loans and, as a result, generate substantially more value at a reduced cost.
6a
There are several things that should be done to increase the effectiveness of public computing centers. The first is to set up some standardized interactive educational software that will enable “offline” populations to develop basic competence in the use of computers and the Internet. The second is to develop computer based systems to document the success of the training effort.  The third is to use the expanded number of Americorps/Vista Volunteers to serve as assistants or “cyber-navigators” in these facilities to assure that there is human being available to assist in the largely self-educational process.

6b
There are three additional institutions that ought to be eligible for assistance. The first is community technology centers (“CTCs”).  They will need to organize themselves into metropolitan or statewide systems in order to generate the scale appropriate to the scale of the NTIA program needs. The second eligible applicant should be churches   The third is public housing authorities.  They serve very low income seniors and families (most often minorities) – target populations that regularly show up as the least frequent users of computers and the Internet.  A dramatic improvement in the use of computers and the Internet could be made by providing computer learning centers in the public housing developments, with the goal to prove their value such that public housing seniors and families will make the investment of a computer in their unit.  Public housing authorities have their own funding sources from HUD, and eligibility for local foundation grants.  Public housing authorities are sustainable locations for access and training.
7a
The replicability of a grant for innovative programs should be given high priority in evaluating applications.  For example, if a program were developed for public housing authority A, which had the potential for being applied to public housing authorities B through Z, it should be given greater credit then a grant that would only benefit A. Over the years in the TOP program too much emphasis was given to “novelty” and not enough to replicability.  As a result, the benefits of a particular grant were limited to the grantee and not to all of the similar situations that could have benefited from using the innovation in their communities.  In the “bang for the buck” world of stimulus funding, applicants should be asked to determine how many other situations could benefit from their proposed initiative and the practicality of their strategies to share their experiences widely.
7b
Applicants should be required to set out in their applications the criteria to be used to measure the success of their program and the methods and timing of the evaluations that will be made of their progress or success.

8a
Data should be collected and be capable of being visually displayed (in addition to traditional mapping) so that local applicants have foundation data regarding  “unserved” and “underserved” markets so that they can support their NTIA and RUS applications with reliable data   More importantly, it should be a base level of information to support the more detailed market research and feasibility studies that will be required by lenders and investors to actually invest in a local broadband network.  “Need” is not “demand,” and “demand” is not “effective demand.”  The reality is that it is “effective demand” that produces customers that generate the revenues to support the permanent viability of broadband networks.

8b
Data should be collected at the most practical granular level on: (1) the underlying technology of the broadband service – DSL, cable, fiber, wireless, satellite; (2) the practical speed/capacity limits of that technology; (3) the costs to the consumer of the service on a cost per M basis; (4) the provider of the service; and (5) the number of subscribers to that service in the local geo area being evaluated.
8d
The NTIA ought to be collecting information on the ways in which residents, local businesses and government agencies are currently using the broadband service available to them, and the ways they would like to use broadband if: (1) there was a greater capacity or speed; or (2) if there was a lower price.  In addition, there should be an effort to develop information on the reasons why potential customers are not using broadband services such as: (1) the service is not available; (2) the speed is too slow; (3) the price is too high; or (4) the value proposition has not been made in a persuasive way – the apparent values of broadband adoption are not worth the cost or effort.

8e
Clearly Connect Kentucky and Connected Nation are current examples of statewide data collection and display.  E-North Carolina has developed an alternative approach to data collection and display.  Other states – Maine, Illinois, etc. – have been developing RFPs for the production of similar information.  Broadband Census has developed customer surveys and “speed tests.”  There are a number of private consultants – Joanne Hovis of CTC in Maryland and Andrew Cohill of Design Nine in Blacksburg, Virginia to name just two –who  have developed detailed market research and feasibility studies which have been commissioned to support actual investment decisions regarding the development and operation of local broadband networks and operations.  

8f
First, states should be collecting and displaying data so that local applicants will have “evidence” to support their applications.  Second, it would be helpful if the states could collect the types and granularity of data that will be required by private sector entities to make investment decisions related to the development, operation and marketplace acceptance/use of local broadband networks.
8h
The data collected by the states should be public.  Reasonable exclusions related to specific customers or other confidential information can be accommodated.  But there should be no restrictions on the locations of broadband access, technology types, technology limitations or customer prices.  In addition, to assure accuracy there should be a method to audit the information generated by state efforts to collect and display data by third party surveys, focus groups and county efforts to promote the use of computers and the Internet by functional area.

10a
BTOP should borrow some of the practices of the Urban Development Action Grants in the late 70s.  When the first phase of applications are submitted to NTIA the applications should be posted on the NTIA website. When the first set of awards are made, they should also be posted to the NTIA website. The periodic quarterly progress reports should also be posted. The transparent dissemination of this material will enable all of the potential applications in the second and third program phases to profit from the ideas and experiences of the first phase.  The goal is to disseminate ideas related to broadband deployment as widely as possible, in the shortest amount of time, to the goal of ubiquitous broadband use throughout the nation. It would also be helpful to much more aggressively market  the actual results of the 650 TOP awards so that all local broadband networks are familiar with the multiple applications, uses and practical benefits of broadband.
12b
In a rural location, that is eligible for funding under RUS and that has an urban county seat or an urban area on its periphery, a single application can be filed, with the 75% rural area required to comply with RUS requirements and the 25% non-rural area required to comply with NTIA.  There would be two separate, but connected, applications advanced by a single regional sponsor.

13a
An underserved area should be defined as any place that does not enjoy the service and price offerings of a fully competitive market comparable. The burden should be on the applicant to make this proved the underserved condition.
13b
Broadband service ought to be capacities and seeds delivered by DSL, cable, fiber or wireless that deliver a comparable service.  Highspeed Broadband should be capacities and speeds delivered by fiber, or an alternative technology delivering comparable service.
