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These groups are in support of the comments that follow.
These comments are for (Docket No. 090309298-9299-01)
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 Broadband Initiatives






1. Education should be the number one priority for determining deployments, over immediate economic development and commercial interests.  School buildings may have broadband capabilities, but children need access at home to do internet research and improve communication between the school and the home.  Higher education attainment of students will lead to ‘across the board’ benefits to all levels of businesses, and economic development both in the short and long terms.  Deployment areas should coincide with local school districts provided that the school has broadband capabilities.

1. Additional priority should be given to projects which will expand service to areas that currently do not have any access to broadband services or areas where the current broadband service is not able to meet a community’s advanced communication service needs.  Priority should be given to these types of projects rather than to projects which will simply rebuild existing broadband systems.


1. The program must include grant funding to determine:

2. Feasibility study on best technology for a given area that is the most cost-effective.
2. Determine best interface with existing telecom providers, cable companies and others that may already be in small  towns and suburbs, but do not provide service to rural and less densely populated areas.
2. Feasibility study for best management, operation and maintenance of the recommended system.
2. If the feasibility study applicant is a for-profit company they must demonstrate that they are working and partnering with local government agencies, local planning office and other non-profit groups that work in the economic development field within that project scope of work.
2. Study for determining price structure for different categories of users.
2. Study for determining total cost for deployment and determine loan/grant combination needed to make the broadband technology affordable to rural households and businesses.
2. Ongoing subscriber fees which should take into consideration per capita incomes.

1. Each state should develop a list of consultants who are qualified to address the 7 items above.

1. The grant funding for conducting a feasibility study should include small (10%) local match and in some cases, include in-kind matching support.

1. Federal regulations should require cooperation by all commercial carriers everywhere to support system expansions, interfaces with existing commercial systems, and for commercial carriers to support local expansions by being willing to function as the broadband systems operating and maintenance company. Commercial companies are quick to install services in densely populated communities, but almost always refuse to deploy in rural areas with limited number of subscribers.

1. The broadband deployment program should work similarly to the RUS programs in USDA where each project is analyzed for proper grant and loan ratios based on per capita incomes.

1. Thought should be given to strongly encouraging high levels of public participation, but it must also be affordable - $20/month.  It will be impossible for local communities to commit to assuming loan obligations without some guarantee to ensure subscribers. Perhaps the subscriber fees could be paid partially by another local taxing body such as a school district or municipality.

1. Due to uniqueness of each area, flexibility should be provided to allow for multiple ownership models of local systems such as local government, non-profits, public authorities, local cooperatives, etc.  

1. Public funds should not be provided freely to existing commercial carriers without proper federal regulations to limit benefits to reasonable rates of return, and ensure maximum benefit for the public good.

1. The federal government and the states should consider forming one state public authority for each state to serve as the central coordinating body with certain powers to manage interfaces with existing commercial carriers and to improve deployments via economies of scale and other technical and operating efficiencies.  This could be one large rural cooperative/authority.  

1. The federal government could provide templates for local communities to use as RFP’s for selecting consultants.

1. The federal government could provide templates for local communities to form local cooperatives, for contracting with private companies for operating and maintenance, and for interfacing with existing carriers.

1. Grant and loan levels to fund broadband systems should range from $250,000 up to $10 million. Engineering fees to final deployments and systems design should be eligible costs.  The grant should require a minimum of number of subscribers per investment to help ensure that the largest number of people served for each dollar invested.  Small rural towns with higher concentrations of residents and businesses would take precedence. 

1. For remote locations, satellite hook-ups might be only cost effective alternative, but people could receive federal tax credits as incentives to increase installments and usage.

1. Developing a national map should be a priority.  The map should provide enough detail to be functionally useful in planning new deployments in underserved areas.  GIS level of detail should be standard.  Many commercial users have a reputation of providing unreliable data showing geographic coverage’s.  Maps should be updated every 5 years.  Major commercial carrier for license renewable or perhaps even annually, should be required to submit detailed maps of changes in coverage. 
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