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November 30, 2009
Mr. David J. Villano

Assistant Administrator 

Telecommunications Program 

Broadband Initiatives Program

Rural Utilities Service 

U.S. Department of Agriculture,

1400 Independence Avenue, SW

Stop 1599

Washington, DC 20250

Mr. Anthony Wilhelm 
Deputy Associate Administrator 

Infrastructure Division

Office of Telecommunications and

Information Applications

Broadband Technology Opportunities

Program

National Telecommunications

  and Information Administration

U.S. Department of Commerce

HCHB Room 4887 

1401 Constitution Avenue, NW,

Washington, DC 20230.
Re:
Joint Request for Information

RUS RIN:    0572-ZA01; NTIA RIN:  0660-ZA28
Dear Mr. Villano and Wilhem:

On behalf of the National Association of State Chief Information Officers (NASCIO), I am pleased to submit the attached comments. NASCIO regards expansion of broadband services to unserved and underserved areas as a critically important element for enhancing the nation’s digital infrastructure, and with that in mind, welcomed the opportunity to provide input.

NASCIO recognizes that the multiple goals and fixed timeframes established for the BTOP and BIP programs place significant pressure on NTIA and RUS to effectively execute the broadband grant and loan programs required under the Recovery Act.  We believe the decision to collapse the second and third scheduled grant cycles into a single cycle is a good choice.  Although the states would be in a more informed position to respond to many of the questions raised in the RFI after the first round of awards is announced, and as broadband mapping data funded in the first round is collected and made available, we have the following responses to make at this juncture.   
As stated in NASCIO’s comments submitted to NTIA and RUS in April 2009, we believe that the state review of BTOP proposals was an essential step in the award process, and we strongly urge the agencies to maintain this vital stage with minor changes.  In round one, states were hindered in their review efforts by a number of factors.  These included lack of complete information on applications, a lack of accurate mapping data (which hindered analysis of submitted proposals), the volume of information required by the application forms, a lack of prior vetting by NTIA, and a shorter than expected review window.   States with more advanced broadband plans and accurate maps were better positioned to assess applications they received for reviews, but in the aggregate, state level review will contribute more to the extent that applications are simplified, mapping data is made available to states prior to application reviews, and states are given sufficient time to evaluate proposals.  
As stated above, conducting a single, final round of funding will be helpful.  We believe additionally that NTIA and RUS should strongly consider the following points:

1. Streamlining the application process as is suggested in Section I – A of the RFI (p. 3), by better tailoring the form’s requirements to the individual application categories, to ensure that applicants will only be providing data that is relevant to the type of application they are making;
2. Making the application process as publicly transparent as possible (Section I-B, p. 4), by providing as full a set of information from applications as is permitted under law.  In this regard, making mapping data available to the state reviewers in the form of shapefiles, even if on a non-disclosure agreement basis, is strongly encouraged.  
NASCIO members also had extensive discussion around the RFI’s questions concerning program definitions and speed thresholds (II-B, p.7).    In connection with speed thresholds, NASCIO expressed strong preference for higher speed thresholds definitionally in its response to a related inquiry from the Federal Communications Commission in March 2009.  In that response, we stated that 768kbs should be considered a bare minimum, in light of bandwidth requirements states already have in the areas of healthcare, education, smart grid, law enforcement and homeland security. These considerations are again best informed by accurate and comprehensive mapping data.  Decisions made about served, unserved, and under-served; proposal costs; and the most suitable technologies for the given physical environment, are all more accurately made where more complete information about existing coverage and costs is known rather than asserted.  
Should you have any questions regarding NASCIO’s comments, please feel free to

contact Doug Robinson, NASCIO’s Executive Director, at 859 514-9153 or by email at drobinson@amrms.com
Sincerely,

[image: image2.jpg]



Stephen Fletcher

NASCIO President

Chief Information Officer

State of Utah
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