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Summary of Comments

In the Comments that follow, Stouis Broadband, LLC presents the responses as one of
the Round 1 applicants in response to the Joint Request for Information and recommendations
for changes of policies for broadband stimulus grant and loan process and policies for Round 2.

St. Louis Rradband, LLC (STLBB) filed Easygrant #3159 dba the ShowMe Broadband
Project. STLBB is also a member of the Wireless Internet Service Providers Association (WISPA).
{¢[.. NBOSAOGSR | W[ SAHGGSNI 2F {dzLILRNIQ FTNRY 2 L{
Appendix A). STLBB supports the WISBIAt Request for Information Docket No. 0907141137
9137505, whereas otherwise noted.

Comments of St. Louis Broadband

St. Louis Broadband, LLC (STLBB) hereby comments on the second Joint Request of
Information (RFI) of the Department of Commerce, National Telecommunications and
Information Administration (NTIA) and the Department of Agriculture, Rural Utilities Service
(RUS), published in the Federal Register on November 16, 2009 seeking public input regarding
the second round of funding under the Broadband program (BIP) and the Broadband
Technology Opportunities Program (BTOP).

WI SPA6s recommendations include the foll owin

1 dThe application process should be reduced to one step, with many of the documents
and due diligence materials submitted by applicants selected for funding as a condition
to closing on funding.
1 Those required attachments containing applicant certifications should be included in the
on-line application itself, and applicants should berpitted to amend their applications
after submission up until the filing deadline.
1 Applicants should have at least 60 days from release of the Round 2 NOFA to prepare
and submit their applications.
T be¢L! &akK2dzZ R YIF 1S Of SI NJ hiorities dn& Gmnaeitloni Sa Q NP
those applications that promote those priorities, and should discourage conflicts of
interest that arise when a state submits its own application.
1 Census clocks should be retained as the baseline unit for proposed servicbudrtees,
mapping process should be improved to ensure more efficient use of application
preparation time and to promote accuracy.
1 RUS grants should be available only to small entities, and applicants with higher
revenues should be eligible only for loaiifie matching component for applications
LINRPLI2ZAAY 3 aSNBAOS (2 adzyaSNISRE | NBlF A aKzdz
The agencies should disclose to the public more information about the applications.
The outreach and support programs and communications shmuichproved, and
inconsistencies in the application Guidelines should be eliminated.

= =4
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prioA e AT GKS@ IINB ySINI 2N FR2FOSyid G2 GKS
only 10 percent of the project funding as a match, and (3) able to obtain funding for

operating expenses in addition to broadband infrastructure costs. WISPA also urges

NTIA and RUS to establish a priority for existing broadband providers with gross

revenues of less than $5 million.

¢tKS RSTAYAGAZ2Y 2F aNBY2030S¢ aK2dAZ R 0S St AYA
The Public Notice Response process can be vastly improved with graaéparency

and disclosure in both the application and the response.

The prohibition on sale of funded assets should be eliminated if certain safeguards are
implemented. Likewise, the security requirements for RUS loans should be relaxed to
encourage pvate investment in broadband projects.

The agencies should eliminate the restrictions on use of program income to allow
reinvestment in operating expenses and service expansion.

The costs to acquire spectrum at auction or in the secondary market steoaljible

for the portion applicable to the funded period.

Cdzy RAy3d &aK2dzZ R 06S F@FAflIo6fS F2NJ 2LISNI GAy3

These recommendations are discussed in detail in the accompanying Comments, and
2 L{t! dzZNBS&a (GKSANI I R2LIGAZ2Y D€

STLBB concsiwith WISPA, with these following addendums:

State involvement should be on the County Commissioner level.

Last Mileapplicationswith existing Middle MileaccessaAgreements are priorities to

fund.

Last Mileapplicationswith Public Service networkase priorities to fund

The 20% waiver of niehingfundsof the network could be paid from the profibf the
company. Company assets could be held as security, until paid in full.

The 20% matching funds derived from thaiver wouldgodirectly into a community
Wechnology Enrichmé€iFund.

County Commissioners of countiesatved in the project would have oversight over the
matching fund and have discretionary use as long as the expenditure would be
WoNRI Rated/ RQ NI f

Areas that do not includeensusblocks ofcities of 20k populationare not be used to
RSTAYS WYNS YIRKISSA NI WYAE SIFISQ6F & R&EsHohgaSR T2 NJ N
the applicants coverage area includésmoteCareas by theoriginaldefinition.

New entiiesmusthave a proven track record of the technology that they propiase
utilize.

New entitiesmustbe organized in the State that they are proposing service.

Public Notice of Service Area should be on theggaphical area, rather thamdividual
applicants.
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These recommendations are discussed in detail in the accompanying Comments and
STLBB urges their adoption in Rdunand 2 by NTIA and RUS.

l. Introduction

STLBB is an SBA Woman Owned Small Business (WOSB). STLBB has been in the business
of providing fixed wireless as a Wireless Internet Service Provider (WISP) in the metro St. Louis
area since 2003. STLBB prosiéeoadband service to businesses in unserved areas of St. Louis.

STLBB filed Comments in response to the Joint Request for Information for the first
funding round.

In October 2007 we received a call requesting our company to provide broadband
services ® a small community south of St. Louoon, another rural community heard about
our capability, they wanted service as well. By spring of 2008, we had 5 counties that wanted
ONBIROFYR &aSNWAOS® hdzNJ LINRof SY ¢ ad/iQi (G KS Odza
wasfunding.

We contacted USDA/RUS in November of 2008 and asked when they were going to be
funded again for their broadband loan and grant program. They informed us funding was
expected to be made available 1 Q 200e continued with our planningp hopes that the
expected funding could address our collective needs.

When the ARRA Stimulus Package 2009 was announced in February of this year, it was
seen as a godsend for us here in rural Southeast Missouri. We had been doing our homework.
We spent nonths in the planning phase working on:

Path Analysis

Equipment and Tower solutions
Tower and Wind Turbine Engineering
Spectrum Analysis

Network and Path Engineering

= =4 =4 -4 4

To bring in good and reliable broadband a strong, well planned, redundant network is
vital. Of utmost importance, we have identified the upstream fiber providers in our proposed
coverage area, as well as existing service providers.
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The priority of this network is to deliver high speed and reliable service to rural areas. However,
our researcthas disclosed another critical part fixed wireless could play in determining the
future of these communities. The coverage area for ShowMe Broadband is in one of the richest
mineral areas of Missouri. In our coverage area there are 467 abandoned and gvorikies.

Entire communities are built on these mines. The area lays in the New Madrid Fault zone, with
the highest earthquake risk in the United States outside the West Coast.

Many of our counties are latent in deploying 94drvices; our coverage would include two
counties not now equipped with their own 911 emergency services. The potential for Future
Earthquakes in a report filed in November 2008, the U.S. Federal Emergency Management
Agency, (FEMA) warned that a serioastlequake in the New Madrid Seismic Zone could result
in "the highest economic losses due to a natural disaster in the United States," further
predicting "widespread and catastrophic" damage across Alabama, Arkansas, lllinois, Indiana,
Kentucky, MississippMissouri and Tennessee, where a 7.7 magnitude quake or greater would
cause damage to tens of thousands of structures affecting water distribution, transportation
systems, and other vital infrastructur@here is another potential Katridike situation being
ignored in this region. ShowMe Broadband intends to address this problem by instaiRIgE&
Public Safety networkvithin their coverage area.hls network will proactively address a
potential disaster of catastrophic proportions.

Members of STLBB attended tNdIA/RUSvorkshops and viewed online webinars
presented by the RUS and NTIA. STLBB believes that we have a clear understaneing of
NOFA.
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The Application and Review Process

Streamlining the Applications.

STLBB agrees with the WISPA position, that this process should be-atepe
application.

STLBB further agrees with WISPA:

an particular, the professional engineer éication should not be required as

part of the application, but rather should be delivered by the applicant with
respect to the detailed network design once selected for grant as a condition to
Of 2aAy3 2y (KS FdzyRAy3d AyaildNHzYSyidaoé

We also agree thate environmental questionnaire requirement should be
deferred until closing.

For a small business entity, the cost and time is significantly prohibitive for the
above requirements and can put undue pressure on applicants.

New Entities.

STLBBeelsthat new entities that are formed for theole purpose of applying for
grant and/or loan monies that cannot submit historical financials could lead to
abuse of the system. We feel the same issues would apply with resumes of key
personnel.

We further believe new entities that enter into relationships WNiTIA/RUS
should have their formal agreements of partnership, incorporation and/or LLC
for the same jurisdictiofState that they are organizednd that they are
requesing funding. We feel that this could be a further deterrent to new
entities abusing funding.

The new entity should also have a track record for the technology that they
intend on providing for their service area, i.e., if they propose using fiber tha
they must have a proven track record in deploying fiber.

We feelthese steps if included in the application procestould show a true
and confident track record.
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Consortiums and Public -Private Partnerships
STLBB agrees with WISPA:

G2L{t! o0StASO®SA (GKIG AYyFT2NXNIGA2Y | 062 dzi
and proof that the listed partners have agreed to partner are appropriate
considerations. Requiring further information could be disruptive to the effort to

form important partneships involving multiple entities. For example, it would not

be appropriate for the applicant to be required to include any financial
AYF2NXYEFGAZ2Y Fo2dzi SFOK O2yaz2NIliAdzy YSYo6S

STLBB believes that it is important to have these relationshipgeher they

should be on the appropriatgovernmentlevel. While it is important to have
D2JSNYYSy( &adzZJJi2 NIz &cduiye NI ShgESlmese (2 0S
the true knowledge of what is required to make the project work exigisoat

this level, theretrulyis WFANB G KIFIyYRQ (y26f SRIS 2F 0NEP
the community. STLBB recognized this in our Round 1 applicatide.garnered

the support of every County Commission that our service network covés.

demonstrated byApperdix B¢ N.

Specification of Service Areas.
STLBB agrees with WISPA:

G2L{t! ¢K2f SKSINISRf& SYyR2NESa (GKS dzas$s
funding areas.WISPA promoted this concept for Round 1 and continues to

believe that census blocks provide the most granular level of data collection and

thus helps ensure that funds can be targeted to locations that most need
FaaAaidl yOSoé

STLBB believes that this pess does need to be streamlined. We spent several

weeks working on data mining for the particular census blocks that we proposed

to cover, only later to find that th&l TIA/RU®Bad specific software to perform

this task. In one case we had too many ceridasks and had to use the one of

OKNBS W{dzLdLJ SYSy(Glf LYFT2NXIGA2YQ 2LIA2Y
project. Had we been able to submit the information we had already gathered,

it would have allowed us more time to focus on the application.
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E. Relationship between BIP and BTOP.
STLBB agrees with WISPA
din the Round 1, the joint application could be confusing in some situations but
on balance was probably a reasonable approach to redue@mount of time
required to complete the applications if one was applying to both funding
sources. In addition, it would have been more confusing in poitliate
partnerships with two separate applicationslowever, for Round 2, WISPA
believes thatapJt A OF yia LINRPLIZAAY3I &aSNIBAOS (2 NHzN
the BIP loan process in order to be considered for BTOP grants. Round 1
applicants that did not want to apply for loans were nevertheless required to
submit information in an applicatiopist to show that RUS could not fund the
proposal so it could be sent to NTIAhis process also required both agencies to
look at those applications, which unnecessarily increased the review time.
Because of the tight award timelines in Round 1, bgfbraies evaluated the
applications for entities filing for both BIP and BTOP funding whether or not BIP
ended up rejecting the applicant. A compressed timeline is expected for the
Round 2 as well, so it makes sense to give the applicant a choice agHho whi
funding source the applicant prefers if both agencies are willing to fund the
proposal. For Round 2, WISPA recommends that companies with total revenues
above certain thresholds would not be eligible for RUS grants, but would only be
eligible for RUS&ns. RUS could designate revenue tiers that would establish a
maximum amount of funds to be loaned, with larger entities being required to
post more matching funds than smaller entities. Only applicants with revenues
below a certain revenue level would eligible for RUS grants. This approach
would help ensure that more grant funds are available to smaller companies that
FNB Yz2aid Ay ySSR 2F lFaaradlyoSos

F. Transparency and Con fidentiality
STLBB agrees with WISPA:
OWISPA believes that the public is entitled to more disclosure of information in
BTOP and BIP applications. Other than financial and proprietary vendor cost
information, which should remain confidential, all other ests of the
application should be made public so that the public can have a better sense as
to how the government proposes to spend taxpayer dollars. If the agencies are
not willing to require such full disclosure, at a minimum public notice of the
executve summaries, open access obligations, lists of all census blocks and
anchor institutions, system diagram/technical plan and management
RSAONALIIA2ya akKz2dzZ R 60S YIRS Llzmft AO¢

1t was also ironic that a Round 1 application for a rural area would potentially be forced to have only 50 percent
grantf undi ng while an application t hat -ra@dldettingcould getiupted RUSDH
80 percent grant funding.
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G. Outreach and Support
STLBB agrees with WISPA:
AWISPA commends the efforts of N&ahdl RUS in conducting workshops, issuing
application guidelines, issuing responses to Frequently Asked Questions and
establishing a Help Desk. In general, these programs worked effectively and
provided transparency to the public.

WISPA offers a few sgegstions for Round 2. First, the process of notifying
registered potential applicants of changes or updates to the application process
should be improved. Instead of relying solely on atinenpublic notice, the

agencies should also simultaneously latoast email notices of changes and
updates to all registered potential applicants, thereby providing more certain and
timely notice. A proactive notification system would have been especially
important under the deadline conditions that existed whendpgplication due

date was extended for Round 1 and when the upload process faltered on the final
due date.

Second, as described in the NTIA IG Letter, there were a few cases where the
BTOP and BIP Guidelines were inconsistent with each®otBezater are should
be taken to ensure that the Guidelines are consistent with each qtherhaps
publishing one set of Guidelines would have prevented this problem.

Third, while the FAQ responses were very helpful, they should have been
published with greatefrequency, and it should have been made clear at the time
that there would be no further FAQ responses after the July 31 posting.

Fourth, because it was no doubt overwhelmed, the Help Desk sometimes took

several days to respond, delaying the abilitgpplicants to move forward with

the application process. If some of the questions commonly asked of the Help

Desk had been answered as FAQ responses, perhaps there would have been less
need at the Help Desk to provide the same answer to multiple potentia

applicants. All in all, the outreach and support mechanisms worked well, and

gAGK | FS¢g OKIy3aSa OFly g2N] o0SGUSNIAY w

H. NTIA Expert Review Policy
STLBB agrees with WISPA:
OWISPA does not believe it would be prudent to rely on unpaid experts Bs BTO
reviewers. WISPA believes that NTIA staff acquired sufficient knowledge in
Round 1 to make funding decisions for Round 2. By contrast, the expert
reviewers will need to be trained, at some time and expense, and WISPA believes

23eeNTIA IG Letter at 5.
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that many qualified indiduals did not want to participate as reviewers because
2T UKS NBAGNAOGA2Yy A 2y TFdzidzZNB NBLINBaSyi

[ll.  Policy Issues Addressed in the NOFA.

A. Funding Priorities and Objectives.
STLBB agrees with WISPA:
G2 L{t! FF@2NR 3IA AAAY LINBNB22aANRYTER (22 a-SIMIESA Gi
that are located near their existing service areas. This will encourage
consortiums and publiprivate partnerships. In reviewing the list of applicants
for Round 1, it appears that many applications were filedriifies that have no
existing relationship with the proposed funded service area. WISPA believes that
eligible, existing, local broadband providers should be given a funding priority
over qualifiednodf 2 O f | LILIX A Ol yi a dé

STLBBelievesthat Small Businesentities should receivgreference over
incumbents;bringing more competition to the market.

The 20%or the 10%suggested by WISPiatching fundsould come in the

form of a pledge for that same amount to be contributed to the local
communities. This would establish monies fét&hnology enrichment fun@

These funds would be disbursed by local communities for public safety networks,
broadband adoption, traininggquipment upgrades for schools, libraries,
community centerandtele-medicine programsas wellascontributingto the
sustainability of broadband in the community

The fundswould come from theoperating profits until paid in full and network

as®ts could be held as security. This woedblesmall businesseke

opportunity to participate in thigrogram withoutthe hardship of anajor cash
outlayMiddlea A £ S &/ 2 YLINBKSYaA @S [/ 2YYdzyAdeé t NJ

STLBB agrees with WISPA:

G2 KSGKSNJ GKS FT20dza F¥2NJ w2dzyR v &aK2dz R 6
depends in some respects on those projects that are fumdedund 1.

Nevertheless, WISPA believes that the emphasis in Round 2 should be on

funding infrastructure for lastmile service to end users.

The ultimate objective of the broadband stimulus programs is to provide viable
access to end users. Many regiaf the country have middle mile fiber. But
middle mile capacity often r#ot routed to where a lasiile user needs it, or the
connectivity costs are not competitive and sometimes prohibitive. Middle mile
fiber, for example, that connects key instituis is going to take the least

expensive route to connect those institutions. It is not going to incur the expense

12|Page
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of running to towers or meander through underserved communiteasd middle
YATS O2yySOGA2ya ySIENI Iy adzgacs NDSRé 2 NJ
sufficient.

In addition, the funding purpose is to actually get services to people who do not
have access. Even when middle mile is available in an area, it is often not
economically justifiable to provide last mile service; if it were practical o
economically feasible without government funding, the services would typically
already be available. Adding even more middle mile capacity does not solve this
fundamental problem.

hyS &adzaA3SaitAaz2y Aa (2 KI @S I ardjecté At S LINE
| 26 SOSNE Ay 2dzNJ RANBOG SELISNASYyOS: (KaAa
Lz GAy3 @2dzNJ yIYS 2y (GKAa LI AOFIGAZ2Y |
meaningless, to get a listing of potential last mile providers onto these middle

mile projects unless a detailed engineering and financial plan has already been
developed and provided with the application explaining exactly how the last

mile services are going to bherovidedd €

STLBB believes thahce a broadband program is establishend the actual
documented locations of the absent Middle Mile infrastructure is proven, then
these applications could take priority over Last Mile.

In our experience in the Round 1 application we are seeing a lot of duplicating
Middle Mile projects. Wite the projects have admiral goals of community
support, these same projects are alienating the incumbent that has already
invested in these service areas. Alienation from incumbents in not what this
program is about, in our opinion. This will not encage additional funding

from existing providers in rural areas.

STLBB believes

Thatthe focus should be, for both stimulus rounds, on Last Mile that has

existing Middle Mile presence. We believe that the intent of Congress was,

when they crafted tre American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, to

get Broadband to the enduser inthe most economic and expeditious way.

Making Last Mile projects that have existing Middle Mile partners a priority of
NTIA/RUS we feel, will satisfy this requirementThese are the projects that

F NB (NYzZ & WwWakKz2gSt NBIRewpbkl yR gAff 3ISO !
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STLBB believes that the Middle Mile provider must also be able to provide costs
to last mile providers, such as, collocation costs and cost for bandwadtir to
filing a joint application.

STLBBecently approached an organization that has a Middle Mile project
application for the state of Missouri and they could not give us the costs of what
it would be to collocate or the costs of bandwidth. We fewltithis costis just

as imperative as the endser costs.Without this provision Middle Mile projects
can charge what they deem with no oversigimd mg not be competitive.

Economic Development.

STLBB agrees with WISPA:

aThough the thrust of the ARRA stimulus act is ovetaltijeation and economic
stimulus, it is not a productive use of time for an applicant, especially a small
business, to estimate economic development impacts. If the service is needed,
economic development will occur. There is no real way toemaonomic
projections are anything but speculative and consume time better spent creating
' AGNRY3ASNI | LILIX AOFGAZ2Y D€

Targeted Population.

STLBB agrees with WISPA:

@ yezyS K2 R2S&a y2i KI @S ONBIROIFIYR | OOS
matter if they are rich or poor, whether they live near a city or in the country.

And if there is not access in this day and age, then there is almost certain to be

'y SO02y2YAO NBlIazy ¢Ké GKSNB AayQd | O00S
having them connected iggt as strong. Social factors or geographical location

should not be nearly as important as the simple question: is broadband access
available?

For example, a census block can easily have cable modem coverage along one
bounding road while three other boding roads have none and are not densely
enough populated to ever get access. This can easily be inramabareac yet
it is just as important that these households get service as it is for anyone else,
FYR A0 A& 2dzad | Zoutdmé bi prént. dtiswdtis @ Qf £ SIS N.
emphasizing that a middle mile project will never help them eifarly a last

(o}

YAES Ay@gSadySyld OFy YSSG GKSaS ySSRaoé

l4|Page
St. Louis Broadband, LLC



Other Changes.

STLBB agrees with WISPA:
GC2NJ) w2dzy R HX b¢L!
AAYLX AFe GKS RSTAYAGAZ2Y 27F RadmniRSOBASNIISR
2F adzy ASNWSR | NBF¢ | LIINBLINRF GSfe& O2yaAiRr
service and the inability of consumers to readily subscribe tdband service.

¢tKS RSTAYAGAZ2Y 2F dadzyRSNESNISR¢ aKz2dzZ R
O2yaARSNE Iy | NSIF dadzyRSNASNIISR:¢ AF GKSN.
speeds of 3 Mbps or more in the area. WISPA believes that the 50 percent

availability and 40 percent subscription rates should be the sole factors used to
RSGSNN¥AYS 6KSUGKSNI Yy | NSF A& aGdzy RSNESND

This definitional change will make it easier for applicants to justify that an area is

Gdzy RSNESNISR®E L y aadcBratdor dcbmpliete datayeds (2 NB
regarding subscription rates, they can simply identify the areas where broadband
competition is present. Further, by retaining the existing definition, the agencies

will be forced to assess Public Notice Responses thdtendifficult to weigh

FIFAyad GKS FLILX AOFyiQa 2daAGATAOIGAZY 6
described below are implemented). With respect to the speed component, in

YySIENI & SOSNE FNBI 2F (GKS O2dzy{dbabd G KI G A
provider advertises those speeds, so it is believed that few applicants could make

the case that this criterion applied. Further, using advertised speeds can yield
misleading results, and using average or peak speeds would require verification

by the agencies, a task they likely do not have time to perform.

2 L{t! LINRLRaSa y2 OKIy3aSa (2 0KS RSTAYA
utilized in Round 1 is reasonable. To change it now, after mappireciza@jre
underway, would be disruptive to the mapping process as well as ongoing
NBaSINOK (GKFd w2dzyR W FLILX AOFyda YIFeé oS

G¢KS NBIAdANSBSYSYyGa F2NJ w2dzyR H aKz2dzZ R FI
G dzy a S NIZS WESPA-pibses elsewhere in these Comments that eligible

FLILJX AOFyda LINRLIRaAY3A (2 ASNBS adzyaSNBSR
AT GKS@& |INB ySIENI 2N I R2IOSyid G2 GKS adzy
only 10 percent of the projetiinding as a match, and (3) able to obtain funding

for operating expenses in addition to broadband infrastructure costs. Taken

together, these benefits will improve the business case for funded service to

Gdzy aSNIBSR¢ | NBIF a & dzO ke fdr &pplicants td appiférf o6S Y
these areas.
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WISPA also urges NTIA and RUS to establish a priority for existing broadband
providers with gross revenues of less than $5 million. Smaller broadband

providers generally are more in touch with their commuasitaow precisely

GKSNBE GKS O2YYdzyAieéQa oNRIFIROIYR ySSRa |
investment of federal dollars.

WISPA believes that the objective point system utilized for BIP is better than the
subjective evaluation criteria used for BT@Ppoint system enables applicants

to have more certainty about the strength of their applications and provides the
agencies with greater consistency in the way applications are compgared.

{¢[.. FTANBSE gAGK 2L{t! FyR akiitxsdsSa (K
special treatment for Round, 2s well as Round 1.

| 2 6 S @S NI AFFinitinsBrerragili®d) STLBB believes thetas that do

not includecensus block#r fundingof cities of 20k population arewould not

affect the definition, as longsWNB Y2 i SQ | NBF & SEA&G Ay (K¢
area. Remote areas should be able to take advantage of 100% BIP funding.

Program Definitions.
STLBB Agrees with WISPA:

GC2NJ w2dzyR HX be¢L! YR w!{ akKz2dzZ R NBUIl Ay
sYLX AF& (GKS RSTAYAGA2Y 2F Gdzy RSNBESNBSR |
2F adzy ASNISR | NBF€¢ | LIINBLINRF GSfe& O2yaAiRr
service and the inability of consumers to readily subscribe to broadband service.
Thedefinihk 2y 2F Gdzy RSNESNIWWSRE aK2dZ R 0S NBOJA
O2Yy&ARSNA |y | NBlI dGdzyRSNESNIBSR¢ AF (KSN.
speeds of 3 Mbps or more in the area. WISPA believes that the 50 percent

availability and 40 percent subgation rates should be the sole factors used to
RSGSNNY¥AYS GKSOUKSNI Yy | NBlI A& dadzy RSNESND

This definitional change will make it easier for applicants to justify that an area is

Gdzy RSNESNIISR®DE LyadSFR 2F KI @®efs3 (G2 NB
regarding subscription rates, they can simply identify the areas where broadband
competition is present. Further, by retaining the existing definition, the agencies

will be forced to assess Public Notice Responses that will be difficult to weigh

agay A0 GKS FLIWLIX AOFIYyiQad 2dzZ&AGATAOFIGAZ2Y 0SSO
described below are implemented). With respect to the speed component, in
YySFENI&é SOSNE FNBIF 2F GKS O2dzyiNB GKFG A
provider advertisedose speeds, so it is believed that few applicants could make

the case that this criterion applied. Further, using advertised speeds can yield
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misleading results, and using average or peak speeds would require verification
by the agencies, a task theydlix do not have time to perform.

2 L{t! 0StAS@®Sa GKIG aNBY23GS | NBlIaé¢ aKzdz
Round 2. Althoughwely 1 SY GA 2y SRYZ @SNE FS¢ | NBlFa |
thus very few applicants could take advantage of the 100 peEhgrant

funding mechanism. Substantively, the distance between an urban area and a
GNBY2(1S¢ LINRLIRASR T diftheSdisudcs damhbt@dBess & A NN
broadband services wherever he or she may be, that should be sufficient for the
areatoqk t A Fe& @ tKS RSTAYAGA2Y 2F GNBY2(S¢
funding.

2 L{t! LINRBLR&aSa y2 OKIy3aSa G2 GKS RSTAYA
utilized in Round 1 is reasonable. To change it now, after mapping projects are
underway, would bélisruptive to the mapping process as well as ongoing
NEASFNDODK GKIG w2dzyR v | LILX AOFyda YlFLe& 06S

Public Notice of Service Area
STLBB agrees with WISPA:

GCANRGET GKS | LI A Ol A Zharastdts2adziplicagt2ain A Y A
dzaS (2 RSAONRAROS (KS YSGK2R2f23& F2NJ RS
2NJ adzy RSNASNIBSR®E CKAA gAff SyO2dzNI 3S
why a particular area is entitled to funding.

Second,asnoted 8@ S> GKS | LI AOFIyiQa YSUGUK2R2f 213
of the application made available for public review. This will not only encourage
applicants to be more accurate, but will lead to fewer responses and, in cases

where responses are filed, theyllloe more facthased and thorough.

Third, a respondent should also be required to disclose its methodology for
RSOGSNN¥VAYAYT 6KSGKSNI GKS | NBI A& dadzyaSND
know that their methodology will be made public, this might emaga more

accuracy and credibility in the responses.

C2dNI KX GKS [F3SyOASa akKz2dZ R YIF1S Of SINJ
operates broadband facilities in the proposed funded service area at the time the
application was filed. For instance, respes should not be permitted where the
challenging party operates broadband facilities in other areas or where the

respondent pledges to provide broadband service in the area at some future

point in time. WISPA is aware that both of these examples alwseg Round 1,

and they should not be permitted to clog the system in Round 2.

17|Page
St. Louis Broadband, LLC



Fifth, as suggested by the House Small Business Committee, NTIA and RUS should
FR2 LJ0 | & ¥ 2 Nadhcile cariiNdBng Sadadromiad appliBant and an
SEA&GAY T o6 NEFP Byaloyiky thedhplichht BoSdextién the

ONBI ROFYR LINPGDARSNDa RIGlIET GKA&a gAft Sy
information and thus inserts another check in tlggstem to ensure that the

agencies are making funding decisions with the most accurate information.

WISPA appreciates that Public Notice Response process has created delays and,
because of the lack of quality in both applications and responses, willdead t
difficult decisions. By implementing the above recommendations, WISPA believes
the process will operate at a higher let@l applicants, respondents and the

I 3SyOASadé

STLBB also believes that this system should be changed to reflect the service
cowerage area not the applicantn our experience in Round 1, we noted that
while incumbents would PNR one application for a particular coverage area,
they would not PNR a duplicate application in for the same coveragea

STLBB painstakingly examinedah county that we proposed coverage in and

we believe that our maps are very specific to where incumbents currently
provide service. We removed census blocks from our coverage maps where we
knew that there was some type of broadband coveraljgerconnecion and
Nondiscrimination Requirements.

H. Interconnection and Nondiscrimination  Requirements
STLBB agrees with WISPA:

OWISPA agrees that NTIA and RUS should not make any changes to the
interconnection and nondiscrimination requirements used for Rounthé
agencies should make clear that any funding recipient will agree to abide by the
rules that the FCC adopts in its ongoing network neutrality proceéding.

However, STLBB believes that costs should be made public in the Round 2
application for inteconnection, collocation and bandwidth costs, as Last Mile
applicants have to make engber costs public.

% Letter dated November 17, 2009 from House Small Business Committee to Hon. LawrStroekihg and Hon.

Jonat han Adelstein (ASmall Business Committee Letter o)
* SeeNotice of Proposed Rulemaking, In the Matter of Preserving the Open Internet; Broadband Industry Practices,

FCC 0993 (rel. Oct. 22, 2009).
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F. Sale of Project Assets.
STLBB agrees with WISP:

GThe general prohibition on the sale or lease of funded broadifiacilities is
2PSNI e NBaAaGNROGALGS FYyRXE A y2GSR 0
I AaAIYAFAOI yiG ol NNA SNE °dnZas in sorfietcases)
potential applicants elected to not participate in Round 1 becausef th
restriction. Those applicants that applied for funding recognized this prohibition
as one of the biggestif not these biggest postaward restriction.

(p))

4

& (K
YR 2

c

WISPA thus recommends that this prohibition be substantially revised to enable
awardees to sebr lease funded broadband facilities at any time following the

FLIINR GFE 2F Fdzy RAy3a AT ol 0 GKS 3INBSYSy
transaction under which the original grantee/borrower is not unjustly enriched,

(b) the assignee or lessee agseto be bound by the terms of the grant or loan
agreements, and (c) the assignee or lessee is deemed to have the financial,
management, operational and compliance experience necessary for the agencies

to ensure that the infrastructure will be transferremthe new grantee/borrower

and the project will be implemented and sustained as proposed in the

application. The original applicant and the proposed assignee or lessee would

file documentation with NTIA or RUS (as the case may be), and the agency would
have a certain period of time (e.g., 30 days) to approve the transaction. To
RSGSNNXAYS 6KSGUKSNI GKSNB Aa aGdzyadzad Sy NR
the transaction does not value the funded broadband equipment at more than

ten percent above its famarket value at the time of the transaction.

This change should apply not only to Round 2 awardees, but should also apply to
Round 1 fund recipients. No party would be prejudiced since the change would
remove a barrier and there is no policy reatmhave two sets of posiward

rules, one for Round 1 and one for Round 2.

In addition, WISPA strongly urges the agencies to modify the requirement that

AN yGdGa w!{ | aSOdNAGe& AYyGSNBald Ay altf
signeroftheloak 2 Odzy Sy Gia GKIF G | NB | gV wisPiot S (2
agrees with the House Small Business Committee that this requirement

discouraged applicants with existing loans, particularly small businesses, from

filing in Round 1. Further, in cases whesseds are owned free and clear, they

5 See Round 1 NOF#t lines1731-41.
5 Small Business Committee Letter.
"Round 1 NOFAt lines 170910.
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would become encumbered and assets previously pledged as collateral would be
subject to negotiation between RUS and previous lerftiémsRound 1,

applicants were forced to either spend precious time negotiating wititieg

lenders to take a subordinate position or forego filing altogether. Only facilities
actually funded through an RUS loan should be pledged.

As recommended above with respect to restrictions on assignment or transfer of
broadband facilities, the taxation of the security requirements should apply to

both Round 1 and Round 2 awardees. The change would remove a barrier, would
not be prejudicial and would ensure that all borrowers are playing by the same
asSd 27F NYA Sao¢

However in the case that th@st sharing wavier is applied for, these assets will
be held as security till such time that the costs are paid in full to the
communities

G. Cost Effectiveness.
STLBB agrees with WISPA:
OoNTIA and RUS correctly state that the costs to build pubjct will vary based
on the circumstances, and rural compamnieshich include many WISPfave
much higher construction costs than companies operating in densely populated
areas. This fact alone demonstrates why some areas of the country remain
GdF RIS RE 2 NI qiinctst MEd®NIESaREoperate are too high for
any broadband provider to have served the area, and justifies the need for
funding.

The question should not be framed in terms of absolute cost, but as a relative

cost, i.e., ddhe infrastructure costs proposed by one applicant for a proposed

area exceed by a certain percentage the costs proposed by another applicant for

the same area. To ensure that costs are not overstated, the agencies should

consider establishing and pultliag a set of cost guidelines based on Round 1

projects andequiresapplicants for Round 2 to stay within those parameters

dzyt Saa GKSe& OFly RSY2YyaAGNIXraGS gKeé KAIKSNI

8 SeeSmall Business Committee LetteSee also Round 1 NORa lines 171414 (granting RUS exclusive first
lien position unless arrangements can be made with lenders).
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H. Other.
STLBB agrees with WISPA:

OWISPA has several atidnal recommendations for Round 2. First, the agencies
should relax the restrictions on the use of program income generated from the

Fdzy RSR LINR2SOG @ ' YRSNJ 6KS w2dzy R M bhC!
proposed project during the grant period dHze retained by the grant recipient

and shall be added to the funds committed to the project by RUS or NTIA and the
recipient. The grant recipient should use program income to further eligible

project objectives, including reinvestment in project fackiSAs #VISPA

understands this requirement, awardees cannot reinvest any portion of their

program income for operating expenses that could be used to maintain, expand

or improve broadband service. For instance, under the Round 1 NOFA, wireless
companies with relatively low capital expenses cannot obtain grant funding for
recurring tower leases, electricity and middle mile access that are necessary to
adzaldl Ay aSNWBAOS Ay dadzyaSNBSR: I NBlIao 2
requirement that prevents inveaaent of program funds for ongoing operational
expenses used to make the project more sustainable or for expansion of service

to new areas. The agencies should not impose this restriction for Round 2, and
should eliminate it with respect to Round 1 resips, who would similarly

benefit from the ability to reinvest income in operating expenses and service to

new areas>

Second, the agencies should reverse their determination that the costs to acquire
spectrum through an FCC auction or lease spectruns@étandary market
transaction are ineligible for BTOP or BIP fundinghis restriction is contrary to
the technology neutral mandate of the Recovery*2and unfairly prejudices
companies seeking to rely on licensed spectrum, which serves the sameepurpos
as fiber, cable and other broadband distribution technologies that are entitled to
funding. Instead of an absolute bar, and to ensure that the government is not
funding the cost of longerm spectrum use under a thrgear funding program,
NTIA and RUshould allow award funds to cover the portion of such spectrum
acquisition and lease costs that are applicable to the tyeagr funding period.
Thus, if the spectrum is leased for 30 years, only ten percent of the costs would
be covered by the grant avdn.

°ld.atlines83234 (emphases added) (income is defined as fAgros:
directly generated by a supported activity, or earned
19 See als®mall Business Committee Lette

1 See Round 1 NOF lines 78182.

12 seeAmerican Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, Pub. L. No51123 Stat. 115, § 6001(e)(1)(C) (2009).
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To the extent the Round 1 restriction on using grant or loan proceeds for

spectrum is intended to ensure that RUS has adequate security, the eligibility of

such costs should not be a concern. For spectrum leases, RUS could take a

security inerest in the spectrum lease agreement. For FCC licenses acquired at

I dzOd A2y S w!{ KIF-& SEA&GAY3I | dzikK2NAGE dzyR
security interest in FCC licenses as collateral for RUS loans, conditioned upon FCC
approval of any transetion in which RUS seeks to foreclose on the license in

question®®

Third, agency funding should be available for certain operating expenses as well

la OFLMAGEE SELISyasSa Ay adzyaSNBSRE | NBI &
training and installation.In these areas, especially given the higher costs to

construct as well as operate broadband systems, limiting funding to capital
SELSyasSa 2yfteée Yire adatt 0S8 AyadzFFAOASyd

STLBB believebd program incomeshould not onlybe to reinvest into the
project, but be allowed to be used as operating capital as well.

13 SeeFacilitating the Provision of SpectruBased Services to Rural Areas and Promoting OpportunitigRuial
Telephone Companies to Provide SpectBased ServicefReport and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rule

Making,

19

FCC Rcd Raral Orded ) ( 2 @58. 454 (7 fi
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Appendix A

wisrA

Wirless Intarnet Service Providers Association

20 3ae 1582, Mann® verneo, 1 52RE3

a0 ik 3172351

July 31, 2009

Victorla Proffer
S5t. Louis Broadband

Dear Victoria,

WISPA {Wireless Internet Service Providers' Association would like to congratulate St Louis
Broadband on its decision to apply for a BIOP/BIP Grant. We would like to acknowledge that
St. Louis Broadband is an active member and parlicipant in our industry association. We also
acknowledge that as a member, St. Louis Broadband has chosen to abide by the WISPA Code of
Ethics. The objectlve of which states “to mointain and enforce the highest standards of cthical
prafessional practices that wifl make membership in the Wiceless Internet Service Providers
Assaeiotion @ recognized mark of experience, stobility, intcgrity and competence.”

As a participant in WISPA, you have effectively communicated to our members, many times,
how you have solved many challenges in providing Broadband Internet Access to many
inhabitants of the 51. Louis region your company serves, This communication is tacilitated by
WISPA and works as 2 two way street to assist our members on best practices in our industry.
Ihe informatian shared by the members has an overwhelming influence on individual aperator
success in this challenging industry. We appreciate all of the input you have provided. Without
successful entreprencurial operators like you, many citizens of the United States would still be
unserved by Broadband

We offer this letter of support based on cur knawledge of your wark ethic and embellish you
[St. Louis Broadband} as a local broadband champion In your area. Geod Luck in your Grant
pursuits and please let us know the outcome so we can publicize your successes.

Respectively,
el
Rick Harnish

President
WISPA
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Appendix B

BOLLINGER COUNTY COMMISSION

Wauyne Johnson
Pregiding Commissioner

August 10, 2009

To Whom It May Congern:

Our community, like other sm;

204 High Street, Suite 5
Marble Hill, MO 63764
Phone 573.238-1900 Ext, 5
Larry VanGennip Steve Jordan
1" Dist, Commissioner 2™ Dist, Commissioner

ail communities, lack access to high-speed Internet service;

Therefore we are extending our support for ShowMe Broadband, a project of St. Louis, LLC
application to the broadband stimulus program(s).

St. Lovis Broadband has proposed a plan that supports a local economic development and
enhancement by the proliferation and enablement of broadband access, including to the core
institution like cducation, healthcare and public safety, The service described in the proposal will
provide significant benefit to our community.

We understand the need for community support for this project. In addiction to bettering our

educational opportunities,

access to healthcare resources, telecommuting, online government and

community resources and overall improved ability to keep in touch with loved ones and clients
alike; our community will be better positioned to attract new and keep existing residents, jobs,

and businesses,

We look forward to working together in the creation and depioyment of affordable, quality
broadband Internct accesa in our community.

We support St. Louis Broadband®s plan to pursue broadband stimulus funding,

Thank you.

Wayné JoMnson
Presiding Commissioner

Steve Jordan

nGennip
2 Dyjstrict Chmmissioner

Iy
1* District Commissioner

IRIOOT STORRT IO N 4 TO Em CARImAT o
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Appendix C

Lorald W jones L 2 ol Eara ¢larl
Fresuwhig Cavmnnissinner z Clesele o Camiinission

il . Kot COUNTY COMMISSION Lunma Oldhar:

Al THGELL e shaney i Tk i IR
Cape Girardeau Counily, Missouri Aulminstrutive Assislan

i 4, Purcel|

Aol THaL Comnnbasimer

Jule 30, 2008

T Whom IUwizy Cenewm,

e commundty, like other small roral conmmunities, lacle nccess to kigh-speog intornet
survivy; therelove, we are exiending ows supaort tor Show be Brosdband, g projest of 5L
Lauis Broadband, TLC application to the broadband stimmlus program{s).

5t Louls Broatlbaned as proposed o plan that sippaorts a lecal seonamic development and
enhzneement by the proliferation und enalde: of mvacdband acecss, including ra the
tinlions like oducation, healthears end punlic sefefy, The services deseribed in
the proposal will provide signifean: benel3t 1o aur cemmpnily,

W nderstand the nesd for eonrunity support for this praject. In eddifion to bertering
our sducalionu] eppertucitics, acccss to healtheare resourees, wwlocommoting, onling
aovarmmenl and community resources and cverall Improved sl o keep in taock edth
loved ooes and elisns aliks: our commuminoy will he belier parsitioned o aliract new and
keop exdsting residents, jobs amd husinesses.

W ook Jmward o warking togethe: in the creation and deplosyment of affordablo.
qualite brosdbund inleme asseas inour community.

Wosupport St Lanis Mragdbandg's plimoo porsus areadhand stimles fmding,

Thenk Y.,

T

y i AT f?”f’ by o g

S %
Gorgld W Joncs, Peesiding £amfinisdonse
§ !

™,
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el Secomd Distriet Comuxissioner

Cape Girarde
1 F

- Coundy Commission
Higuine
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Appendix D

AUG-18-2683 11:@87A FROM:DENMT COUNTY CLERK ST3 T29 3358 TO: 15737474756 F.1

DENT COUNTY COMMISSION
400 N MAIN STREET
SALEM, MO 65560
573-729-3044

August 7, 2009

To Whom It May Concern:

Dent County, like other small rural communities, lacks access to high-speed internet services. The
Dent County Commission is extending our support for ShowMe Broadband, a project of St. Louis
Broadband, LLC application to the broadband stimulus program.

St. Louis Broadband has proposed a plan that supports a local economic development and
enhancement by the proliferation and enablement of broadband access, including to the core
institutions like education, healthcare and public safoty. The services described in the proposal
will provide significant benefit to our community.

We understand the need for community support for this project. In addition to bettering our
educational opportunities, access to healthcare resources, telecommuting, online government and
community resources and overall improved ability to keep in touch with loved cnes and clients
alike; our community will be better positioned to attract new and keep existing residents, jobs and
businesses.

We look forward to working together in the creation and deployment of affordable, quality
broadband Internet access in our community.

We support St. Louis Broadband’s plan to pursue broadband stimulus funding.

Thank you
Dent County Commission

T 00

o . v g I3 .
Darrell Skiles, Presiding C.ommissioner
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TERRY W. NICHOLS
Presiding Commissioner

DUSTIN N, WALKER
Southern District Commissioner

BRADFORD V.S, JOHNSON
Western District Commissicner

To Whom It May Concern:

Appendix E

IRON COUNTY COMMISSION
250 SOUTH MAIN STREET
P.O. BOX 42
IRONTON, MISSQURI 63650
(573)546-2140
FAX (573)546-6499

Qur community, like other small rural communities, lack access to high-speed internct service;
therefore we are extending our support for ShowMe Broadband, a project of St. Louis Broadband, LLC
application to the broadband stimulus program(s}.

St. Louis Broadband has proposed a plan that supports a local economic development and enhancement
by the proliferation and enablement of broadband access, including 1o the core institutions like
education, healthcare and public safety. The scrvices described in the proposal will provide significant

benefit to our community.

We understand the need for community support for this project. In addition to bettering our educational
opportunities, access to healthcare resources, telecommuting, online government and community
resources and overall improved ability to keep in touch with loved ones and clients alike; our
community will be better positioned to attract new and keep existing residents, jobs and businesses.

We loolc forward te working tegether in the creation and deployment of affordable, quality broadband
[nfernct aceess in our community.

We support St. Louis Breadband’s plan to pursue broadband stimulus funding,

Thank you.

A AYIAY,

Terry W Nichols
Presiding Commissioner

N\ ADA

Dustin N. Walker

Southern District Commissioner

P

Bradr@ V.S. Johns

Western District Céfimissioner

7'd ARRO-0RC-C/C Mg Qunon uoin rZCc'l I AN o7 1INk
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Appendix F

MADISON COUNTY COMMISSION

#1 Court Square
Fredericktown, MO 63645

Dennis Bradford John Rauls Larry Mungle
First District Presiding Commissioner Second District

5t. Louis Broadband
Atin: Victona Proffer

Madison County, like other small and rural communities, lack access to high-speed
interet service. The Madison County Commission is extending our support for
ShowMe Broadband, a project of St Louis Broadband, LLC application to the
broadband stimulus program.

5t. Louis Broadband has proposed a plan that supports a local economic
development and enhancement by the proliferation and enablement of broadband
access, including to the core institutions like education, healthcare and public safety.
The services described in the proposal will provide significant benefit to our
community.

‘We understand the need for community support for this project. In addition to
providing more educational opportunities, access to healthcare resources,
telecommuting, online govermment and community resources and overall improved
ability to keep in touch with loved ones and constituents alike, our community will be
better positioned to attract new residents and hopefully keep existing residents, jobs
and businesses.

‘We look forward to working together in the creation and deployment of affordable,
quality broadband internet access to our county.

‘We support St. Louis Broadband's plan to pursue broadband stimulus funding.

Thank You.

John & Faule

John E. Rauls
Presiding Commissioner
Madison County, MO
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Appendix G

@v-27,89 13:31 NO. 885 Fa1

Perry County Commission

Carl Leuckel, Jr,, Presiding Commissioner 321 N. Main Street, Suite 2
Patrick J. Heaps, 1* District Commissfoner Perryville, MO 63775
James L. Sufterer, 2 District Commissioner Phone: 573-547-4242

Fax: 573-547-7367

Randy Taylor, County Clerk perrycocommission@sbeglobal.net

To Whom It May Concern:

Our community, like other small and rural communities, lack access to high-speed
Internet service; therefore | am extending our support for ShowMe Broadband, a project
of 5t. Louis Broadband, L1.C application to the broadband stimulus program(s).

5t. Louis Broadband has proposed a plan that supports a local economic development and
enhancement by the proliferation and enablement of broadband access, including to the
¢ore institutions like education, healthcare and public safety. The services described in
the proposal will provide significant benefit to our community.

We understand the need for community support for this project. In addition to bettering

musm mdhnntinmal ajagpaiasaltien, nesoss be haslihenis samssnsas, L B e TP waalloen

government and community resources and overall improved ability to keep in touch with
loved ones and clients alike; our comumunity will be better positioned to attract new and
keep existing residents, jobs and businesses.

We look forward to working together in the creation and deployment of affordable,
quality broadband Internet access in our community.

We support St. Louis Broadband’s plan to pursue broadband stimulus funding.

Thank you,

Ol ogndil e
Carl Leuckel Jr.
Presiding Commissioner

e T )i

James L. Sutterer
Commissioner 2™ District

Patrick J. Heaps
Commissioner 1* District
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Appendix E

a3/12/2887 B4:29 5736482449 PAGE  B2/82

REYNOLDS COUNTY COMMISSION

Reynolds County Courthouse * P.0.Box 10 * Centerville, MO 63633
Phone (573) 648-2494

DONALD BARNES WAYNE HENSON
Presiding Commissioner Commissioner 2nd District
DOUG WARREN MIKE HARPER
Commissioner 1st District County Clerk

July 24, 2009

To Whom It May Concermn:

Our community, like other small and rural communities, lack access to high-speed
internet service; therefore we are extending our support for ShowMe Broadband, LLC
application to the broadband stimulus program(s).

St. Louis Broadband has proposed a plan that supports a local economic development and
enhancement by the proliferation and enablement of broadband access, including to the
core institutions like education, healthcare and public safety. The services described in
the proposal will provide significant benefit to our community.

I understand the need for community support for this project. In addition to bettering our
educational opportunitics, aceess to healthcare resources, telecommuting, online
government and community resources and overall improved ability to keep in touch with
loved ones and clients alike; our community will be better positioned to attract new and
keep existing residents, jobs and businesses.

We look forward to working together in the creation and deployment of affordable,
quality broadband internet access in our community.

I support 5t. Louis Broadband’s plan to pursue broadband stimulus funding.

Respect{ully submitted,

}ﬂ‘iﬂﬂ&éﬂg.ﬁw -
Donald Barnes
Presiding Commissioner

CC/rih
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Appendix |

SHANNON COUNTY COMMISSION

PO BOX 187

EMINENCE, MO 65466
Office (373) 226-3414
Feax (573) 226-5321

Northern Comimissioner Presiding Commissioner Southern Commissioner
Dale Counis Tony Orchard Herman Kelly
County Clerk Depury Clerk
Shelly MeAfee Shelly Bland,

July 27, 2009
To Whom It May Concern:

Our community, like other small and rural communities, lack access o high-speed
intemet service; therefore I am extending my support for ShowMe Broadband. a project
of 5t. Louis Broadband, LLC application to the broadband stimulus program(s).

5t. Louis Broadband has proposed a plan that supports a local economic development and
enhancement by the proliferation and enablement of broadband access, including to the
core institutions like education, healthcare and public safety, The services described in
the proposal will provide significant benefit to our community.

We understand the need for community support for this project. In addition to bettering
our educational opportunities. access (o healthcare resources, telecommuting. online
government and community resources and overall improved ability to keep in touch with
loved ones and clients alike; our community will be better positioned to attract new and
keep existing residents, jobs and businesses.

We look forward to working together in the creation and deployment of affordable,
quality broadband internet access in our community.

We support 8t. Louis Broadband’s plan to pursue broadband stimulus funding.

Thank you,
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Dale Counts, Northern Commissioner

Herman Kelly, Southern Commissioner
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