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CONNECTING AMERICA:
IMPROVING ACCESS TO INFRASTRUCTURE
FOR COMMUNITIES ACROSS THE COUNTRY

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 1, 2017

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND TRANSPORTATION,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:02 a.m. in room
SD-106, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. John Thune, Chair-
man of the Committee, presiding.

Present: Senators Thune [presiding], Wicker, Blunt, Cruz, Fisch-
er, Moran, Sullivan, Heller, Inhofe, Lee, Johnson, Capito, Gardner,
Young, Nelson, Cantwell, Klobuchar, Blumenthal, Markey, Booker,
Duckworth, Hassan, and Cortez Masto.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN THUNE,
U.S. SENATOR FROM SOUTH DAKOTA

The CHAIRMAN. Good morning, and welcome to everybody. This
hearing will get underway.

Last night, President Trump called for renewal of our Nation’s
infrastructure. Today, we’re going to hear from leaders rep-
resenting the infrastructure needs of our geographically diverse
country, from Miami Beach to Utah, and even from my own home
state of South Dakota, Governor Dennis Daugaard. So I want to
thank you all for being here today.

Though separated by thousands of miles, our communities are
connected by a vital network of transportation and communications
infrastructure. Providing this connection for people, goods, and in-
formation to travel safely and efficiently across America is a re-
sponsibility shared by all levels of government, as evidenced by our
panel today.

Most recently, through the work of this committee and others,
Congress reauthorized Federal surface transportation programs in
the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation, or FAST Act, the
$305 Dbillion, five-year bill enacted to improve our Nation’s infra-
structure, increase safety, and enhance economic growth.

The first long-term transportation bill in a decade, the FAST Act
provided needed certainty and was a big step in the right direction,
but our Nation’s infrastructure is too important to American com-
petitiveness not to remain a critical focus of this committee.

For example, without a robust and efficient transportation sector,
rural states like mine would be unable to get their goods to market.
In 2015, South Dakota alone saw $65 billion in freight flows trav-
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eling to and from the state. The majority of that freight volume is
made up of agricultural products, which help to feed Americans in
places like Miami and Salt Lake City, and countless places in be-
tween.

Commerce does not end at our state lines, or even our national
borders. In fact, in a recent letter to President Trump, over 200 ag-
riculture producers and related businesses highlighted this point,
stating, and I quote, “Infrastructure that supports rural commu-
nities and links them to global markets has helped make the U.S.
the unquestioned leader in agriculture production.”

More broadly, a more efficient transportation network boosts the
competitiveness of nearly every sector of our economy. Unfortu-
nately, what used to be the best transportation infrastructure sys-
tem in the world is now falling behind, unable to keep pace with
the growing demands of our economy.

Similarly, while the U.S. is a global leader in broadband innova-
tion and investment, millions of Americans still do not have access
to the Internet, most of them in rural communities. Our digital net-
works have primarily been built by companies using private cap-
ital, $1.5 trillion of private sector investment over the last 20
years. Yet, in many parts of our country, it is simply not economi-
cal to build broadband systems, leaving some communities behind.
The Federal Government and many states have stepped in to ad-
dress this funding gap, augmenting private capital with limited,
but crucial, government support.

To continue bridging this digital divide, we need to examine ex-
isting programs to determine how best to improve their efficacy.
And we need to explore new ways to reduce the cost of broadband,
like reducing regulatory obstacles to deployment.

For example, the MOBILE NOW Act, which Ranking Member
Nelson and I introduced and this committee approved earlier this
year, would make broadband deployment more affordable by
streamlining the red tape broadband providers face and by helping
to make more wireless spectrum available for mobile broadband
services. Enacting this legislation would be a great down payment
toward ensuring that all Americans can benefit from the digital
economy.

Fortunately, improving our infrastructure, for transportation and
information, is an area where bipartisan agreement and coopera-
tion among different levels of government can oftentimes be found.
Of course, as we work to achieve our shared goals, we need to en-
sure that we are fully exploring funding options and being respon-
sible stewards of Federal funds.

In transportation, as reaffirmed with the passage of the FAST
Act, states and local governments receive an allocated share of Fed-
eral funding through formulas. This funding model has been widely
considered appropriate and equitable for the states, as evidenced
by the Senate’s strong vote of 83 to 16.

Outside of the direct funding model, infrastructure investment
takes a variety of forms. Some of the more recently discussed, yet
not necessarily new, approaches include bonds, tax credits, and
credit assistance programs.

Compared to rural areas, high-population density urban areas
may be conducive to a more diverse range of financing options, in-
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cluding public-private partnerships, or so-called P3s. In some cases,
P3s can enhance capital efficiency by transferring greater responsi-
bility to private entities in exchange for access to some sort of rev-
enue, such as tolls, fees, or availability payments.

Despite ongoing interest, however, P3s currently account for only
a small share of highway projects, partly because many projects do
not make financial sense for private sector investment. Even with
these limitations, in an era of scarce dollars, such financing tools
should be considered a valuable supplement, but not a substitute,
for traditional infrastructure investment.

We should be focused on what works for different areas of the
country, not locked-in to a particular approach. This includes sup-
porting existing authorized programs that work. And that is not to
say that the existing Federal funding system can’t be improved or
to suggest that more funding is always the answer.

In some instances, transportation providers and shippers have
been saddled with unnecessary regulations and paperwork require-
ments that burden operations and inhibit capital investment. In
other cases, a web of permitting processes unnecessarily slows
project delivery and adds costs to project construction. Eliminating
unnecessary hurdles, while maintaining an emphasis on safety im-
{)rovements, can lead to a better use of both public and private dol-
ars.

I want to thank all of our witnesses for being here today. I look
forward to hearing your testimony. And I'm going to turn now to
our Ranking Member, Senator Nelson, for his opening statement.

[The prepared statement of Senator Thune follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN THUNE, U.S. SENATOR FROM SOUTH DAKOTA

Good morning. Last night, President Trump called for renewal of our Nation’s in-
frastructure.

Today, we will hear from leaders representing the infrastructure needs of our geo-
graphically diverse country, from Miami Beach to Utah, and even from my home
state of South Dakota, Governor Dennis Daugaard. Thank you all for being here
today.

Though separated by thousands of miles, our communities are connected by a
vital network of transportation and communications infrastructure. Providing this
connection for people, goods, and information to travel safely and efficiently across
America is a responsibility shared by all levels of government, as evidenced by our
panel today.

Most recently, through the work of this Committee and others, Congress reauthor-
ized Federal surface transportation programs in the Fixing America’s Surface Trans-
portation—or FAST Act—the $305 billion, five-year bill enacted to improve our Na-
tion’s infrastructure, increase safety, and enhance economic growth. The first long-
term transportation bill in a decade, the FAST Act provided needed certainty and
was a big step in the right direction, but our Nation’s infrastructure is too important
to American competitiveness not to remain a critical focus of this Committee.

For example, without a robust and efficient transportation sector, rural states like
mine would be unable to get their goods to market. In 2015, South Dakota alone
saw $65 billion in freight flows traveling to and from the state. The majority of that
freight volume is made up of agricultural products, which help to feed Americans
in places like Miami and Salt Lake City, and countless places in between. Com-
merce does not end at our state lines, or even our national borders.

In fact, in a recent letter to President Trump, over 200 agriculture producers and
related businesses highlighted this point, stating, “Infrastructure that supports
rural communities and links them to global markets has helped make the U.S. the
unquestioned leader in agricultural production.”

More broadly, a more efficient transportation network boosts the competitiveness
of nearly every sector of our economy.
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Unfortunately, what used to be the best transportation infrastructure system in
the world is now falling behind, unable to keep pace with the growing demands of
our economy.

Similarly, while the U.S. is a global leader in broadband innovation and invest-
ment, millions of Americans still do not have access to the Internet, most of them
in rural communities. Our digital networks have primarily been built by companies
using private capital—$1.5 trillion dollars of private sector investment over the last
twenty years. Yet, in many parts of the country it is simply not economical to build
broadband systems, leaving some communities behind. The Federal Government
and many states have stepped in to address this funding gap, augmenting private
capital with limited, but crucial, government support.

To continue bridging this digital divide, we need to examine existing programs to
determine how best to improve their efficacy. And we need to explore new ways to
reduce the cost of broadband, like reducing regulatory obstacles to deployment.

For example, the MOBILE NOW Act, which Ranking Member Nelson and I intro-
duced and this Committee approved earlier this year, would make broadband de-
ployment more affordable by streamlining the red tape broadband providers face
and by helping to make more wireless spectrum available for mobile broadband
services. Enacting this legislation would be a great down payment toward ensuring
all Americans can benefit from the digital economy.

Fortunately, improving our infrastructure—for transportation and information—
is an area where bipartisan agreement and cooperation among different levels of
government can oftentimes be found. Of course, as we work to achieve our shared
goals, we need to ensure that we are fully exploring funding options and being re-
sponsible stewards of Federal funds.

In transportation, as reaffirmed with the passage of the FAST Act, states and
local governments receive an allocated share of Federal funding through formulas.
This funding model has been widely considered appropriate and equitable for the
states, as evidenced by the Senate’s strong vote of 83 to 16.

Outside of the direct funding model, infrastructure investment takes a variety of
forms. Some of the more recently discussed, yet not necessarily new, approaches in-
clude bonds, tax credits, and credit assistance programs.

Compared to rural areas, high population density urban areas may be conducive
to a more diverse range of financing options, including public-private partnerships,
so-called P3s. In some cases, P3s can enhance capital efficiency by transferring
greater responsibility to private entities in exchange for access to some sort of rev-
enue, such as tolls, fees, or availability payments.

Despite ongoing interest, however, P3s currently account for only a small share
of highway projects, partly because many projects do not make financial sense for
private sector investment. Even with these limitations, in an era of scarce dollars,
such financing tools should be considered a valuable supplement—but not a sub-
stitute—for traditional infrastructure investment.

We should be focused on what works for different areas of the country, not locked-
in to a particular approach. This includes supporting existing authorized programs
that work.

That is not to say that the existing Federal funding system can’t be improved—
or to suggest that more funding is always the answer.

In some instances, transportation providers and shippers have been saddled with
unnecessary regulations and paperwork requirements that burden operations and
inhibit capital investment. In other cases, a web of permitting processes unneces-
sarily slows project delivery and adds costs to project construction. Eliminating un-
necessary hurdles, while maintaining an emphasis on safety improvements, can lead
to a better use of both public and private dollars.

Thank you to all of the witnesses for being here today. I look forward to hearing
your testimony. I will now turn to Ranking Member Nelson for his opening state-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Nelson.

STATEMENT OF HON. BILL NELSON,
U.S. SENATOR FROM FLORIDA

Senator NELSON. I, too, welcome you, and I think each of you can
give us an important perspective from your state as to the infra-
structure needs. The Chairman has laid out appropriately the
needs. It was emphasized by the President last night. The Presi-
dent, as candidate, said that he wanted a trillion dollar infrastruc-
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ture program. A bunch of us in the Senate took him at his word,
and a month ago introduced a trillion dollar infrastructure bill.

You come to a state like mine, we are growing at 1,000 people
a day, 365,000 a year, net. You can imagine the strain on the exist-
ing infrastructure, the roads and bridges. You can imagine that in
the Nation, we have 56,000 miles of roads that need to be
rehabbed.

In Florida alone, there are 200 bridges that, according to the
State Department of Transportation, are structurally deficient. We
have vast areas of Florida, unbelievably to outsiders, that are
rural. We need rural broadband. A lot of it can be financed through
the private sector, given the appropriate tax incentives.

Public-private partnerships are helpful, but in a growth state
like mine, with the deficiencies in the roads and bridges all over
the country, you can’t do that all with a public-private partnership.
You can’t toll enough roads to solve our problems. And, oh, by the
way, youll get resistance from our citizen drivers to those toll
roads. So we've got to be serious about an infrastructure plan.

Now, uniquely in this committee, we also handle telecommuni-
cations, and so a portion of the infrastructure monies are going to
need to go to the Nation’s aging 9-1-1 infrastructure to the Next
Generation 9-1-1, and it’s a national imperative to keep our citi-
zens safe.

So this is what we're going to face. Most people would agree we
need a Federal infrastructure plan. How are we going to pay for
it? And that’s where it begins to get a little sensitive.

So let us hear from you. Thank you all for coming. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Senator Nelson follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. BILL NELSON, U.S. SENATOR FROM FLORIDA

I’d like to thank all of the witnesses for being here today.

Our road, waterway, rail and broadband networks connect communities and help
drive our economy.

But if we aren’t vigilant, those networks can quickly decline.

We have seen the impacts of this decline throughout the country—

e Whether its congestion on our highways,

e bottlenecks at our ports and on our rail lines,

o the intensifying impacts of climate change, or

e aging infrastructure that threatens our ability to get people to work.

The numbers aren’t looking good.

The American Society of Civil Engineers graded our infrastructure at a D+.

The Road Builders found that there are 56,000 structurally deficient bridges na-
tionwide, including more than 200 in Florida.

The bad news doesn’t end there.

As we will hear from Mayor Levine, climate change is undermining existing infra-
structure in our cities already.

The main arteries of commerce—roads and pipes—are failing and rising seas, nui-
sance flooding, and saltwater intrusion accelerate the damage.

Not to mention the need to factor in climate change projections when planning
the infrastructure of the future.

Rain-related flooding events in Southeast Florida have increased by 33 percent
and tide-related flooding has increased by a whopping 400 percent.

Let me tell you, this is not good for business.

In 2015 alone, the Miami area experienced a record 18 tidal flooding events.

To address this economic and environmental crisis, Miami Beach, under Mayor
Levine’s leadership, has launched a $400 million effort to raise sidewalks, install
pumps, and rebuild roads at a higher level.
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But we need to take action at the Federal level.

It requires a strong, dedicated commitment from the Federal Government to keep
these networks in tip top shape and make sure they are safe and ready for the fu-
ture.

It also requires funding.

Local governments cannot be expected to face this challenge alone.

Federal agencies provide essential tools to help communities plan infrastructure
that is built to last.

While loans and financing can be helpful, they are just tools.

And these tools are useless, if you don’t first have significant funding.

That’s why my colleagues and I put out a blueprint for how we can invest in the
President’s call for a trillion dollars in infrastructure investment.

One area where this funding is critical is to build the projects that our going to
prepare our states for the future—

Like the resilience initiatives discussed by Mayor Levine, repairing the Herbert
Hoover Dike in Florida, or building new rail lines.

And it is essential that any investment in new infrastructure ensure that the
project is designed to withstand future climactic conditions.

Further, we also need to address our broadband infrastructure.

That is why the Democratic Blueprint included $20 billion to help the Nation ex-
pand access to essential high-speed broadband services, close the digital divide, and
push the economy forward.

Even more significantly, a portion of those monies would be used to upgrade the
Nation’s aging 9-1-1 infrastructure to Next Generation 9—1-1—a national impera-
tive to keep our citizens safe and enhance public safety.

Federal funding could help support critical projects like these across the country.

These kinds of infrastructure investments have lasting impacts on our economy
for decades to come.

I look forward to hearing from the panel on how Federal investments can help
improve our infrastructure.

I want to especially thank Mayor Levine from Miami Beach for being here today.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Nelson.

We have, as I said, a great panel before us today, and I want to
recognize the Senator from Utah, Senator Lee, to introduce our
Utah panelist.

Senator Lee.

Senator LEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

It’s great to have my friend Carlos Braceras before the Com-
mittee today. I've known Carlos Braceras for over 12 years, and
very honored to have him before the Committee today. He’s the Di-
rector of the Utah Department of Transportation, which oversees
some 1,600 employees as well as the design, the construction, and
the maintenance of Utah’s 6,000-mile system of roads and high-
ways during his long and impressive career at Utah.

Mr. Braceras has established for himself and for our state a top-
notch reputation for thoughtful planning and creative partnerships
with local governments and with private stakeholders, everyone
who might be affected by what they do there.

And as the current Secretary-Treasurer of the American Associa-
tion of State Highway and Transportation Officials, he can offer
valuable insight into how Congress can minimize Federal barriers,
barriers that tend to inhibit state and local governments from in-
vesting in infrastructure to begin with.

N So I look forward to your testimony, Carlos. Thanks for being
ere.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Lee. And I do want to just
recognize our panel. As I mentioned earlier, our Governor from
South Dakota, Dennis Daugaard, is here. As Senator Lee pointed
out, Carlos Braceras, the Executive Director of the Utah Depart-
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ment of Transportation and Secretary-Treasurer of the American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials. Ms.
Shirley Bloomfield, who is Chief Executive Officer at NTCA-The
Rural Broadband Association in Arlington, Virginia. And as pointed
out by my colleague Senator Nelson, the Honorable Philip Levine,
who is the Mayor of Miami Beach, Florida.

Senator NELSON. May I take a personal privilege?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir.

Senator NELSON. The Mayor is a personal friend, one of the most
recognized and accomplished mayors, who is dealing with another
part of a problem of infrastructure, and that is that measurements
over the last 40 years have shown that the Atlantic Ocean has
risen in South Florida 5 to 8 inches.

What happens is at the seasonal high tides, the streets of Miami
Beach are awash in seawater. And, therefore, he has had to spend
millions and millions of dollars in very expensive pumps and the
raising of the roadbeds to try to fix it, a new kind of infrastructure
investment.

Cities in South Florida have had to move their city well fields
further west because the heavier seawater intrudes on the honey-
comb limestone support of Florida that is filled with freshwater,
and as a result, they've got to get further away from the coast in
order to tap that freshwater not being invaded by the seawater.

So the Mayor is a good one to have when we talk about a dif-
ferent kind of infrastructure.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Nelson. I'm going to start on
my left, and your right, with Governor Daugaard. If our panelists
could confine their statements to as close to 5 minutes as possible,
it will make maximize our time to ask questions.

And T would also note, I think we’re going to have a vote or two
at about 10:30, and my preference would be that we roll through,
and if we can keep a member or two here to do that, we will. If
not, we will perhaps take a short recess. But I just wanted to put
people on notice that that’s probably going to occur here in the not
too distant future.

Governor Daugaard, welcome.

STATEMENT OF HON. DENNIS DAUGAARD,
GOVERNOR, SOUTH DAKOTA

Governor DAUGAARD. Thank you, Chairman Thune, Senator Nel-
son, and members of the Committee. Thank you for the opportunity
to be here this morning. I'm Dennis Daugaard, Governor of South
Dakota. And my hope today is to offer a rural perspective on sur-
face transportation infrastructure issues.

To get right to my key points, Federal transportation investment
in South Dakota and other rural states benefits the whole Nation,
not just those rural states. Highways in rural western states en-
able truck movements between the West Coast and large cities in
the Midwest and the East. We are the bridge between those loca-
tions. They benefit people and commerce at both ends of the jour-
ney and along the way.

Rural highways and rail lines also enable agricultural products,
energy, and natural resources, like lumber, to move from rural
points of production to domestic markets and to the coasts and on
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to world markets. Without a well-connected transportation system,
many of these goods could not be exported.

Every year, my third point, rural highways enable tens of mil-
lions of visitors to reach Mount Rushmore in my state, and na-
tional parks, like Yellowstone. These tourism dollars are spent here
in America boosting the economy. So there are plenty of great rea-
sons for Federal surface transportation investments, even in a state
like South Dakota and other rural areas.

Second, rural states have needs for surface transportation invest-
ment. If Congress passes surface transportation infrastructure leg-
islation, any additional funds would be put to good use promptly
in South Dakota and other states. Any additional funds would cre-
ate jobs and economic growth and enhance safety.

However, I want to be sure that a rural state like mine benefits
from any new infrastructure law in a meaningful way. I expect that
any new infrastructure bill will encourage private sector invest-
ment and transportation infrastructure.

However, public-private partnerships needing sizable private re-
turns are not a surface transportation solution for rural states.
Even after supplementing project revenues with tax credits, our
low traffic volumes in rural states do not generate sufficient income
to attract investors.

Rural states are sparsely populated, yet they have extensive road
networks, so the per capita costs of paying off principal and inter-
est is high in rural states. That deters borrowing, and for a good
reason. In short, any surface transportation infrastructure initia-
tive that Congress crafts must take into account funding challenges
facing rural states.

Rural states, as well as other states, need to benefit from the
surface transportation portion of any infrastructure initiative, so
the legislation can’t be limited to P3s as a solution.

In addition, any surface transportation initiative should empha-
size formula funding. Using the FAST Act formula-based distribu-
tion would ensure both rural and urban states participate substan-
tially in a balanced surface transportation initiative.

Now, strengthening the surface—or excuse me—strengthening
the Highway Trust Fund is an important objective. The Highway
Trust Fund and the programs it supports and maintains, they
maintain and improve America’s surface transportation infrastruc-
ture.

But the Highway Trust Fund is in some jeopardy. Without legis-
lation, after 2020, the Trust Fund will not support even FAST Act
highway and transit program levels. In other words, it won’t be
able to support existing program levels. It won’t meet the growing
needs of the economy either. So, strengthening the Highway Trust
Fund is worthy of consideration and action.

Just a few more points. Today, states do not receive the benefits
of the FAST Act due to the part-year Continuing Resolution. States
receive less than the FY17 appropriated level—or, excuse me, au-
thorized levels. For some rail and truck safety programs, the part-
year appropriations law continues programs as they existed before
the FAST Act reforms. Promptly passing legislation to fully fund
the FAST Act would enhance infrastructure investment and trans-
portation safety.
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Also, my prepared testimony and the map attached to it make
clear that the draft Multimodal Freight Network, published by
USDOT last year, leaves rural states underserved. In addition,
stakeholders from across the Nation protested the proposed net-
work. AASHTO called the highway component of that network in-
sufficient, inadequate, and poorly connected. If USDOT won’t make
needed changes to that draft, I hope Congress will act to do so.

I also encourage Congress to increase Federal transportation pro-
gram flexibility and simplify and expedite project delivery. We
want each program dollar to deliver more benefits.

In closing, just two points. First, Federal investment in surface
transportation infrastructure in rural states benefits the entire Na-
tion. Second, P3s will not be an effective approach to improving
surface transportation infrastructure in those rural states. So, any
surface transportation infrastructure initiative must provide rural
states meaningful funding from sources other than P3s so they can
participate meaningfully in that initiative.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Governor Daugaard follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. DENNIS DAUGAARD, GOVERNOR OF SOUTH DAKOTA
Chairman Thune, Ranking Member Nelson, and Members of the Committee:

The President has raised the profile of investment in infrastructure on the na-
tional policy agenda. I commend this committee for following up by holding this
hearing on important infrastructure issues.

Today, I'll offer a rural perspective! principally on issues concerning our Nation’s
surface transportation network. The surface transportation network needs to effec-
tively connect rural America with the entire country, for the benefit of our Nation.
Let me get right to my key points.

Significant Federal investment in the transportation network in rural states bene-
fits the Nation. The entire nation gains from Federal surface transportation invest-
ment in rural states like ours. Those investments enable—

e truck movements between the West Coast and large cities in the Midwest and
East, across states like South Dakota, benefitting people and commerce in large
metropolitan areas at both ends of the journey and others along the way;

e agricultural products, energy, and other natural resources, which are largely
produced in rural areas, to move by truck and/or rail to national and world mar-
kets;

e access to scenic wonders like Mount Rushmore, Yellowstone, and many other
national parks.

Public Private Partnerships (P3s) and other approaches to infrastructure invest-
ment that depend on a project’s positive revenue stream are not a surface transpor-
tation infrastructure solution for rural states. The low traffic volumes in rural states
will not support tolls, even if one wanted to impose them. Projects in rural areas
are unlikely to generate revenues that will attract investors to finance those
projects—even if the revenues are supplemented by tax credits. While P3s could
work in some parts of the country, for a surface transportation infrastructure initia-
tive to be national in scope and have rural-urban balance, P3s are not enough.
Other funding approaches must be part of any national surface transportation infra-
structure initiative for rural states to be able to participate in it substantially.

Further, in a recent statement, the President emphasized fixing existing infra-
structure before building new facilities. An emphasis on repairing infrastructure re-
duces the relevance of P3s as an aid to surface transportation investment. Resur-
facing and reconstruction of roads and major preservation and maintenance work
on rail facilities rarely generate the new revenue streams a private investor would
want.

1This prepared statement is presented not only for my own State of South Dakota, but also
for the transportation departments of Idaho, Montana, North Dakota and Wyoming, who have
concurred in this prepared statement.
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Further, recent experience shows that financing approaches do not translate well
to rural surface transportation infrastructure. The 2009 recovery act legislation au-
thorized for a limited time so-called “Build America Bonds.” Under that program,
of the five rural states supporting this testimony, only one used the provision to bor-
row for transportation. And in that case it was for a program where Federal funds,
not state funds, would be used to pay off the loan.

Also, a recent 50 state survey by AASHTO found eight states either had no cur-
rent use of bonds for transportation or used them only in the GARVEE cir-
cumstance, where Federal funds would pay back the borrowing. Those States are:
Wyoming, Idaho, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Iowa, Nebraska, and Ten-
nessee.?

So, to provide for meaningful participation by rural states in any surface transpor-
tation infrastructure initiative, that initiative must provide the rural states mean-
ingful funding from sources other than P3s.

There are needs for surface transportation infrastructure investment in rural states
(and in all states). If Congress passes an infrastructure initiative including surface
transportation funds, those funds would be put to good use promptly in South Da-
kota and, I'm sure, other states. The states would deliver projects providing safety,
employment, economic development, transportation efficiency, and other benefits.

Using the FAST Act’s predominantly formula-based approach for the distribution
of funds would ensure that both rural and urban states participate in the initiative
and it would deliver the benefits of an infrastructure initiative to the public prompt-
ly. Other aspects of the FAST Act are also good precedent for a surface transpor-
tation infrastructure initiative. For example, the current approximately 4—-1 ratio
between Federal highway program funding and Federal transit program funding is
appropriate. It is also consistent with a highly relevant and recent USDOT Condi-
tions and Performance report, and should be continued. Further, formula programs,
compared to discretionary or allocation programs, should continue to receive strong
Federal funding emphasis in any Federal surface transportation infrastructure ini-
tiative.

Last year, with FAST Act formula funding, South Dakota resurfaced or rehabili-
tated 1,410 miles of asphalt pavement and 94 miles of concrete pavement, completed
41 miles of grading, built 14 new bridges and 8 culverts, and repaired or rehabili-
tated 66 bridges and culverts. It is a powerful statewide success story.

Also, we would have particular concern if, in any infrastructure initiative, any
new transportation program elements were structured in a way that made it unreal-
istic for rural states to benefit. New program elements limited to extremely expen-
sive projects likely would not be accessible by rural states, at least in a substantial
way. That type of initiative may very well lack urban-rural balance.

Strengthening the Highway Trust Fund is a very important objective. The High-
way Trust Fund (HTF) and the programs it supports are critically important to suc-
cess in efforts to maintain and improve America’s surface transportation infrastruc-
ture. We deeply appreciate that the FAST Act provided financial support to the
trust fund and its programs through FY 2020. Yet, past 2020 there will be no mean-
ingful balance in the HTF to supplement revenues dedicated to the HTF. So, with-
out legislation, after 2020, the HTF will not be able to support even current Federal
surface transportation program levels, and will not meet the needs of the country
that will grow as the economy grows.

In short, as part of any infrastructure effort, Congress should seek opportunities
to strengthen the Highway Trust Fund. Such action could both improve the HTF’s
long-term stability and enable it to at least support currently enacted program lev-
els plus inflation.

While our focus today is on funding and financial issues, we also encourage Con-
gress to take steps to increase Federal program flexibility and to simplify and expe-
dite program and project delivery, so each dollar will deliver more benefits. One way
to do that would be to provide each state with increased flexibility to direct funds
to their highest priorities. South Dakota and other rural states face different trans-
portation challenges than those faced by more densely populated states. All states
would benefit from flexibility.

Many also have spoken in support of expediting the program and project delivery
process. We agree. Reducing time and effort needed for regulatory and program
compliance inevitably means a state DOT has more time and money to focus on de-
livering projects to the public. We do not address these issues in detail today, but
we want to be clear, it is important to simplify the program, and related processes,
in order to maximize the benefit of each program dollar.

2Transportation Governance and Finance, AASHTO, November 2016, page 75.
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There have been unfortunate delays in Washington, D.C. that have prevented states
and the public from receiving the benefits of the FAST Act, including funding in-
creases and safety reforms in which this committee played a leading role. In the
FAST Act, Congress increased funding for highway, transit and rail infrastructure
and also for surface transportation safety programs. We are frustrated because
while the Federal Government operates under a continuing resolution, funding lev-
els legislated in FAST for FY 2017 are not in effect. We have a short construction
season in South Dakota. So, a funding delay of a few weeks can sometimes translate
to a year’s delay in delivering a project.

In addition, reforms of safety programs developed in large part by this committee
are not being fully implemented. Instead of receiving higher FY 2017 funding levels
for a reformed motor carrier safety assistance program, we have seven months of
hard to use funding, at FY 2016 levels, for the program that was modified or re-
placed by the FAST Act.

Under the continuing resolution, certain funds that the FAST Act provided for in-
vestment in rail freight facilities are not available. Those funds could be applied to
state owned rail track used by small railroads. Such investments are very important
to our farmers trying to get crops to national and world markets. When those prod-
ucts can move, we strengthen the economy and reduce the Nation’s trade deficit.

So, Congress should appropriate full FY 2017 funding for FAST Act programs as
quickly as possible.

Many significant rural and other surface transportation assets were not recognized
in USDOT'’s draft National Multimodal Freight Network. The FAST Act requires de-
velopment of a National Multimodal Freight Network (NMFN). USDOT has not yet
designated that network. However, the draft of that network USDOT issued for
comment last year was very disappointing. Stakeholders nationwide complained
that important highways and other facilities were not included in that draft net-
work. AASHTO commented that the highway mileage on that draft network is “in-
sufficient, inadequate, and poorly connected.”

To illustrate the lack of connectivity in the draft NMFN, attached to my prepared
statement is a map of the highway component of the draft NMFN in South Dakota
and some nearby states. You will see gaps in the network in those states larger
than some sizeable states. That does not promote national connectivity.

Comments from individual states, including mine, identified additional short-
comings in the draft. Highway connections to grain terminals and agricultural shut-
tle train routes were left out. Also omitted were many rail short lines. These omis-
sions discourage efforts to increase efficiency in transporting agricultural products
from farms to national and world markets.

In short, too many important highways and rail lines were left off that draft net-
work, particularly in rural areas. Those omissions, if not corrected by USDOT, will
leave many areas underserved. It may complicate planning. It will discourage public
and private investment in the omitted roads and rail lines, slowing economic
growth. Congress certainly could take legislative action to establish a more exten-
sive, better connected national multimodal freight network.

Public transportation provides benefits in rural states. Let me briefly mention pub-
lic transportation, which benefits rural areas as well as big metropolitan areas.

The Federal transit program includes apportionments for rural transit. Federal
investment in rural transit helps ensure personal mobility, especially for senior citi-
zens and the disabled, connecting them to necessary services. Transit service is
often a vital link for citizens in small towns to get to the hospital or clinic as well
as to work or other destinations. Also, some rural areas are experiencing an in-
crease in the age of the population. Public transit helps senior citizens meet essen-
tial needs without moving out of their homes. Any transit component of an infra-
structure initiative should include transit in rural states as well as in large metro-
politan areas.

Broadband deployment provides benefits in rural states. Let me briefly mention
another type of infrastructure—broadband. The issues of broadband deployment in
rural states are framed by the same considerations that frame transportation issues
facing rural states—relatively few people and long distances. Thus, as with high-
ways and rail, the cost per capita of deploying at least some broadband assets can
be high.

Yet, for rural states and areas to fully participate in the economic and cultural
life of the nation, and for the Nation to benefit fully from the talents and economic
output rural Americans can contribute to the country, rural America needs
broadband access. Clearly, there already is broadband access in many areas in rural
states, but access to broadband can be improved, and I'm interested in seeing that
happen. I look forward to working with the Congress on broadband infrastructure
issues as they develop.
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Before closing, let me mention additional reasons why strong Federal transpor-
tation investment in rural states is appropriate and benefits the Nation.

I mentioned truck movements from West Coast ports to Chicago or other heart-
land or eastern destinations. Almost 70 percent of truck movements in South Da-
kota do not have an origin or destination in the state, a percentage well above the
national average for through truck traffic. This underscores that highways in rural
states serve national commerce and provide vital connectivity.

Federal-aid highways in rural states also—

e have become increasingly important to the rural economy, with the abandon-
ment of many rail branch lines;

e provide a lifeline for remotely located and economically challenged citizens, such
as those living on tribal reservations; and

o facilitate military readiness.

The vast extent of Federal and tribal lands in many western states presents an
additional challenge to improving surface transportation in those states. Idaho is
well over 60 percent Federal and tribal lands; Wyoming, over 50 percent; Montana,
roughly 30 percent. There are significant tribal lands on South Dakota’s six reserva-
tions.

Development or use of Federal or tribal lands is limited, and state and local gov-
ernments can’t tax them. Yet, the Nation’s citizens and businesses want reasonable
transportation access to and across those lands. Such access is an expensive propo-
sition for sparsely populated states. Significant transportation investment by the
Federal Government remains a proper response, both in terms of apportionments
to low population density states and in terms of direct Federal programs generally
referred to as the “Federal Lands Programs.”

Let me expand on the importance of the rural agricultural sector. In an average
year, the corn, soybeans, wheat and sunflowers moved from South Dakota fields
would fill over one million 18-wheel trucks. In 2014, South Dakota’s agricultural ex-
ports were estimated at $4.3 billion. Wyoming produces significant grain, sheep, and
cattle. North Dakota leads the Nation in the production of many crops, including
barley, durum wheat, and spring wheat. Montana is a leading producer of wheat,
peas, and other crops and in 2016 exported 80 percent of its nearly billion dollar
wheat crop. Idaho is also a major grain producer and possibly billions of people
around the world have consumed Idaho potatoes.

Energy and other natural resources are largely located in rural states and areas,
including oil, natural gas, or coal in Wyoming, North Dakota, and Montana and eth-
anol in South Dakota.

The surface transportation network is essential to moving these agricultural and
energy products to national and world markets and improving the U.S. economy.

Quality transportation infrastructure in rural states helps ensure that American
and international tourism dollars are spent in America, furthering national eco-
nomic goals. For example, in 2016 visitors to Mount Rushmore totaled about three
times the population of South Dakota. Similarly, that year there were roughly 10
million recreational visitors to Yellowstone, Glacier, and Grand Teton national
parks. The entire population of Wyoming and Montana combined is approximately
1.5 million. Other important scenic destinations are located in this region: the Bad-
lands National Park in South Dakota; Devils Tower in Wyoming; Theodore Roo-
sevelt National Park in North Dakota; and the Craters of the Moon National Monu-
ment and the Sawtooth National Recreation Area in Idaho.

Rural western states have very few people to support each lane mile of Federal-
aid highway—and preserving and maintaining this aging, nationally connected sys-
tem is expensive. Yet, citizens from our states contribute to this effort significantly.
Nationally, the per capita contribution to the Highway Account of the Highway
Trust fund is approximately $115. The per capita contribution to the Highway Ac-
gount attributable to rural states is much higher; in South Dakota it is roughly

190.

So, any surface transportation infrastructure initiative Congress may develop
should be structured in a way that recognizes and responds to, among other consid-
erations, the challenges facing rural states.

Conclusion

In closing, I'll emphasize two points.

First, Federal investment in surface transportation infrastructure in rural states
benefits the entire nation.

Second, P3s will not be an effective approach to improving surface transportation
infrastructure in rural states. So, any surface transportation infrastructure initia-
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tive must provide rural states meaningful funding from sources other than P3s, so
that they can participate meaningfully in that initiative.
Thanks for the opportunity to present testimony today.

ATTACHMENT: HIGHWAY COMPONENT OF DRAFT NMFN IN SOUTH DAKOTA AND
ADDITIONAL RURAL STATES

Large Areas at Risk of Being Underserved
by Highway Component of Draft NMFN

Legend
raaeien NMFN Highway Netwark NE \

rterien NMFH Highways in Other States

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Governor Daugaard. And we will in-
clude your entire statement with the attachments in the record as
well.

So, Mr. Braceras.

STATEMENT OF HON. CARLOS M. BRACERAS, P.E., SECRETARY-
TREASURER, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY
AND TRANSPORTATION OFFICIALS; EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Mr. BRACERAS. Chairman Thune, Ranking Member Nelson, and
members of the Committee, thank you very much for the oppor-
tunity to be here today and share with you my thoughts on the
connectivity of people, goods, and information that every commu-
nity needs throughout our Nation.

My name is Carlos Braceras, and I'm the Executive Director of
the Utah DOT. I'm also the Secretary-Treasurer of AASHTO.
That’s our association for all 50 DOTs plus the Puerto Rico and
D.C. DOTs.

Utah is an interesting state in that we have 65 percent of our
land owned by the Federal Government, so we’re extremely rural,
but 9 out of 10 Utahans live in an urban environment. So we have
urban and rural issues.

It’s important to remember the fundamental purpose of transpor-
tation. It’s to grow the economy of our cities, our counties, and our
country. And the interstate and national highway system plays a
critical role in connecting all of America, especially rural areas, to
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economic opportunities and amenities that contribute to a high
quality of life.

The safe and reliable movement of freight ensures that the eco-
nomic vitality of our country is strong and well-maintained. For ex-
ample, AdvancePierre. It’'s a food service, it has a plant in Okla-
homa, and it ships products throughout the country. It relies on the
interstate transportation system to access both domestic and inter-
national markets. It’s critical that this system is accessible and
well maintained in states such as Utah, where nearly a quarter of
our traffic on our interstate’s system is freight traffic, such as
AdvancePierre’s food products.

Businesses located in my state and others rely on this system to
move their products safely and efficiently. We need a strong na-
tional transportation system.

The national transportation system also serves our Nation’s agri-
culture, ethanol production, and energy industries, which are large-
ly located in rural areas. It also provides accesses to the scenic
wonders of Arches, Bryce, and Zion’s National Park in Utah, and
many other great national parks and forests around our country.

Now, more than ever, it’s important that we proactively prepare
to meet users’ demands and increase economic opportunities
through investing in surface transportation and passenger rail
service. The Federal role in investment in surface transportation
has a successful track record in partnering with the states.

As you work with President Trump to deliver a major infrastruc-
ture initiative, we recommend two principles. Use the formula-
based program structure currently in place because it is both the
most effective and efficient way to put Federal dollars to work, and
focus on direct funding rather financing mechanisms because only
the former can truly help deliver much needed products—projects
in every part of our country.

I believe that the FAST Act and Moving Ahead for America for
Progress in the 21st Century, MAP-21, have made great strides in
instituting major programmatic and policy reforms. However, there
still exists further opportunity for improvements while still remain-
ing responsible stewards of both the human and the natural envi-
ronments.

We want to build on the success of these policy reforms, and
AASHTO is asking to improve it by simplifying the NEPA Assign-
ment application and audit process. This allows states to assume
all of the responsibilities of the USDOT with respect to activities
relating to environmental review, consultation, and approval.

Several years ago, I led an international delegation of U.S. ex-
perts to learn about performance measures and management. We
visited six national—six nations and regional governments to learn,
and one of the universal takeaways was that fewer high-level
measures were more effective to move the transportation vision to-
ward accomplishing the goals of the national and regional govern-
ments. AASHTO strongly supports the performance measures in
MAP-21 and the FAST Act, but ask that we first get these up and
running before new ones are introduced.

We also suggest that Congress consider authorizing a consoli-
dated funding pilot program that treats all core funding provided
to State DOT under the National Highway Performance Program,
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Surface Transportation Program, and Highway Safety Improve-
ment program as a single consolidated apportionment.

I strongly believe that with enhanced flexibility and implementa-
tion performance measures, that we can achieve better outcomes
for the public’s investment and greater transparency.

The State’s DOT commend your leadership in consolidating the
passenger rail title as part of the FAST Act. Your action enables
many states to invest in modern passenger rail services that pro-
vide traveling public with more transportation choices, relieves
highway and airport congestion.

To protect the taxpayers’ investment in passenger rail and to en-
sure high-quality, on-time train service, states have implemented
the stakeholder agreements as per the requirements of the bill.
And performance-based, quantifiable measures, such as trip times,
reliability, and frequency of services, are included in these agree-
ments. The rights of private railroad owners will be maintained
thanks to these.

We are truly at an inflexion point in transportation that is as
significant as when the engine was merged with the horse and
buggy. Today, it’s the merger of technology and automobiles that’s
leading us toward the connected autonomous vehicle. And this isn’t
the future, this is now.

With 94 percent of all crashes in our Nation being the result of
human error, we have the ability now to enhance public safety,
save lives on our roadways, and improve mobility. It’s right at our
fingertips. But in order to achieve these amazing outcomes, we
must first find the right balance between regulation and innova-
tion.

As states, we like flexibility, but there needs to be some consist-
ency so that cars traveling from Utah across this country can oper-
ate on a consistent basis. We need to respect personal privacy with
the advent of more data being moving around. We have to address
gybersecurity issues. Public agencies need access to appropriate

ata.

The state DOTs are absolutely committed to meeting the trans-
portation needs of rural America and the policies to help move
goods, people, and information safely and efficiently across the
United States.

I would like to thank you for this time and this opportunity
today.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Braceras follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. CARLOS M. BRACERAS, P.E., SECRETARY-TREASURER,
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION OFFICIALS;
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Introduction

Chairman Thune, Ranking Member Nelson, and Members of the Committee,
thank you for the opportunity to provide input on ensuring connectivity of people,
goods, and information for every community across our Nation through infrastruc-
ture investment. My name is Carlos Braceras, and I serve as the Executive Director
of the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) and as Secretary-Treasurer of
the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO).
Today, it is my honor to testify on behalf of the great state of Utah and AASHTO,
which represents the state departments of transportation (State DOTSs) of all 50
states, Washington, D.C., and Puerto Rico.
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I first joined UDOT as a registered professional engineer and a geologist. Prior
to my appointment almost four years ago as the Executive Director, I served as the
Deputy Director for twelve years with previous experience as Region Director, Major
Project Manager, Chief Geotechnical Engineer and Chief Value Engineer. In addi-
tion to serving as AASHTO’s Secretary-Treasurer, I am also the Chairman of the
AASHTO Subcommittee on Design and the Chair of the Technical Working Group
of the AASHTO Center for Environmental Excellence. I am also the current Vice
Chair of the Intelligent Transportation Society of America.

My testimony today will emphasize five main points:

e Ensuring a strong Federal role and investment in surface transportation;

e Critical importance of program funding, relative to financing, for rural areas;
e Opportunities to further cut the red tape in legislative and regulatory process;
o States’ visible and important role in providing passenger rail service; and,

e Preparing for and harnessing significant technological advancements.

Ensuring a Strong Federal Role and Investment in Surface Transportation

Throughout the history of our country, transportation has played an integral role
in the success of our economy. States have done an admirable job of addressing
transportation within their boundaries, but there is clearly a need for a cohesive na-
tional transportation system. Take for instance, AdvancePierre Food Services, whose
plant in Oklahoma ships throughout the country to other plants and retailers. Their
success would not be possible without an effective interstate transportation system.
While AdvancePierre’s plants may be in Oklahoma and other states throughout the
country, Utah’s transportation system needs to be able to support businesses such
as this; nearly a quarter of the traffic on Utah’s interstate system is commercial
freight vehicles, carrying goods like AdancePierre’s food products to Utah and
through it. Just as AdvancePierre depends on a reliable, effective, well-maintained,
and safe transportation system in Utah, the businesses located in Utah also rely on
effective national transportation system to move its products across this country and
around the world.

This is just one example of how our entire nation—including residents and busi-
nesses of major metropolitan areas and rural areas alike—is well-served by a strong
Federal investment that improves surface transportation infrastructure in and
across a large, Western states like ours. It drives home the point that our Nation’s
transportation system is one of the key foundational elements necessary to ensure
the economic vitality of our country.

The state departments of transportations (DOTs) have the utmost appreciation for
your Committee’s leadership, along with your Senate and House members in part-
ner committees to shepherd the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act
in December 2015. This legislation ensures stability in the federally supported pas-
senger rail, freight, safety, highway, and transit programs through 2020. While the
five years authorized under the FAST Act has given us a temporary reprieve—
thanks to over $140 billion of General Fund transfers since 2008—from recurring
deep cuts in obligations due to the $15 billion annual gap between Highway Trust
Fund receipts and outlays, the case for maintaining a strong Federal role and in-
vestment in transportation remains as important as ever.

For over one hundred years, we as a nation, have enjoyed the fruits of the Federal
Government’s highly successful partnership with state DOTs to build and maintain
our surface transportation system. From the Federal-aid Road Act of 1916 estab-
lishing the foundation of a federally-funded, state-administered highway program
that has been well-suited to a growing and geographically diverse nation like ours,
Federal investment in all modes of transportation have allowed states and their
local partners to fund a wide range of projects that serve the interest of the Nation
as a whole. The Federal surface transportation program’s inherent flexibility defers
project selection and investment decision-making to state and local governments
based on extensive public input from local communities and businesses to address
their needs and ensure goods get access to a larger market than ever before.

Based on the Federal surface transportation program’s track record of success, we
recommend if you and the President deliver a significant infrastructure package in
the coming months, any increase in Federal funds should flow through the existing
program structure rather than expending scarce time and energy on untested new
approaches. We are well-prepared to work with Congress to take advantage of our
strong, productive partnerships with local governments to deliver on a major infra-
structure initiative.
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Critical Importance of Program Funding, Relative to Financing, for Rural
eas

As I noted, the Federal surface transportation program supports communities lo-
cated in urban, suburban, and rural areas across our Nation. In rural areas, the
transportation network specifically:

e Serves as a safe and reliable route for truck and personal traffic between other
states and between major metropolitan areas, advancing interstate commerce
and mobility;

e Serves the Nation’s agriculture, ethanol production, energy extraction, and wind
power industries, which are located largely in rural areas;

e Provides access to scenic wonders like Arches, Bryce Canyon, and Zion National
Parks in Utah, and many other great national parks, monuments, and forests
located in rural states;

e Is a lifeline for remotely located and economically challenged citizens, such as
those living on tribal reservations;

e Enables people and business to access and traverse vast tracts of federally-
owned land, and;

o Facilitates military readiness.

States with the greatest land area tend to be in the west. To illustrate distance,
a driver traveling from Washington, D.C., to Boston, Massachusetts, could drive the
same distance in Utah or Nevada and still be in the same state. Additionally, many
western states are some of the most highly urbanized states in the nation, in fact
five of the ten most urbanized states are in the west. In Utah, nine out of ten resi-
dents live in urban areas. Many other western states share those same characteris-
tics with highly urbanized populations and large, sparsely populated rural areas in
between. A strong national transportation network connects these urbanized areas
across vast distances, ensuring that all communities in the United States have ac-
cess to a safe and efficient transportation system.

We recognize that investment dynamics for rural areas differ significantly and
fundamentally due to vast distances, sparse population density, lower volume of
traffic, and a large proportion of Federal lands, in Utah, 65 percent of our land is
owned by the Federal Government. Under these circumstances, direct Federal fund-
ing and grants based on formula apportionments can best meet the mobility and
quality-of-life needs not only throughout the West, but also in rural communities
elsewhere in the country. And if our rural communities thrive, our country as a
whole thrives.

This means that financing tools that leverage existing revenue streams—such as
user fees and taxes—are typically not viable, as the sole tool, in rural areas at the
project level. We in Utah, and many of our state DOT peers, certainly appreciate
the ability to access capital markets to help speed up the delivery of much-needed
transportation improvements. But we also recognize the inherent limitations of fi-
nancing; the vast spectrum of publicly-valuable transportation projects that never-
theless cannot generate a sufficient revenue stream through tolls, fares, or avail-
ability payments to service debt or provide return on investment to equity holders.

The state DOTs continue to support a role for financing and procurement tools
such as public-private partnerships (P3s) given their ability to not only leverage
scarce dollars, but to also better optimize project risks between public and private
sector partners best suited to handle them. There are limited means to monetize
non-revenue producing assets, like what Connecticut has done through its long-term
rest area concession. But we maintain that financing instruments in the form of
subsidized loans like TIFIA, tax-exempt municipal and private activity bonds, infra-
structure banks, and tax code incentives are simply not enough to meet most trans-
portation infrastructure investment needs.

Opportunities to Further Cut the Red Tape in Legislative and Regulatory
Process and Requirements

After decades of adding layers upon layers of legislative and regulatory oversight
for transportation, thanks to your leadership, both the FAST Act and the Moving
America for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) have instituted major pro-
grammatic and policy reforms. However, there exists still further opportunity to im-
prove the efficiency and effectiveness of transportation programs and project deliv-
ery while remaining responsible stewards of both human and natural environments.

First, Congress should encourage the USDOT to implement provisions in both
MAP-21 and FAST Act to remain consistent with congressional intent. A recent ex-
ample of a problematic USDOT regulatory action is the onerous and unanticipated
requirement regarding metropolitan planning organization (MPO) coordination. Al-
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though state DOTs and MPOs already exemplify the kinds of coordination sought,
the new regulation is anticipated to impose costly requirements with no benefits.
In addition, AASHTO supports implementing statutorily authorized performance
management frameworks for highway safety, bridge and pavement, system perform-
ance, and freight before further measures are considered and added. Several years
ago, I led an international delegation of U.S. experts where we visited with six na-
tional and regional governments that were considered advanced in the area of per-
formance measures and management. One of the universal key takeaways was that
fewer, high-level measures were more effective to move the transportation vision to-
ward accomplishing the goals of the national or regional governments.

Second, to build on the successful policy reforms in MAP-21 and FAST Act based
on bipartisan support, AASHTO asks for the opportunity to continue improving the
project delivery process. California, Florida, Ohio, Texas, and—as of the beginning
of this year—my state of Utah are participating in the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act (NEPA) assignment program made available to all states in MAP-21. Based
on our collective experience, some specific changes that will make this program in-
creasingly efficient and more attractive to the states include simplifying the assign-
ment application and audit process, allowing states to assume all of the responsibil-
ities of USDOT with respect to engineering and other activities related to environ-
mental review, consultation, permitting or other action required under any Federal
environmental law for project review or approval, and allowing states in this pro-
gram to be solely responsible for the development of their policies, guidance and pro-
cedures so long as Federal laws and USDOT requirements and guidance are met.
Other expediting measures include decoupling fiscal constraint requirements from
NEPA approval to allow construction-ready projects to proceed through environ-
mental reviews and progress as money becomes available; ensuring that the statu-
tory authority provided to adopt planning decisions in the NEPA process includes
all of the flexibility previously provided in the planning regulations; and providing
flexibility in developing project review project schedules and programmatic categor-
ical exclusion agreements.

Beyond NEPA, many opportunities exist to streamline project delivery through
updates to the Endangered Species Act, Section 4(f) reviews for historic sites, the
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, and transportation air quality conformity
under the Clean Air Act. AASHTO is happy to work with you to provide specific
recommendations for improvement in any of these areas. We also look forward to
continued collaboration with USDOT’s Build America Bureau. This would build
upon our robust existing partnership through AASHTOQ’s Center for Excellence in
Project Finance by closely engaging with the Bureau’s Federal Infrastructure Per-
mitting Dashboard that was created under your leadership in the FAST Act.

Finally, to build on the current flexibility in the Federal-aid Highway program,
Congress should consider authorizing a “Consolidated Funding” pilot program. This
pilot program would build on the program consolidation efforts made in MAP-21 by
treating all core funding provided to a State DOT under the National Highway Per-
formance Program, Surface Transportation Program, and Highway Safety Improve-
ment Program as a single, consolidated apportionment. States would only be eligible
to participate in the program once they had an established performance manage-
ment system that demonstrates a system of metrics and performance measures that
assist and guide the state in the decision-making process to Federal program fund-
ing received through the pilot program. Under such a pilot program, suballocations
to MPOs and other local government entities can remain unaffected. Utah is ready
to step forward to pilot such a program and I am convinced that we will be able
to demonstrate that we will be able to better meet both the transportation goals of
this country and those of Utah, by allowing states to use the money on “right activ-
ity at the right time”. I also believe that it would allow for increased transparency,
so the public can see a better connection between their investment and outcomes
achieved. I encourage Congress to seek additional opportunities to continue moving
the Federal highway and safety programs toward performance and outcome-based
programs that emphasize results rather than adherence to “process.”

At the same time, I encourage Congress to restore state flexibility to allow limited
use of Highway Safety Improvement funds to address driver behavior programs that
improve roadway safety and help us achieve our shared goal Toward Zero Deaths.
State DOTs engineer roads to be as safe as possible, and that includes providing
drivers with a margin of error; when they make a mistake, the roadway must give
them an opportunity to recover. However, national studies demonstrate that the
critical cause for crashes is attributable to driver behavior in 94 percent of crashes.
While it’s important that we continue to engineer and construct roads to be safer,
states should also have some program flexibility to work with our safety partners
to educate drivers on the most deadly driver behaviors.
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States’ Visible and Important Role in Providing Passenger Rail Service

The state DOTs commend your leadership in consolidating the passenger rail title
as part of the FAST Act, making this legislation a true surface transportation bill.
Your action enables many states to further invest in modern passenger rail services
that provide the traveling public with more transportation choices and relieve high-
way and airport congestion in a safe, environmentally responsible way.

Under Section 209 of the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act
(PRIIA), a state-supported routes program now includes 18 states and other entities
under 19 operating agreements for financial support of 26 short-distance routes de-
fined as those less than 750 miles. To protect the taxpayer’s investment in pas-
senger rail and ensure high-quality and on-time train service, states have diligently
implemented the PRIIA requirement to negotiate stakeholder agreements before
Federal funding could be released. Performance-based and quantifiable measures
such as trip times, reliability and the frequency of service are included in these
agreements. Because much of the passenger service in the United States rides on
rails owned by private railroads, the rights of these stakeholders to continue to
maintain and improve their own service have been incorporated into these agree-
ments.

In FY 2015, states’ partnership with Amtrak, the Federal Railroad Administration
(FRA), and host railroads have resulted 14.7 million passenger trips, with five cor-
ridors topping at more than a million trips. A specific example of improvements in
passenger rail travel under this program can be seen in increasing maximum train
speeds up to 110 mph wherever possible on the Chicago-Detroit and Chicago-St.
Louis corridors, as supported by the Illinois and Michigan DOTs. As additional track
and signal work is completed, more segments will experience speed increases result-
ing in trip time reductions of nearly an hour on both corridors.

Some obstacles remain to ensure effective support for intercity passenger rail be-
tween states. The FRA’s System Safety Program (SSP) needs to be revised to dis-
allow service sponsors from being classified as railroads. This is due to the fact that
service sponsors are planning entities and thus are not organized, nor staffed, with
railroad-qualified personnel needed to fulfill requirements of the SSP rule. The state
DOTs believe that service sponsors do not have the legal authority to compel host
railroads, nor Amtrak, to comply with the SSP rule and designating service sponsors
as railroads exposes service sponsors to other, broader railroad operating require-
ments for which public agencies are ill-equipped. We believe determining service
sponsors as railroads is not based on sound data nor will it in any meaningful way
improve safety.

Preparing For and Harnessing Significant Technological Advancements

I believe that we are at an inflection point in Transportation that is as significant
as when the engine was merged with the horse and buggy, today it’s the merger
of technology with the car and truck as we know it. This will change the way we
move goods, services and people on our roads and highways. In the future, I view
data as the new asset that will dramatically enhance public safety, save lives on
our roadways, improve mobility, enhance program and operational efficiency, and
create jobs. It is important now more than ever, that we maintain relationships
from local, state and Federal levels to ensure our transportation system is not a bot-
tleneck of continued innovation.

Governments will need to build, redesign, and adapt roads, highways, and bridges
to the autonomous and connected vehicle. Traditional investments include providing
better lighting, consistent roadway design, better signage; these investments are es-
pecially needed on rural roads. Spectrum for vehicle-to-infrastructure systems using
Dedicated Short Range Communications needs to be preserved, and rural broadband
expanded. The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration also must move for-
ward with industry on the proposal to establish a Federal Motor Vehicle Safety
Standard for vehicle-to-vehicle communications (V2V). Cooperative V2V and vehicle-
to-infrastructure (V2I) safety systems are needed to support fully automated vehi-
cles, supported by robust research and deployment. Institutional capacity and work-
force skills will need to be upgraded to operate, maintain and secure new smart
roads and intelligent vehicles.

Promising potential abounds when it comes to the use of drones, or Unmanned
Aerial Vehicles (UAVs). As of this past year, AASHTO identified 17 state DOTs con-
ducting research regarding the use of UAVs. The aircraft have assisted state DOTs
with bridge inspections, accident clearance, surveying and identifying, monitoring
and mitigating risks posed by landslides, rockslides and flooding.

State DOTs strongly believe that the overall benefits will be seen with autono-
mous vehicles that are also connected with other vehicles and the infrastructure on
which they operate. AASHTO is a founding member of the V2I Deployment Coali-
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tion, on which I also serve, along with the Institute of Transportation Engineers and
the Intelligent Transportation Society of America, and various transportation indus-
try representatives. This began as a concept to create a single point of reference for
stakeholders to meet, discuss and collaborate on V2I deployment related matters.
And several states have already taken the initiative to develop policies to accelerate
convergence of connected and autonomous vehicles and define industry interactions
for full deployment.

For example, in Utah, the state legislature adopted HB 373 allowing UDOT to
conduct a connected vehicle technology testing program on its roadways. We
partnered with Peloton Technology to test a system which facilitates platooning of
two-tractor-trailer rigs on a stretch of I-80. Both drivers continue to steer the trucks
but an automated system controls acceleration, responds instantly to changes in
speed of the front truck located 50 feet ahead, and respond to road hazards up to
800 feet away. The efficiency of air flow results in a savings of about five percent
for the front truck and ten percent for the rear truck. States such as Florida, Michi-
gan and Nevada have taken the initiative of policy changes and the state level, cou-
pled with new guidance and standards at the national level, to effectively prepare
for technological advancements that will provide a greater overall public value in
the future.

Another area that has seen rapid gains is the use of “big data,” which refer to
volume (large amounts of data), variety (different data being combined), and velocity
(the speed at which new data is being produced and added to the analysis), used
to analyzed computationally to reveal patterns, trends, and associations, especially
relating to traffic patterns, human behavior, and interactions. A great example can
be seen in 17 states—including Utah—partnering with the Waze, a popular driving
app. Under its Connected Citizens Program, there has been increased and ongoing
partnership between Waze and various governmental agencies to share publicly-
available incident and road closure data to facilitate smoother movement of vehicles
and people.

An important component to advance roadway technology is the ability to create
a digital highway with fiber optics to make our roads smarter and safer, benefiting
surrounding communities, including underserved rural areas. In Utah, we believe
this is best accomplished through P3s and streamlining Federal regulations that
provide maximum flexibility to states, which have enabled Utah to successfully sup-
port expansion of service provider networks. The property value of linear highway
corridors is a major incentive enabling P3s. These partnerships began in the late
1990s when a change in Federal law allowed the states to accommodate longitudinal
access of telecommunications facilities within interstate rights-of-way under certain
conditions. Utah changed our state law to allow companies to lease or barter in-kind
for this access. These successful P3s have enabled us to significantly expand high-
way operations over large, remote expanses of the state as well as enabling private
providers to expand their service in both urban and rural areas. The Utah DOT de-
ploys conduit and fiber with every road project that makes sense and coordinates
road projects with any telecommunication company that wants to partner. Through
these partnerships Utah has realized over 2,500 combined private and public miles
of fiber, conduit and circuit, with a total value of almost $75 million to the public.

Federal policies need to support P3s such as these by carefully considering the
uniqueness of each partnership. The ability to be flexible is what makes these part-
nerships possible. Rigid regulations or mandates can remove the very flexibility that
is needed, complicating implementation and adding unnecessary additional system
costs.

Conclusion

State DOTSs are absolutely committed to meeting the transportation needs of rural
America and the policies required to help move people, goods, and information safely
and efficiently across the United States. This week, literally as I speak, hundreds
of state DOT leaders from all corners of our country are just a couple of blocks away
attending AASHTO’s 2017 Washington Briefing. Over the next couple of days, most
of them will be on the Hill meeting with their Congressional delegations advocating
for the reaffirmation of a strong federal-state partnership to address our surface
transportation investment needs.

I want to thank you again for the opportunity to testify today, and I am happy
to answer any questions that you may have.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Braceras.
Ms. Bloomfield.



21

STATEMENT OF SHIRLEY BLOOMFIELD, CHIEF EXECUTIVE
OFFICER, NTCA-THE RURAL BROADBAND ASSOCIATION

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Chairman Thune, Ranking Member Nelson,
and members of the Committee, I am really delighted to be here
today to share some thoughts with you. I'm Shirley Bloomfield, the
CEO of NTCA-The Rural Broadband Association.

We represent about 850 small rural businesses that are deploy-
ing infrastructure to provide broadband and other services in 46
states.

Today, rural America really continues to be a fertile ground for
innovation, and the deployment of broadband in so many ways has
equaled what roads and bridges had meant in the past. So it is
really the 21st century superhighway.

These small broadband providers are leaders in deploying net-
works and enabling innovative communications services, but for all
of the progress that has been made to date in deploying rural infra-
structure, there is still a lot of work to be done. Even where infra-
structure is in place today, we've got to sustain these networks to
keep pace with consumer demand and deliver affordable services.

It’s also really important to remember what infrastructure actu-
ally enables. In 2016, the Hudson Institute, along with the Founda-
tion for Rural Service, released a report that examined the eco-
nomic benefits of broadband deployment. The report determined
that investments in ongoing operations of small rural broadband
providers, like NTCA members, contribute $21 billion to $24 billion
annually to the Nation’s gross domestic product, with 66 percent of
that benefit actually accruing to urban America.

The report also found that rural broadband investment is a driv-
er of economic growth, estimating that nearly 70,000 jobs are di-
rectly attributable to economic activity of these small rural
broadband providers with about 54 percent of those jobs actually
being in urban areas where some of the suppliers and vendors to
these carriers actually reside.

And we can see the payback of rural broadband infrastructure
investment in the economic and other activities that such networks
enable. We have an initiative at NTCA called the Smart Rural
Community, where we really highlight working with communities
that enable telemedicine, public safety, distance learning, tele-
working, all of these applications that are essential to job creation
and economic growth in rural America.

Recognizing the benefits that flow from broadband infrastruc-
ture, the current administration did include telecommunications
within the initial list of infrastructure priorities even prior to tak-
ing office.

Over 100 Members of Congress have concurred in a recent letter
urging the President to include broadband within any wider infra-
structure initiative. NTCA applauds that consensus already
achieved on making sure that broadband is part of that priority
and welcomes the chance to provide thoughts on how to tackle this
further.

It may help to outline a few key objectives to consider in any
broadband infrastructure initiative.

First, a plan should account for, if not leverage, efforts that are
already underway to promote and sustain broadband investments.
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Second, accountability should be demanded of those who receive
resources through such a plan, and proven track records of success
should actually matter.

Third, any plan must be carefully designed and sufficiently sized
to tackle the challenges presented. Programs should aim to get
broadband where it is not and to sustain it where it already is. And
plans should also need to be backed up with sufficient resources to
actually get the job done.

Fourth, we should look to get the best return on investments on
infrastructure. Putting resources toward infrastructure that won’t
stand the test of time may turn out to be frankly a waste of re-
sources and ultimately leave rural America behind.

Fifth, a comprehensive approach to promoting broadband infra-
structure investment must tackle deployment barriers.

So against this backdrop, NTCA makes the following recommen-
dations: Rather than reinventing the wheel, one promising course
of action could be to leverage and to supplement the existing uni-
versal service program that we have in the High Cost arena, which
is within the FCC’s oversight and can help justify greater
broadband investment.

The FCC’s USF program represents a very logical focal point for
renewed broadband infrastructure initiative. The FCC is the Na-
tion’s expert agency in telecom policy and is already tackling
broadband challenges with respect to availability and to afford-
ability. Recent USF reforms adopted by the FCC reorient the pro-
gram toward broadband, ensure funding is targeted to where it is
most needed, and define an efficient level of support in each area.
The reform program rules also compel so much accountability, they
actually include reporting literally on a location-by-location basis.

Particularly given USF budgets that are woefully underfunded,
resulting in slower speeds and higher prices for far too many rural
broadband consumers and businesses, we have a real opportunity
to make sure that the FCC’s programs can actually achieve their
goals, as designed. And the good part of these programs is that
they’re already in place so they can hit the ground running without
the need to start up a new program from scratch.

Of course, alternative new capital infusion or tax incentive pro-
grams could also play a role, but all these other things, like capital
infusion, must still be coordinated with the FCC’s efforts. And,
frankly, tax incentives may not move the needle significantly on in-
vestments in areas that are already uneconomic.

Finally, the elimination of regulatory hurdles must be a critical
component of any infrastructure initiative. In South Dakota alone,
for example, the Forest Service permitting holdups delayed comple-
tion of a multimillion dollar fiber investment for more than a year.

Efforts are already underway to address a lot of these concerns.
For example, the MOBILE NOW legislation introduced by the
Chairman and Ranking Member Nelson highlight the significance
of streamlined broadband deployment.

Similarly, the FCC Chairman, Chairman Pai, has a digital em-
powerment agenda, which contains really thoughtful suggestions
on how to make it easier to build, maintain, and upgrade networks.
Chairman Pai’s recent announcement of a Broadband Deployment
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Advisory Committee also represents a really sensible roll-up-your-
sleeves approach and a step toward action.

So continued progress toward implementation, these ideas and
policies, has to be seen as an essential component of a comprehen-
sive broadband infrastructure initiative.

In conclusion, small broadband innovators have made great
progress and are really eager to continue deploying infrastructure
and delivering these critical services to rural America, and, frankly,
all of America needs to participate in this global economy.

So the ability to recover the initial and ongoing costs of sus-
taining that infrastructure in High Cost rural areas is critical to
this session—to this mission.

So thank you for the opportunity to testify. We really look for-
ward to working with you on a comprehensive infrastructure strat-
egy that will achieve our Nation’s shared broadband goals.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Bloomfield follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SHIRLEY BLOOMFIELD, CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER,
NTCA-THE RURAL BROADBAND ASSOCIATION

Introduction

Chairman Thune, Ranking Member Nelson, members of the Committee, good
morning and thank you for the invitation to participate in today’s hearing focused
on infrastructure.

I am Shirley Bloomfield, Chief Executive Officer of NTCA-The Rural Broadband
Association (“NTCA”). NTCA represents approximately 850 rural small businesses
deploying broadband infrastructure in 46 states. All NTCA members are fixed voice
and broadband providers, and many of our members also provide mobile, video, sat-
ellite and other communications-related services to their communities. The small
telcos like those in NTCA’s membership serve less than five percent of the popu-
lation of the United States, but cover approximately 37 percent of its landmass.
These companies operate in rural areas left behind by other service providers be-
cause the markets were too sparsely populated, too high cost, or just too difficult
in terms of terrain.

These small broadband providers have been leaders in deploying advanced com-
munications infrastructure that responds to consumer and business demands and
connects rural America with the rest of the world. For rural America, such infra-
structure enables economic development and job creation not only in agriculture, but
for any other industry or enterprise that requires robust connections to operate in
the modern world. But, for all their progress to date, the job of deploying and oper-
ating this critical infrastructure is not done, as operators still face the challenges
of sustaining and upgrading existing networks to keep pace with consumer demand,
delivering affordable services, and extending these networks into parts of rural
America still lacking access.

Before turning to what policies could help promote the deployment and sustain-
ability of broadband infrastructure in rural America, it is important to understand
what benefits accrue to both rural and urban America when every American has
reasonably comparable access to high-quality communications services at affordable
rates.

Rural Broadband Investment in Action: Economic Development and Job
Creation

Small, hometown broadband providers have led and are continuing to lead the
way in deploying high-speed, sustainable broadband that responds to the needs of
consumers and businesses in rural America. The broadband infrastructure they de-
ploy enables applications that rural and urban communities can leverage for edu-
cation, commerce, health care and government services. Broadband-capable net-
works facilitate greater interconnection of community resources and enable greater
participation in the national and global economy.

To not have access to high-speed Internet today should be unimaginable, yet mil-
lions of rural Americans have limited or even no access to robust broadband. And
while it is critical to deliver broadband to the unserved, it is just as critical that
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those already receiving broadband remain served. There are many places in rural
America where networks have been built by committed companies like those in
NTCA’s membership, but the sustainability of that infrastructure and the afford-
ability of services remain in question. In many parts of rural America, the chal-
lenges of distance and density are so great that they cannot sustain even one
broadband network. Section 254 of the Communications Act therefore rightly recog-
nizes that our national policy is not merely about deploying infrastructure, but also
ensuring that such infrastructure, once deployed, means something for the con-
sumer—that is, “reasonably comparable” services at “reasonably comparable” rates
for urban and rural consumers alike. If a network is built but then becomes
unsustainable, or if the services offered over it are unaffordable or unreliable or can-
not keep pace with increasing consumer demand, then these outcomes deny rural
Americans the benefits of broadband and represent a terrible waste of the resources
that help to make broadband infrastructure available in the first instance.

In April 2016, the Hudson Institute, in conjunction with the Foundation for Rural
Service (FRS), released a report examining the economic benefits of rural broadband
infrastructure.! This report determined that the investments and ongoing operations
of small rural broadband providers contribute $24.1 billion annually to the Nation’s
gross domestic product, with 66 percent ($15.9 billion) of that amount accruing to
the benefit of urban areas.2 The report also found that rural broadband investment
is an important driver of job growth, estimating that 69,595 jobs—54 percent of
which are with vendors and suppliers in urban areas—can be attributed directly to
economic activity of small rural broadband providers.® These findings confirm that
investment in rural broadband infrastructure yields returns that reach far beyond
the confines of rural America.

Finally, the study found that rural broadband supported over $100 billion in e-
commerce in 2015. Nearly $10 billion of that total involved retail sales, and Hudson
estimates that if the broadband deployment in rural areas was equivalent to that
in urban areas, sales would have been at least $1 billion higher.# Such data under-
score that not only is the widespread availability of robust affordable broadband im-
portant for our national economy, but the direct act of investing in and operating
broadband infrastructure is itself a substantial economic driver.

But, there are also jobs beyond the telecom technicians, engineers, materials sup-
pliers, and manufacturers that are supported by rural broadband infrastructure. In
Sioux Center, Iowa, a major window manufacturer built a 260,000 square-foot plant
to employ 200 people. The company considered more than 50 locations throughout
the Midwest, but selected Sioux Center in part because the rural broadband pro-
vider enabled this plant to connect with its other locations throughout the U.S.
using a sophisticated “dual entrance” system that could route traffic to alternate
paths, ensuring that the main headquarters 250 miles away and other facilities
would remain connected. In Cloverdale, Indiana, a rural broadband provider met
with developers and helped bring an industrial park to its service area. Powered by
this provider’s broadband, the facility brought more than 800 jobs to the area. These
stories are repeated throughout NTCA member service areas, giving rise to the con-
cept of the Smart Rural Community.

Rural Broadband Collaboration in Action: Smart Rural Community

Moving beyond the economic data and looking at actual applications in the field,
it is clear that broadband enables and fosters innovative economic development,
commerce, health care, education, and other activities and capabilities that con-
tribute to the success and well-being of communities.

Many of these achievements in leveraging broadband infrastructure for the bene-
fits of communities have been highlighted in NTCA’s Smart Rural Community pro-
gram. This initiative recognizes top-performing broadband providers in rural areas,
as well as sponsoring on-going educational events and providing matching fund
“micro-grants” to stimulate collaboration among broadband providers and other com-
munity leaders. The premise of this program is that a smart rural community relies
both on high-capacity broadband infrastructure and on teams of highly motivated
and collaborative leaders—the people behind the technology—to make the best pos-
sible, most productive uses of that infrastructure. This in turn helps with the sus-

1The Hudson Institute, “The Economic Impact of Rural Broadband,” April 2016, (“Hudson
Paper”). hitps:/ [ s3.amazonaws.com | media.hudson.org/files / publications /| 20160419KuttnerThe
EconomicImpactofRuralBroadband.pdf.

21d., pp. 13-14.

31d., p. 13.
4Id., pp. 19-20.
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tainability of the networks once built, as well as driving greater demand for
broadband as others see the potential applications and uses in practice.

NTCA’s Smart Rural Community companies have deployed connected health carts
in public schools whose students are challenged by persistent poverty; worked with
local electric utilities to enable two-way meter reading, power outage data, and volt-
age alerts; worked with U.S. border control officials to support critical security func-
tions along our Nation’s southern border; and enabled local firefighters to view re-
ported fires and locate nearby hydrants before firefighting teams arrive. Our Smart
Rural Community grant program has brought local broadband operators together
with hospice facilities and public school districts to create broadband-enabled solu-
tions aimed at supporting the needs of the elderly and our aspiring youth, for whom
access to increased educational and entrepreneurial opportunities can only yield
benefits for the Nation. The Smart Rural Community therefore helps to highlight
how the “rubber meets the road”—what the availability and sustainability of
broadband infrastructure can mean for consumers, businesses, and communities in
rural areas.

In a North Dakota community of 10,000 spread across an area of nearly 4,000
square miles, a rural broadband provider helped a small college become the first
“laptop university” in the United States, providing a fiber backbone to support a
campus-wide Wi-Fi network that enables portable laptop usage by all students. In
Milltown, Wisconsin, an NTCA member serving six villages, 15 townships, and a
Native American Reservation community connected six hospitals across two states
to enable telemedicine services, including the ability to share critical diagnostic files
with a major medical center for life-saving decisions when specialists are not avail-
able in the rural areas.

A Holistic Approach to Broadband Infrastructure

Broadband forms the foundation of these advancements in education, health care,
and economic development. The critical role of this communications infrastructure
is as necessary to these regions present and future needs as is electricity and other
infrastructure that enables the ordinary course of a thriving society. The current ad-
ministration has expressly recognized the importance of advanced communications
networks, having included “telecommunications” within an initial list of infrastruc-
ture priorities even prior to taking office. The need to advance broadband infrastruc-
ture has also been expressly noted by over 100 members of Congress in a recent
letter to the President urging him to include broadband within any broader infra-
structure initiative. NTCA therefore applauds the apparent consensus already
achieved with respect to making broadband an infrastructure priority, and welcomes
the chance to participate in a further discussion on how best to tackle this priority.

Before turning to specific thoughts on paths forward, it may make sense first to
outline a few key objectives for consideration with respect to any broadband infra-
structure plan:

e First, the plan should at least account for, if not specifically leverage, what is
already in place and has worked before. Creating new programs from scratch
is not easy, and if a new broadband infrastructure initiative conflicts with exist-
inglefforts, that could undermine our Nation’s shared broadband deployment
goals.

e Second, there should be meaningful expectations of those who leverage any re-
sources made available through such an initiative. Looking to providers with
proven track records in delivering real results makes the most sense, but whom-
ever receives any support should be required to show with specificity that they
used those resources to deliver better, more affordable broadband that will sat-
isfy consumer demand over the life of the network in question.

e Third, any broadband infrastructure plan needs to be carefully designed and
sufficiently supported to tackle the challenges presented. This is a question of
both program focus and program scope.

© From a focus perspective, any infrastructure plan should aim toward getting
broadband where it is not and also sustaining it where it already is; deploy-
ment of duplicative infrastructure in rural areas that are uneconomic—and
may not even support on their own a single network—will undermine the sus-
tainability of existing network assets.

© From a scope perspective, deploying and sustaining rural broadband is nei-
ther cheap nor easy; we obviously need to recognize that finite resources are
available to address any number of priorities, but any plan that calls for
broadband deployment—especially in high-cost rural America—should match
resources to the size of the problem to be solved.
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e Fourth, any resources provided as part of an infrastructure plan should look to
get the best return on such long-term investments. For networks with useful
lives measured in decades, this should mean the deployment of infrastructure
capable of meeting consumer demands not only today and tomorrow, but for ten
or twenty years. Putting resources toward infrastructure that needs to be sub-
stantially rebuilt in only a few years’ time could turn out to be resources wast-
ed—and risk leaving rural America behind.

o Fifth, while the economics of deployment are an essential component of any in-
frastructure plan, a comprehensive approach to promoting deployment is re-
quired. Barriers or impediments to broadband deployment must also be ad-
dressed as part of any holistic plan to promote and sustain infrastructure in-
vestment. Put another way, the best-funded, best-planned networks may never
deliver fully on their promise if they are caught in regulatory red tape and
needless delay.

Any potential path forward with respect to broadband infrastructure policy should
be evaluated against such criteria. As one example of a policy with promise, and
as NTCA first outlined in a December 2016 letter to the National Governors Asso-
ciation when that group was evaluating infrastructure priorities in collaboration
with the Presidential transition team, strong consideration should be given to
leveraging and supplementing the existing high-cost Federal Universal Service
Fund (“USF”) programs under the oversight of the Federal Communications Com-
mission (the “FCC”) as a primary means of implementing a broadband infrastruc-
ture initiative. The USF programs have been in place for years, and the FCC has
recently reoriented them under a “Connect America Fund” (“CAF”) banner to pro-
mote broadband in high-cost rural areas. The high-cost USF/CAF programs are es-
sential both in justifying the business case for broadband infrastructure investment
in the first instance, and then in keeping rates for services affordable atop the net-
works once they are built.

Unfortunately, these programs are also woefully underfunded to achieve their
goals as designed, relegating tens of thousands of rural Americans to lesser
broadband than their urban counterparts (or no broadband at all), and leaving mil-
lions of other rural Americans paying tens or even hundreds of dollars more per
month than their urban counterparts do for the same broadband services. Such im-
pacts undermine the benefit of building rural broadband infrastructure in the first
instance, as well as hindering the value of broadband as a component of a broader
economic development strategy. They put at serious risk the very ability of our Na-
tion to achieve the universal service mission articulated by Congress in Section 254
for millions of rural consumers and businesses—and they will undermine the viabil-
ity of a broadband infrastructure initiative if not addressed upfront.

Small businesses like those within NTCA’s membership have previously leveraged
a mix of private capital, USF support, and entrepreneurial spirit to achieve an un-
paralleled track record of success in advancing rural broadband. NTCA members
have made great strides in rural infrastructure investment, with our most recent
broadband survey indicating that: (a) 71 percent of their customers already have ac-
cess to at least 25 Mbps services; and (b) 49 percent of their customers already have
access to “future-proof” fiber-to-the-home networks. At the same time, despite this
initial track record of success by these small companies and the USF programs es-
sential to their efforts, much more remains to be done. For example, those 29 per-
cent of customers without access to 25 Mbps and those 51 percent of customers
without access to fiber networks are almost certainly the “toughest to reach.” And
while many rural consumers and businesses may be fortunate enough already to
have access to broadband infrastructure comparable in quality to urban areas, it
must not be overlooked that the USF programs are equally important in ensuring
affordable rates for services on those networks.

The FCC’s high-cost USF programs therefore could represent a logical focal point
for future broadband infrastructure initiatives. The FCC is the Nation’s expert agen-
cy in telecom policy, and it is already tackling the broadband challenges described
above with respect to availability and affordability. Moreover, recent USF reforms
adopted by the FCC have sought to: (1) reorient the programs toward broadband,
(2) ensure funding is targeted to where it is needed (i.e., to places where the market
does not enable service delivery on its own), and (3) define what the FCC considers
an efficient level of support in each area. The reformed program rules now compel
significant accountability, to the point that support recipients must meet specified
deployment obligations and literally geocode every new location to which they de-
ploy broadband leveraging USF support. The FCC is also working to finalize rules
that make USF resources in wide swaths of rural America available for companies
of all kinds—cable companies, traditional telcos, wireless Internet Service Providers,



27

and satellite providers—to leverage in making the business case for rural broadband
investment and service delivery. Although some implementation efforts remain on-
going and some questions remain outstanding, and while some minor conforming
changes would likely be needed to implement any resources available as part of a
new broadband infrastructure initiative, it would seem more straightforward to co-
ordinate any new initiative as a supplement to such existing programs than to stand
up an entirely new program from scratch and then attempt “on the back end” to
coordinate that new program with ongoing efforts.

Indeed, as NTCA has recently described in filings at the FCC and elsewhere, ad-
ditional broadband infrastructure resources, if flowed through the high-cost USF
programs, could achieve immediate and compelling effects given significant and
troubling current budget shortfalls in those programs. For example, providing addi-
tional resources to allow the FCC’s cost models and competitive bidding programs
to function as designed could yield measurably improved delivery of broadband to
tens of thousands of additional locations at higher speeds, and help deliver service
to many more who currently face the prospect of no broadband at all. Industry esti-
mates show that 71,000 more households would be the beneficiaries of better
broadband infrastructure if the FCC’s cost model were funded as designed, while
47,000 households are currently at risk of receiving no broadband at all due to a
lack of sufficient support.

Meanwhile, in other rural areas, additional resources could mitigate the fact that
millions of rural consumers are still forced to pay tens or even hundreds of dollars
more per month for standalone broadband than their counterparts in urban areas—
despite the fact that hundreds of Members of Congress wrote to the FCC in 2014 and
again in 2015 expressly asking for this concern to be resolved. Despite recent reforms
to ostensibly fix this problem, NTCA estimates that due to USF controls that re-
quire more cost recovery from rural consumers, some consumers in Colorado could
face rates as high as $300 per month for broadband, while some in South Dakota
could be facing charges over $275 per month. From an infrastructure perspective
specifically, it is far harder to justify future investments in broadband networks
when consumers face prices such as these and cannot reasonably afford the services
once delivered. These are concerns common to many rural consumers, and they are
particularly acute of course in areas with significant rural poverty levels and tribal
areas.

The FCC’s various high-cost USF programs—the Connect America Fund 2 initia-
tive and the programs that enable service delivery in rural areas served by smaller
businesses—therefore offer a ready-made platform that, with additional resources
but with very little additional “heavy lifting” or process, could “hit the ground run-
ning” and yield immediate, measurable benefits for rural consumers. Other options
could include alternative grant or capital infusion programs, comparable to what
several States have used to address “market failure areas”—places where the busi-
ness case for investment is difficult, if not impossible, to make without additional
resources. At the same time, creating such programs would require more adminis-
trative effort than leveraging existing programs, and the rules for any such new pro-
gram must still be informed by the objectives I first articulated above and any “les-
sons learned” from similar prior efforts at the Federal and State levels. For exam-
ple, as a matter of program integrity and to ensure the most efficient possible use
of resources, it would be necessary to ensure such a capital infusion program is ac-
curately targeted to unserved areas rather than enabling installation of duplicative
infrastructure; in effect, this means that any new program would still require sub-
stantial coordination with the existing USF programs, among other things. And al-
though some have alternatively touted tax incentives as offering promise—and while
there are certainly areas in which such incentives might help—such measures are
unlikely to make a material impact in most rural areas where distance and density
make it difficult, if not impossible, to justify a business case for infrastructure in-
vestment to start.

Regardless of what path is chosen, one key factor that requires further consider-
ation is what sorts of broadband networks any infrastructure investment initiative
should aim to promote. NTCA believes that if one is paying for and building an
asset intended to last for a few decades, that asset should be built to last a few dec-
ades. Of course, in a world of finite resources, there is a difficult tension between,
on the one hand, trying to reach as many unserved Americans as possible with net-
works that may cost less upfront and, on the other hand, deploying more sustain-
able “future-proof” networks to potentially fewer locations. This is not an easy
choice. But NTCA submits that deploying a network that may be less expensive up-
front—but which consumers will find substandard in just a few years’ time, or will
require much more to operate and upgrade over time—makes little sense for either
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the consumers who would use those networks or the American ratepayers or tax-
payers who would ultimately help support them.

As a more traditional infrastructure analogy that may resonate: if one projects
that car traffic is doubling every few years on a single-lane road, one likely does
not rebuild the new highway with only two lanes and then go back to add two more
lanes a few years later and yet two more lanes a few years after that. Instead, given
the relatively high costs of infrastructure deployment and the disruption involved
in repetitious construction, one builds the highway “the right way” the first time.
The same should be true of our broadband networks. We should certainly look for
a balanced approach to reach as many locations as possible, but not at the societal
and economic cost of deploying networks that in only a few years’ time will look ob-
solescent and inadequate for the users consigned to them. It is therefore important
that any rules adopted by the FCC to address distribution of any supplemental USF
resources that may be made available through a broadband infrastructure initiative
deliver the best, most balanced payback for both the American taxpayer and the
users of the networks—both in the near-term and over the life of that infrastruc-
ture.

Finally, even given the significance of sufficient resources to ensure reasonably
comparable services for rural and urban Americans alike, we must not forget the
importance of streamlining and/or elimination of regulatory hurdles to and burdens
upon deployment as part of any comprehensive broadband infrastructure initiative.
In South Dakota, for example, a small rural provider’s multimillion-dollar fiber de-
ployment requiring Forest Service approval encountered permitting holdups delay-
ing completion of the project more than a year. In Utah, providers have faced con-
struction delays due to inter-agency permitting disagreements between the Bureau
of Land Management and the U.S. Department of Transportation. Other NTCA
members have raised concerns about the need for inefficient and repetitive National
Environmental Policy Act studies. Delays can also be caused by confusion regarding
control of the rights-of-way for State roads. Meanwhile, increased or unreasonable
costs for franchise rights and pole attachments can turn already high-cost rural in-
frastructure projects into unjustifiable or unsustainable investments.

Such roadblocks, delays, and increased costs are particularly problematic for
NTCA members, each of which is a small business that operates only in rural areas
where construction projects must range across wide swaths of land. There are, of
course, many efforts already underway to examine and address such concerns. For
example, the Mobile NOW legislation introduced by Chairman Thune and Ranking
Member Nelson highlights the significance of streamlined permitting and siting in
a national broadband deployment strategy. Similarly, FCC Chairman Ajit Pai’s
“Digital Empowerment Agenda” contains many thoughtful suggestions on how “to
make it easier for [Internet Service Providers] to build, maintain, and upgrade their
networks,” ranging from greater scrutiny of local franchising regulations to ensuring
reasonableness in the costs for pole attachments. Chairman Pai’s recent announce-
ment of the formation of a Broadband Deployment Advisory Committee also rep-
resents a meaningful step in evaluating and taking real action on these issues. Con-
tinued progress in consideration and implementation of such ideas must be seen as
an essential component of a holistic broadband infrastructure initiative.

Conclusion

Small, rural broadband providers are eager to continue deploying infrastructure
and delivering services that rural America needs to participate in the modern world.
But the ability to justify and then recover the initial and ongoing costs of sustaining
infrastructure investment in high-cost rural areas is critical to this mission’s suc-
cess.

NTCA is excited to participate in this conversation regarding broadband infra-
structure initiatives, and we look forward to working with policymakers and other
stakeholders on a comprehensive infrastructure strategy that provides the tools and
capabilities needed to achieve our Nation’s shared broadband goals.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify, and for the Committee’s commitment to
creating an environment conducive to broadband infrastructure investment in rural
America.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Ms. Bloomfield.
Mayor Levine.
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STATEMENT OF HON. PHILIP LEVINE, MAYOR,
CITY OF MIAMI BEACH

Mayor LEVINE. Good morning. I would like to thank, first of all,
Chairman Thune, thank you so much, Senator Nelson, and the en-
tirgz committee for extending this invitation to testify before you
today.

I am Philip Levine. I'm the Mayor of the City of Miami Beach,
and I would like to share my unique experience and my knowledge
on behalf of our city, where I have had the privilege to serve as
Mayor for the past two terms.

Miami Beach is truly one of the most diverse cities in the coun-
try, one of the top destinations for tourists, and a key link between
North and South America.

For over 40 years, I have proudly called Florida my home, having
built a number of successful businesses in my community as an en-
trepreneur.

In my tenure as Mayor, I believe there are three topics that are
crucially important to improving local infrastructure, not just for
Miami Beach and for Florida, but for communities across America.

First, local communities face a challenge of resiliency. How can
we build infrastructure that can last for future generations? In
Florida, our Nation’s third largest state, resiliency is a major issue.
Along our shoreline, climate change is not just a talking point, but
an immediate threat to communities up and down the coast. This
is doubly true in South Florida, where the porous limestone base
and low topography make our communities especially vulnerable to
sea level rise.

Before I took office in Miami Beach, streets were frequently
flooded on sunny days, with saltwater surging out of city drains
due to king tides and elevated groundwater levels. Until recently,
it was common to see residents sandbagging their local businesses
or taking off their shoes to wade through knee-high water to access
their homes or places of work.

With requests for Federal and State assistance frozen in perma-
nent gridlock, we took bold, innovative, and immediate measures to
protect the city and build resilience, using local funds to physically
raise roads, install storm pumps, and build higher seawalls to keep
our streets both dry from rain and tidal waters. The climate change
crisis required immediate action and swift investments in our com-
munity, which prevented us from going through the often slowed
Federal process.

A second challenge our local communities face is connectivity.
The more connected we can make our major metropolitan areas,
the better we’re able to unlock our state’s potential and attract
more visitors and businesses. Plans to better connect Miami and
Miami Beach, where over 300,000 vehicles go back and forth per
day, have been in the works for decades. It was only recently that
we have made some progress with a public transit option con-
necting mainland Miami and Miami Beach through the SMART
plan, and not without a fight, and it is still many years in the fu-
ture.

Currently in Florida, we are finishing construction on a high-
speed rail system, the Brightline, which will connect Miami-Dade
with the metropolitan area of Orlando. Soon, Miami residents and
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visitors will be able to easily take a trip to Disney World, while Or-
lando residents and visitors can travel down to our beautiful beach-
es. I believe these efforts are a great beginning and will be a boon
for our state and local economies.

However, whether in building resilience or creating connectivity
between our cities, local governments can’t do it alone. In Miami
Beach, for instance, we need our Federal Government to be com-
mitted partners in protecting the assets and private property of our
residents and businesses. By the year 2050, 25 percent of our
streets will be below the projected high tides. We have defined
about $500 million of drainage improvements necessary to address
flooding, but we still stand $300 million short to complete these up-
grades.

In the next 50 years, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers esti-
mates that Miami-Dade County will need over 23 million cubic
yards of sand. Our beaches are a major economic engine in Florida,
and annually draw tens of millions of tourists from around the
world. There is no question that ignoring these challenges will only
leave our community with losses, leaving residents and businesses
with the suffering.

This leads me to my final and most significant point. We des-
perately need a renewed commitment between the Federal Govern-
ment and local governments. The future of Florida’s resiliency in
transportation will not be determined only through local funding
and efforts, but through a partnership between our cities and the
Federal Government in Washington, D.C. It’s time that the Federal
Government appreciates that Connecting Cities is the future that
will define the success stories so many Americans are craving.

A common refrain I hear from the mayors in Florida and mayors
from around the country, is that the current Federal process, when
it comes to urgent and ambitious infrastructure projects, is broken
and frustrating. We are unable to get the help that we need from
the Federal Government because the levels of analysis paralysis
often slow down the opportunity for progress.

So where do we go from here? How can we advance bold, innova-
tive long-stalled projects at the state level? The answer comes down
to a real emphasis on Connecting Cities. We need the Federal Gov-
ernment to connect directly with municipalities and empower local
governments to move projects through the Federal Government
with speed and determination. We need to accelerate the review
process, expedite funding mechanisms, and collaborate on the per-
mitting requirements.

I understand there is, and will continue to be, a debate whether
projects should be funded through public or private investment.
However, I think if you asked mayors around the country, they
would say that solutions should drive the discussion, and getting
to yes on infrastructure investments must be the guiding voices.

Bridges, tunnels, and airports are not Republican or Democrat.
When your constituents are stuck in traffic for hours at the end of
a long workday on a clogged causeway, they’re not asking them-
selves if that new bridge, tunnel, or transit system is going to be
funded through Federal, state, or private funds. They just want an
easier commute so they can get home to see their families.
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This June, Miami Beach will be hosting the United States Con-
ference of Mayors. Mayors across the country, both Republican and
Democrat, will gather to work to solve the pressing issues of our
communities. We have extended an invitation to President Trump
and Vice President Mike Pence to speak and listen to the mayors,
to learn about what frustrates us and what can be done together
to fix our cities, and to hear their plans to rebuild our Nation’s in-
frastructure post-haste.

One of my favorite proverbs, which I often quote, comes from An-
cient Greece. The Greeks claimed that a society can only grow
great when it plants trees whose shade they may never see. In our
cities today, not only are we unable to plant the trees, but due to
excessive regulation and bureaucracy, we can’t even dig the holes
to place the seeds.

Infrastructure is the backbone of our local and national economy.
It determines where companies locate and where jobs are created.
In the recent infrastructure plan submitted by Senator Nelson and
Senate Democrats, their plan would create 15 million new jobs
around our country. I would implore the Committee that if we are
to build better infrastructure in states like Florida, we must find
ways to fix the process so we can build a brighter, more inter-
connected, and more sustainable future. Let’s have our Federal
Government truly connect cities in the 21st century.

Thank you for this opportunity.

[The prepared statement of Mayor Levine follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PHILIP LEVINE, MAYOR, CITY OF MiaMI BEACH

Good morning! I would like to thank Senator Thune, Senator Nelson and the en-
tire committee for extending this invitation to testify before you today. I am Philip
Levine, Mayor of the City of Miami Beach and I would like to share my unique ex-
perience and my knowledge, on behalf of our city, where I have had the privilege
to serve as mayor for the past two terms. Miami Beach is truly one of the most di-
verse cities in the country, one of the top destinations for tourists and a key link
between North and South America. For over 40 years, I have proudly called Florida
my home, having built a number of successful businesses in my community as an
entrepreneur.

In my tenure as mayor, I believe that are three topics that are crucially important
to improving local infrastructure, not just for Miami Beach and for Florida, but for
communities across America.

First, local communities face a challenge of resiliency: how can we build infra-
structure that can last for future generations?

In Florida, our Nation’s third largest state, resiliency is a major issue. Along our
shoreline, climate change is not just a talking point, but an immediate threat to
communities up and down the coast. This is doubly true in South Florida, where
the porous limestone base and low topography make our communities especially vul-
nerable to sea level rise.

Before I took office, Miami Beach streets were frequently flooded on sunny days,
with saltwater surging out of city drains due to king tides and elevated groundwater
levels. Until recently, it was common to see residents sandbagging their local busi-
nesses, or taking off their shoes to wade through knee-high water to access their
homes or places of work.

With requests for Federal and state assistance frozen in permanent gridlock, we
took bold, innovative and immediate measures to protect the city and build resil-
ience, using local funds to physically raise roads, install storm pumps, and build
higher sea walls to keep our streets dry from both rain and tidal waters. The cli-
mate change crisis required immediate action and swift investments in our commu-
nity, which prevented us from going through the often-slowed Federal process.

A second challenge our local communities face is connectivity. The more connected
we can make our major metropolitan areas, the better we are able to unlock our
state’s potential and attract more visitors and businesses. Plans to better connect
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Miami and Miami Beach, where over 300,000 vehicles go back and forth per day,
have been in the works for decades. It was only recently that we have made some
progress with a public transit option connecting mainland Miami and Miami Beach,
}hrough the SMART plan, and not without a fight and it is still many years in the
uture.

Currently in Florida, we are finishing construction on a high-speed rail system,
the Brightline, which will connect Miami-Dade with the metropolitan area of Or-
lando. Soon, Miami residents and visitors will be able to easily take a trip up to
Disney World, while Orlando residents and visitors can travel down to our beautiful
beaches. I believe these efforts are a great beginning and will be a boon for our state
and local economies.

However, whether in building resilience or creating connectivity between our cit-
ies, local governments can’t do it alone. In Miami Beach, for instance, we need our
Federal Government to be committed partners in protecting the assets and private
property of our residents and businesses. By the year 2050, 25 percent of our streets
will be below the projected high tides. We have defined about $500 million of drain-
age improvements necessary to address flooding, but we still stand $300 million
short to complete these upgrades. In the next 50 years, the U.S. Army Corps of En-
gineers estimates that Miami-Dade County will need over 23 million cubic yards of
sand. Our beaches are a major economic engine in Florida, and annually draw tens
of millions of tourists from around the world. There is no question that ignoring
these challenges will only leave our community with losses, leaving residents and
businesses with the suffering.

This leads me to my final and most significant point—we desperately need a re-
newed commitment between the Federal Government and local governments. The
future of Florida’s resiliency and transportation will not be determined only through
local funding and efforts, but through a partnership between our cities and the Fed-
eral Government in Washington, D.C. It’s time that the Federal Government appre-
ciates that Connecting Cities is the future that will define the success stories so
many Americans are craving.

A common refrain I hear from mayors in Florida, and around the country, is that
the current Federal process, when it comes to urgent and ambitious infrastructure
projects, is broken and frustrating. We are unable to get the help that we need from
the Federal Government, because the levels of analysis paralysis often slow down
the opportunity for progress.

So where do we go from here? How can we advance bold, innovative long-stalled
projects at the state level? The answer comes down to a real emphasis on Con-
necting Cities. We need the Federal Government to connect directly with munici-
palities and empower local government to move projects through the Federal Gov-
ernment with speed and determination. We need to accelerate the review process,
expedite funding mechanisms and collaborate on the permitting requirements.

I understand there is, and will continue to be a debate whether projects should
be funded through public or private investment. However, I think if you asked may-
ors around the country, they would say that solutions should drive the discussion
and getting to YES on infrastructure investments must be the guiding voice.
Bridges, tunnels, and airports are not Republican or Democrat. When your constitu-
ents are stuck in traffic for hours, at the end of a long work day, on a clogged cause-
way, they are not asking themselves if that new bridge, tunnel, or transit system
is going to be funded through federal, state or private funds. They just want an easi-
er commute so they can get home to see their families.

This June, Miami Beach will be hosting the U.S. Conference of Mayors. Mayors
from across the country, both Republican and Democrat, will gather to work to solve
the pressing issues of our communities. We have extended an invitation to President
Donald Trump and Vice President Mike Pence, to speak and listen to the Mayors,
to learn about what frustrates us and what can be done together to fix our cities,
and to hear their plans to rebuild our Nation’s infrastructure post-haste.

One of my favorite proverbs, which I often quote, comes from Ancient Greece. The
Greeks claimed that a society can only grow great when it plants trees whose shade
they may never see. In our cities today, not only are we are unable to plant the
trees, but due to excessive regulation and bureaucracy, we can’t even dig the holes
to place the seeds.

Infrastructure is the backbone of our local and national economy—it determines
where companies locate and where jobs are created. In the recent infrastructure
plan submitted by Senator Nelson and Senate Democrats, their plan would create
over 15 million new jobs around our country. I would implore the committee that
if we are to build better infrastructure in states like Florida, we must find ways
to fix the process so that we can build a brighter, more interconnected and more
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sustainable future. Let’s have our Federal Government truly connect cities in the
21st Century!
Thank you for your time.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mayor Levine. And we appreciate
that perspective from a city, particularly a big city, an area where
we've got a lot of population and lots of infrastructure challenges
and needs. So thank you for sharing that.

We did have—the vote has been called. We’re going to do our
best to stagger this so that we can cover it. Senator Blunt is going
to go vote and hopefully come back and be able to take over the
gavel for a while as we try and do our best to keep rolling.

So I'm going to start.

I want to ask, Governor Daugaard, you noted that the programs
authorized under the FAST Act ensure both rural and urban par-
ticipation in our Nation’s surface transportation programs. Could
you elaborate on the advantages of using existing authorized pro-
grams under the established formula shares in comparison to new
policy designs or to a project-specific approach?

Governor DAUGAARD. Sure. Thank you, Senator. Well, first of all,
the existing formula under the FAST Act is established, and it bal-
ances urban and rural needs. I talked about how the states in rural
areas are the bridges between the more urban areas. To put a
number to that, almost 70 percent of the truck traffic on South Da-
kota’s interstates neither originate nor terminate in South Dakota,
so we are truly a bridge between places outside South Dakota. And
so when you have a formula, as the FAST Act does, that accounts
for that, that’s a good way to be sure that urban and rural balance
is achieved and that rural investment does indeed help the urban
areas because they need us.

Second, the formula system allows the state to choose the pri-
ority project. In discretionary funding, you’ve got to compete for
grant projects. In a small state like South Dakota, we don’t have
big projects that are real sexy and get a lot of attention, and yet
we know we have needs and we can prioritize those needs locally
in the best way. So the formula system allows the state the discre-
tion to choose the project that they want to attack first.

And, third, with a system that’s already in place, you can more
quickly deploy money. There’s a sense of urgency offered by every-
one here on this panel that things need to get done. And new sys-
tems, new approvals, new patterns, slow that down, and so using
the FAST Act approval process and a quicker established system
gets the money out the door and the projects built more quickly.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Governor.

Ms. Bloomfield, the 2009 stimulus bill included tens of billions of
dollars for infrastructure, which President Obama promised would
be shovel-ready, and before long, “shovel-ready” had become kind
of a punch line. But if Congress were to steer any additional funds
toward broadband, how can we make sure that we do not repeat
some of those mistakes and ensure that the taxpayers get real
value from any digital infrastructure spending?

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Senator, that’s a great question. And a couple
of things. There were definitely some projects that got funded
through stimulus that made sense, but I think we learned some
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really important lessons from stimulus, and that was there were
projects that were duplicating existing infrastructure.

When you've only got resources that can go so far, you've really
got to maximize what you have. So I think there are some lessons
learned in terms of ensuring that you’re actually putting money to
those providers who actually know what they’re doing.

Broadband is actually pretty hard business. People underesti-
mate until they get into the business of how complex it can actu-
ally be. But that’s why we really think if we look at the universal
service program, the FCC has spent the last 5 years reforming this
program, you actually have something in place that deals with
rural areas that are served not only by my companies, by the larg-
er companies, where, frankly, it is just simply uneconomical to pro-
vide broadband service when you’ve got 7 to 10 customers per mile
of wire. Taking an existing program like that that has been estab-
lished that actually also under the Connect America Fund Round
2 will actually be open to all providers where technology may make
the most sense. So it may be a traditional broadband provider
could be a satellite, it could be a wireless entity, the ability to kind
of maximize what we have.

So again I think the beauty is we've learned some lessons from
the last go-round, and we have some programs that are simply
ready to go.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Director Braceras, as you mentioned in your testimony, techno-
logical advancements are going to change the way we travel and
how we move goods. And given Utah’s leading role in vehicle tech-
nology, how can we, at the Federal level, best utilize and promote
these types of innovations for the increased safety and efficiency of
our transportation system and its users?

And I would point out that last year on the highways, I think
we lost 38,000 people. And it strikes me, at least, that 90 percent
of those, they were human error, it was driving under the influence
or distracted driving. So some of these new technologies it seems
to me could save a lot of lives.

But could you talk a little bit about that and how you see these
new technologies not only creating efficiency, but hopefully creating
more public safety?

Mr. BRACERAS. Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We'’re really ex-
cited about the opportunities, and, in fact, we feel an unbelievable
urgency to try to be facilitators to implement the technology be-
cause the benefits are going to be truly amazing. We're going to—
94 percent of all crashes are human error, and when you consider
that in Utah last year we lost 280 people on our roadways, if we
could eliminate human error, we would have had 18 deaths on our
roadways. I mean, so that’s what’s leading me to feel a lot of pres-
sure to try to help implement the new technologies.

For us, we're convinced it’s going to be a combination of not only
these autonomous vehicles, but connected vehicles, so connecting
vehicles to our infrastructure. And, in fact, we started a process in
the 1990s of wanting to connect our traffic signals. And what we
decided at that time is we wanted to have one traffic signal system
in the entire state of Utah, not a system for every city, county, or
state. And so today, we have 88 percent of every traffic signal con-
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nected to our fiber optic backbone, and not only can the state con-
trol all those signals, but every city and county can as well. We let
everyone have that ability. We’ve done this through public-private
partnerships with our telcoms. So we exchange value for value with
our telcoms our right-of-way, and what we do is we’ve been able to
not only connect our signal at costs that we could not afford, but
we also have pushed fiber optic and broadband access into our
rural communities that never would have had it if we did not take
that approach.

So being able to help states facilitate that type of partnership,
working with some of the Federal regulatory agencies, that we
have easements through a lot of properties, through the BLM and
others, so helping work with them where we don’t own the right-
of-way, but we have easements to help them see that vision as well
would be very helpful.

I think it’s going to be important for us to protect the DSRC
spectrum. We call it the safety spectrum. For us to realize these
benefits, these cars have to talk to cars, the cars have to talk to
the bridges, they have to talk to the stop signs. They have to have
complete interconnection between it. And so we’re convinced that
being able to protect the DSRC spectrum is going to be one of those
tools that we’re going to have to have in order to be able to achieve
these real benefits in the future.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Braceras.

Senator Nelson.

Senator NELSON. I'll ask just one question so Senator Klobuchar
can get in a question before we go vote.

Mr. Mayor, you’re one of the superstars. The country is going to
increase in population over the next 30 years by seventy—7—-0—
million people. Share with us the reason that it’s important that
we invest now for the future and also it’s important for the cities.

Mayor LEVINE. Thank you, Senator. You know, I only wish that
previous administrations in South Florida had invested in infra-
structure 30, 40 years ago, and we wouldn’t be dealing with roads
that are underwater today. And like that Greek proverb I said, “the
things we do today are for future generations, it’s about making an
investment.” As an entrepreneur, I know that when you make in-
Vestn}%nts, if you plan them and you think them through, they’ll
pay off.

I know as a mayor, and I talk to my fellow mayors across the
country, the big issue that they have, of course, is that they want
to plan these projects, they want to move them forward, but the in-
ability to break through the Federal process, which is so chal-
lenging, it’s probably like the hardest, most challenging, most dif-
ficult SAT question in this history of scholastic testing. OK? No one
can get the answer. No one can figure it out. Everyone talks the
talk, but no one can walk the walk.

So if the Federal Government would somehow figure out a sys-
tem where they could I'm not saying bypass the states, but go di-
rectly to the communities, go directly to the mayors and the local
municipalities, we’re going to see more projects get done, and when
it comes to transportation, whether you want to create an infra-
structure of startups and communities and businesses, what do
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millennials, what do people want? They want infrastructure. They
want public transportation. And this requires investment.

I love public-private partnerships, I think they’re fantastic, but
it’s like anything else. I don’t care what business, who it is in a
P3, show me the money, because if it doesn’t make sense economi-
cally, there’s not a P3, private company, in the world that’s inter-
ested in getting involved. Someone has to pay for it.

I'm sure when President Eisenhower came about and was going
to do our Interstate Highway Act, he didn’t say, “Let’s go find some
private companies to go build the interstate highways,” because
there was no money to be made to do that unless you were a build-
ing contractor.

So we have to be realistic about this. But from a mayor’s point
of view, let’s invest, but let’s get the Federal process down to a
science where mayors and communities and municipalities can ac-
cess it without being stuck in the state capitals. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Nelson.

Senator Klobuchar.

STATEMENT OF HON. AMY KLOBUCHAR,
U.S. SENATOR FROM MINNESOTA

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Thank you so much. And thank you, Sen-
ator Nelson, for giving me a few minutes of your time. And I also
want to thank you, Senator Nelson. We've worked together on the
9-1-1 draft.

Ms. Bloomfield, you know how important that will be as part of
broadband. I chair the—co-chair the 9-1-1 Caucus, and so we've
been working on that, and I'll ask you a question about that on the
record.

I just think this is a really exciting time for broadband because
we’'ve got the Administration putting this as a priority, now Sec-
retary Ross, in this hearing, said that he believed it should be part
of—in his nomination hearing—infrastructure. We’ve got Demo-
crats and Republicans here really geared up for the Broadband
Caucus, we even have a logo. And I think that there has just been
this increased interest, as Senator Thune knows, from the public
for not just having access to Internet, but having high-speed Inter-
net because they need it to run their businesses, as the Mayor
knows.

So just quickly, the NTCA announced the Smart Rural Commu-
nity program. Could you just quickly describe that to me? And then
I'll put my other questions on the record.

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Senator, thank you. So I know you had a
chance to meet with some of the broadband providers last week to
talk about what’s going on in Minnesota——

Senator KLOBUCHAR. And with Collin Peterson. That was—yes.

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Very exciting. So our Smart Rural Community,
you know, we have—our penetration is about 71 percent of rural
citizens that are served by my member companies that have access
to 25/3 capability, and about 50 percent have fiber to the home. It’s
not just about getting the broadband out there, but particularly
rural constituencies, is teaching them how to use the broadband.
Why is it more than just fast e-mail? You know, what can you real-
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ly do to bring community service, economic development, jobs, op-
portunities?

So with the Smart Rural Community, which we actually have a
number of communities in Minnesota that are Smart Rural Com-
munities, it is taking the entire community and bringing them
around to, what can broadband actually facilitate? It’s getting the
local mayors involved. It’s getting the local transportation folks,
public safety, and kind of gathering around the applications that
can be really empowering.

So we’ve been able to designate it, and what we’re finding is it’s
a great way to share the story of success. It’s also a great way to
make sure that people understand that when you go to rural Amer-
ica, you're not entering a backwater, you're entering incredibly vi-
brant communities, great places to raise your children, great infra-
structure, great workforce, and it’s a way to celebrate that.

So even as you enter into these communities, they’ve got high-
way signs, “You're entering a Smart Rural Community.” When you
think about locating jobs, when you think about bringing compa-
nies into those communities, the first thing on their checklist is
whether you've got broadband. And we're able to celebrate the fact
that we do, and it’s important to keep it.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Thank you so much.

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROY BLUNT,
U.S. SENATOR FROM MISSOURI

Senator BLUNT [presiding]. Thank you, Senator Klobuchar.

Governor Daugaard, let’s talk a little about the challenge that
you may see, and then I think we’ll go with the same question, a
follow-up on this to Mr. Braceras, which is we think—what kind
of obstacles would you remove for small states and small commu-
nities to have a better chance to share in the Federal money and
programs that are available? Or do you feel like there is no obsta-
cle there?

Governor DAUGAARD. Well, I think the FAST Act improved
things. I think with the Continuing Resolution, some of the funding
that was intended to be accessible through the FAST Act is yet out
of reach. And some of the improvements in safety are yet unavail-
able. But the first thing that would be most near-term, I guess,
would be to get a full budget year, get the FY17 budget finalized.
That would help.

The concern that small states have again originates in the pro-
posals that are seen in various—the President’s proposal, others,
that talk about P3s or other tax credits, or other ways to leverage
private funding. And in small states, there’s just not enough traffic
to put a toll on and create a revenue stream that would repay the
principal and interest required to attract investment. And there is
just not enough local—there’s not enough population to spread that
among even the population of the state.

As I mentioned earlier, almost 70 percent of the truck traffic
through South Dakota doesn’t start in South Dakota, doesn’t end
in South Dakota, we’re a throughway for that, and that’s above the
national average. So we're a heavily used bridge between other
more urban parts of the Nation.
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We also, though, are an originator of egg products. We have
enough corn and wheat and soybeans and sunflowers to fill a mil-
lion 18-wheelers every year. And so those 18-wheelers generally
bring that produce to processors or to rail, and they’re railed out
from there. But we need roads to get to the rail because not every
rail line reaches to every farmer’s field.

So I would say the key element that I want to emphasize again
is the formula methodology that’s employed in the FAST Act
should be retained. The FAST Act should be put into the FY17
budget in final form.

And then the Highway Trust Fund after 2020 needs to have a
stable source of funding by some means. As Senator Thune men-
tioned in his opening remarks, we went quite a long time before
we had a highway act, before we had the FAST Act, and we had
multiple short-term extensions. And in a state like South Dakota,
where we have a very short construction season, that made it very
difficult for us to contract for projects, not knowing if the funding
would be there.

So those are my thoughts. Thank you for the question, sir.

Senator BLUNT. Mr. Braceras.

Mr. BRACERAS. Yes, thank you, Senator. I'm not going to repeat
what the Governor said. I would echo a lot of his comments. Let
me start off with this thought. We hear a lot about the regulatory
hurdles to delivering our projects, and let me just give you an idea
of how we quantify that in Utah. We do an exchange program. And
so what we do is where we have the state money available, we will
exchange state money for Federal money, and we have local gov-
ernments lining up to do this at 85 cents on the dollar, and we do
this at a program level and at a project level, and this helps our
local governments deliver projects. These local governments and
rural communities are not doing Federal projects, you know, hun-
dreds of them a year, as state DOT's do it.

Senator BLUNT. So you take some state money and allow that to
be part of a local match?

Mr. BRACERAS. We exchange it out completely. So if a local gov-
ernment had a $10 million project that was funded, we would give
them $8,500,000 for that project. They feel they’re getting a steal
for that.

So I'm just giving you some idea of how our communities are
quantifying the regulatory hurdles that they have to go through,
especially when you’re not doing it, like I said, on hundreds of
projects a year, as we are doing as a state DOT. So we will Fed-
eralize projects that we wouldn’t do in the past. We tend to move
that money towards fairly simple maintenance-type projects to
limit the regulatory burden on that.

So that gives you maybe some sense of how hard this is for some
of our communities to deal with the Federal requirements.

Now, I'm going to propose a thought that I'll say it—you can say
it’s a Carlos thought here, it’s not representative of anyone behind
me, but I would really like to see the Federal Government actually
turn to states and allow states to certify that they’ve complied with
all the rules and regulations as opposed to having to go and ask
them, “Mother, may I?”
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Let us work on a certification basis, and we could take the risk
that we have complied properly, but I believe we can streamline
things tremendously. And this is very similar to how NHTSA deals
with the automobile manufacturers.

Senator BLUNT. Governor?

Governor DAUGAARD. Well, I was just going to comment that the
system that Utah uses to relieve local governments from the Fed-
eral regulatory burden is also used in South Dakota. That’s a sig-
nal I think that the regulatory burden on local governments is too
great, and just as in Utah, South Dakota does not give dollar-for-
dollar value. We're giving essentially less state money than the
local would get in Federal money, but they’re happy to get less
money to be relieved of the burden because it’s too burdensome for
them, too onerous, and they're afraid that they will make a mistake
and they’ll use the Federal dollars inappropriately or——

Senator BLUNT. So you not only help with the application proc-
ess, but also then with the—you become the monitoring, part of
that monitoring, of how the money is spent?

Governor DAUGAARD. Well, actually, what we do is we just give
them state dollars and we say, “You spend this in a way that you
believe is appropriate for safety, for traveling, for durability, for the
standards you want to achieve in your local areas, and we’ll take
the state and the Federal dollars and we’ll use them in ways that
meet Federal regs at the state level.”

So the locals are no longer even using the Federal dollars, they’re
just using State dollars, which they can deploy without this meas-
urement and reporting and without all the regulatory burden.

So the distributions to the locales with the Federal strings, they
don’t even want the money at that level, they’ll just give it up at
85 percent on the dollar to the states because theyre afraid to
make mistakes in dealing with the Federal regs. We're doing that
in South Dakota just like Utah is.

Senator BLUNT. And in terms of permitting, both from a state-
wide perspective, let’s say like Utah, Mr. Braceras, and then,
Mayor, from your perspective, we’ve done some things where we
can expedite highway construction. The Chairman and I worked to-
gether to put similar language in the FAST Act for rail construc-
tion. But how do you see permitting as it holds back what other-
wise your state and your community are ready to do? And if it’s
not a problem, I would be glad to hear that, too.

But, Mr. Braceras.

Mr. BRACERAS. Yes. We would be very happy to work with this
committee and with your staff, Senator, on—you know, we believe
that there are enhancements that we could make at the policy
level, at the regulatory level, and at the statutory level to make im-
provements to that regulatory process. There are duplicative proc-
esses that states and local governments need to deal with, and we
believe we can still achieve great outcomes, we can speed up the
process, we can put more of the public’s money out on the road to
work, and spend less of it dealing with regulatory burdens. And I
could go through a few details, but there are absolutely improve-
ments we could make at all three of those levels that would help
our local governments, our rural communities, be able to deploy
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projects faster and actually generate the safety and mobility bene-
fits that we're trying to achieve.

Senator BLUNT. Yes.

Mr. BRACERAS. At the end of the day, we need to get these
projects out on the ground as fast as possible.

Senator BLUNT. Well, Mayor, the same thing. As you decide
something needs to be done, do you see needless obstacles between
that moment and actually getting started to work?

Mayor LEVINE. Yes, Senator, and that’s the big issue I think it
comes down to. Local governments, I don’t care how big the city is,
it becomes so overburdensome, so—a massive wall that you lit-
erally can’t get across because you can’t figure out how to navigate
the Federal Government. And then, for example, in our state, it’s
two separate entities.

So you’re dealing with the state, you're dealing with the Federal
Government, and what ends up happening in local politics is—you
all may remember—is that people have limited attention spans,
they have limited terms. So who is going to start getting involved
in a process and a project that’s going to require Federal Govern-
ment help and state? By the way, you may be long gone as mayor
or commissioner or whatever it is that you are, you’re not going to
e}\lfen attempt it. It’s so overwhelming that you don’t want to go
there.

And one of the suggestions I would have possibly in this com-
mittee, and I would invite, as the host mayor, every mayor in
America will be pretty much down at Miami Beach June 23 to
June 26, the U.S. Conference of Mayors we’re hosting, and I know
infrastructure is the key most important aspect to most mayors
right now. And to have this type of setting in Miami Beach during
the U.S. Conference of Mayors, to listen to the mayors and go back
and forth, the amount of insight you're going to get from the
ground up to understand the obstacles of getting these projects
done I think will be really, really enlightening for the Senate.

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. And, Senator, if I could just interject as well.
It’s really important to broadband providers as well. And as folks
talk about the FAST Act, and while we’re not transportation enti-
ties, we do cross a lot of conduits.

So right now FAST Act is set at about a $200 million level in
terms of expediting some of that. You know, our projects are a lot
smaller than that, so I think there needs to be some flexibility.

But absolutely, as folks do their assessments on where theyre
going to do broadband builds, they’re looking at what it’s going to
take, how many hurdles theyre going to have to go through, and
how do you, as all of my fellow panelists have said, how do you
synchronize your local, your state, and your Federal permitting
process? It is absolutely critical.

Senator BLUNT. And in terms of let’s talk a little bit about the
broadband type applications to even transportation. Are you begin-
ning to look any or all of you, as you're—if you’ve got a building
project, looking in the future of vehicles that need broadband more
than they—of putting that in projects? Do you want to

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Carlos is jumping to jump in on that one, but
let me just say, to do all the great Internet of Things, you know,
the Smart Cities, the Smart Highways, you really need the
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broadband. So you kind of need that underlying infrastructure to
do the things that I think are going to be so important and so inno-
vative and critical for the economy as well as public safety to actu-
ally have the infrastructure out there.

So I look at, for example, the folks I serve, they cover about 40
percent of the land mass, 5 percent of the people. So you've got to
be willing to take that infrastructure across a long way. And I look
at the states of Utah and South Dakota, you're talking about a lot
of stretches where there’s a lot more land than there are people.

So, again, I look at my role here is we're the underlying infra-
structure provider to do some of the applications that will be im-
portant.

Mr. BRACERAS. Senator, I spoke a little bit about this earlier, but
we’ve had since, let’s say, 1997, 1998, the policy that we want to
dig once. And so every single project we do, we're going to put in
either fiber, we’ll either try to get dark fiber in there, or we'll just
put an empty conduit in, and when you’re putting in empty—if
you’re doing a pavement job in the middle of the desert and you've
got 200 miles between cities, and you’re doing 10 miles, and you're
putting in conduit, just 10 miles, and then you’re capping the ends
of it, we did that with state money, it wasn’t federally eligible at
the time.

Well, what we have today is we have value that we’ve invested
over the last 20 years that we’re exchanging value for value with
the telcoms, and we’ve been able to push fiber optic, and we did
it selfishly. We did it to connect our traffic signal system to be
more effective at moving vehicles, but what we’ve been able to do
now is push broadband into rural parts of our community where
Utah now is a very connected state, and through this public-private
partnership.

But we took a risk, we took an absolute risk, that fiber optic was
still going to be the technology needed at this point in time, and
it’s paying dividends for us right now.

Senator BLUNT. Governor, you're doing the same—are you doing
anything like that in South Dakota?

Governor DAUGAARD. I can’t say we're following a dig once policy
in that sense, and we don’t have any traffic like interconnectedness
plans or effort underway.

But I will say one thing that we also share with Utah is a lot
of public land. And so, as was mentioned earlier, both getting
across public land, having the permission to do that, through an
easement, that’s important, and to the extent that that can get tied
up sometimes in bureaucracy, that’s a limiting factor.

And also the dollars. When you're talking about allocation be-
tween rural and urban states, you have to remember that in a lot
of the rural, especially the western states, you've got large swaths
of Federal property that can’t be taxed, that people don’t live on,
or just live near, and yet we need to cross those lands and pay for
the crossing and pay for the materials and the construction, and
it benefits people at either end. So we need help in rural states just
in the same way where a bridge in our highway system to more
urban areas, those Federal lands act as a bridge between non-Fed-
eral areas and their communication needs.



42

Senator BLUNT. Yes. And, Mayor, on that topic of broadband, are
you, either in your infrastructure that you’re responsible for or in
y}(l)ur? building permit to new facilities, how are you dealing with
that?

Mayor LEVINE. Well, Senator, I could tell you that before we get
deep into broadband, we kind of want to—we kind of have to drain
our city a little bit because as we puncture down, we hit sea level
rise pretty quickly. So we’re more focused right now on making
sure our streets are high and dry and putting in pumps on our
own.

But, of course, broadband is crucial, it’s key, because all this
interconnectivity, we all know it, this is what drives entrepreneurs,
it drives business. This is what creates a 21st century society.
We’ve done everything we can on a local level to make the process
as easy as possible, but, once again, that goes up to the state, and
the state has more control over these issues for the city.

Senator BLUNT. Yes. My last question, Ms. Bloomfield, would be
FCC also reports to this Committee. Are there issues there that are
particular obstacles, or are there issues that are being moved out
of the way now by the new Chairman that we should know about?

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. We've been very impressed at how quickly
Chairman Pai has been moving. So I think there are a few things
to your question, Senator, and I appreciate it.

One, a lot of members of this committee about two years ago had
really imported the importance of actually having rural consumers
be able to afford standalone broadband, the idea that if you aren’t
taking a voice service, you could actually at least be able to access
affordable broadband service, we call it standalone.

And one of the things that we have seen is the Universal Service
Reform is just being completed over at the FCC. There are a few
things that hopefully will be cleared up. And they put a new model
in place, a lot of accountability, a lot of effort to ensure that there
is affordability and sustainability in terms of broadband that’s of-
fered to consumers.

The problem is it’s like having a car that has been built, but not
enough gas to put in the engine, because what they did is the pro-
gram for the High Cost portion of universal service, which serves
rural America, is actually kept at 2010 levels, and it has been
capped, no inflationary factor. So you’ve built this new system that
actually isn’t fully funded.

So when you all had expressed interest in ensuring that con-
sumers could afford having just broadband service, what we’re now
finding is that is coming to about $120 to $150 a month at the me-
dian range for rural consumers. Well, that’s not really very afford-
able. So we look at that and we think, yes, there are things still
}:‘o b(f gone in terms of ensuring that Universal Service can be fully
unded.

The other thing is I would say that in terms of the regulatory
issues that Chairman Pai is pushing, he’s really taking a proactive
look. Your interest on permitting and making sure Federal ease-
ments will be a lot smoother is really a top priority, and we’re look-
ing forward to working with him on that.

Senator BLUNT. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Lee.
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STATEMENT OF HON. MIKE LEE,
U.S. SENATOR FROM UTAH

Senator LEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thanks to all of you for
being here today and for the testimony you’ve offered. What you do
is critical to our Nation’s infrastructure and to our transportation
system.

Mr. Braceras, your presence here today elevates the discussion
because, among other things, you're from Utah, and Utah is a place
that is really into innovation. Throughout the Silicon slopes, we
have put a real premium on investing in new technology. And as
you brought up in your testimony, Utah has positioned itself rather
nicely at the intersection of infrastructure on the one hand, and in-
novation on the other.

One example of this is in the field of autonomous and connected
vehicles. In 2015, the Utah State Legislature, as you know, tasked
the Utah Department of Transportation, which you had to study
this issue, and to begin testing some of these new technologies on
our highways. Recently, Chairman Thune and Senator Peters have
begun to get the wheels turning on the Federal level, and I look
forward to working with them to come up with any appropriate
Federal measures.

So, Mr. Braceras, what are some of the lessons that you have
learned at UDOT at the state and local level about autonomous
and connected vehicles that we, on the Committee, should keep in
?indrl) as we move forward and decide what steps need to be taken

ere?

Mr. BRACERAS. Thank you, Senator, for that question. You know,
when you’re—I think everybody wants to be innovative, but it can
sometimes be scary. So I think one of the most important things
we need to do is we need to address the culture that we create in
all levels of government about how we’re going to treat people that
try something that’s innovative and may not work out the way we
thought it was going to work out.

And so I think that’s really fundamental that you see it perva-
sive in all levels of government. We're very good at punishing peo-
ple that do something that didn’t quite work, and we’re not very
good about rewarding those people that took a risk. And if you
think about how we treat all those people that are in those—that
hierarchy of government, I think that’s an important culture point
we need to put forward.

So we're convinced. We're going to almost double our population
in Utah in the next 35 years, and that population is going to essen-
tially be along the 100 mile—we call it the Wasatch Front, con-
tained by mountains and lakes. And so we’re quickly becoming very
urbanized. And I tell people we're not going to be able to double
the lane miles that we have in our state.

And so for us to be able to continue to be economically viable and
to continue to enjoy the great quality of life we have, we have to
think about how we’re going to be more mobile. And so we are con-
vinced at the DOT and our legislature that we’re going to—that the
future of technology is going to allow us to actually improve mobil-
ity and improve the safety features.

So our legislature asked us to study the future of autonomous ve-
hicles. We refer to them as CAVs, connected autonomous vehicles.
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And so our role is we’ve been working now to provide that connec-
tion to infrastructure so that if a bridge is icing up, I can commu-
nicate that bridge is being iced up to cars that are half a mile
away, and so that those cars are aware of it, and they’ll slow down
and they’ll behave appropriately. Or when I have a traffic signal
that’s about to change signal timing, it’s communicating that to the
vehicles on the road.

And so that means that we have to develop the standards for us
to be able to communicate. So we need to have consistent stand-
ards for the vehicles to have that communication to our infrastruc-
ture and back and forth.

Today, we’re taking a grid system, and we’re just doing this on
our own, we did apply for a pilot program on the connected autono-
mous vehicle pilot, and we didn’t get it, but I was so convinced it
was a great idea, we’re doing it anyhow. And what we’re doing is
we're putting DSRC units in a grid in our Salt Lake City traffic
signal system, and we’re working with our transit authority and
communicating with our buses.

So we know the schedule the buses are supposed to be on. We
know how many people are on the buses. We also know how many
vehicles are approaching on all legs of a traffic signal. And so now
in this grid system, we’re working to be able to keep buses on
schedule. So the motivation is more people will use transit if they
can rely that it’s going to be on time.

And so it’s taking that type of approach, of having to take a little
bit of a risk, but realizing that that benefit that we’re going to
achieve is going to be just amazing. But if we don’t find a way to
create a culture that allows us to take those steps forward, we
don’t want, as government, to overregulate innovation, and that’s
a really important point. I see some governments wanting to be so
actively involved in this game of the autonomous vehicle, some-
times maybe getting overzealous and overregulating.

And so we need to find just that minimum that we need to be
able to regulate to assure that we have the safety and we have con-
sistency of standards between vehicles and between states, but
then let’s back away. And I think that’s really important.

So our legislature right now has moved a bill through, it’s on the
final reading calendar in the Senate, and what it’s going to do, it’s
going to create a combined task force of myself, representing Trans-
portation, our Department of Public Safety, our Department of In-
surance, and our Tax Commission, and we’re going to be working
together to try to provide feedback for what types of bills our state
level needs to be doing. But we also recognize there’s a huge role
for the Federal Government here because we need to make sure
that we connect when we cross the borders.

Sorry for the long answer, Senator.

Senator LEE. No, that’s very helpful. My time is expired. I was
wondering if I could ask one more question. You know, Utah has
been very successful in helping to integrate investors with public
works projects and helping to innovate. We’ve got 5G deployment
coming down the pipeline, we’ve got technology companies that are
working hard to update both wired and wireless connections and
to expand their reach. And in our state, wireless providers are al-
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ready estimated to be investing a whole lot of money, possibly hun-
dreds of millions of dollars, to deploy 5G to Utahans.

Can you explain to the Committee why it is that Utah, and the
Utah Department of Transportation in particular, have been so
successful in partnering with industry to deploy tech infrastructure
often relying on private investment?

Mr. BRACERAS. I would say because we are trying our hardest to
squeeze the towel and wring every bit of efficiency we can for the
public’s dollar. We realize we have this huge challenge ahead with
our growth and with our goal of trying to get to zero fatalities.

So what we do is we try to partner with everyone. And if you
take the approach to seek first to understand and look for the win-
win—those are some famous Utahan Stephen Covey’s habits—
that’s really the philosophy that we have. And so it’s a very
strong—it’s pervasive within our organization, and it’s a little bit
to help ourselves. And we realized in order to help ourselves, we
need to make sure that our private partners are successful. So
thell'e are no winner and losers, and there are only winners is our
goal.

Senator LEE. Excellent. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN [presiding]. Thank you, Senator Lee.

Senator Moran.

STATEMENT OF HON. JERRY MORAN,
U.S. SENATOR FROM KANSAS

Senator MORAN. Chairman, thank you very much. Thank you all
for being here today. I appreciate the conversation. I'm also serving
on a committee that met at 10:30 this morning on infrastructure
as well, the Environment and Public Works. So we're glad to see
this is such a focus.

Ms. Bloomfield, you perhaps are the unique one in this hearing
that’s not taking place in EPW, and so let me direct a couple of
questions toward you. First of all, I appreciate the expertise that
you bring to broadband deployment issues. I've experienced that,
and many Kansans have benefited from your involvement in the
public policy arena.

In my Appropriations Committee role, I'm a member of the Agri-
culture Appropriations Subcommittee that has jurisdiction over the
rural utility services as well as the Federal -FSGG Subcommittee,
which has appropriations jurisdiction over the FCC. Those are two
entities that have something to do with broadband deployment.
There are probably others, there are others, and I would like for
you to outline who else we deal with in this arena and how we
might try to streamline the number of players that are involved.

But particularly with those two, one of the concerns that I've
raised numerous times is with the previous order of the FCC that
altered the reimbursement that rural telephone companies would
receive on broadband that’s already deployed, they may have, and
as a result, have less revenue, less return on that investment. And
one of the problems is that the rural utility services is a financer
of that deployment, and you have this conflict in which the FCC
is making decisions that reduce the ability for an RUS loan to be
repaid.
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Can you bring me up to date in that clash and where we are?
And if you have suggestions, plus any suggestions about other enti-
ties that we ought to be paying—other Federal entities that we
ought to be paying attention to that can help either get out of the
way and make it easier for the deployment of broadband or help
us encourage the broadband deployment?

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. You have painted the very complex picture,
Senator Moran, and we have long appreciated youre willing to
really roll up your sleeves on this.

So, yes, you painted it perfectly. We have universal service re-
form, and I know you have worked very closely, you actually have.
The Chairman of the FCC is from Kansas, and that’s really won-
derful to have somebody in that leadership role who understands
what it means to serve rural America.

So when the FCC went through their USF reform, at the end of
the day, there is a lot more accountability, there is a lot of integrity
in the program, a lot of effort toward—you know, USF is key to-
ward sustainability and affordability for rural Americans, but the
problem is the funding is insufficient. The High Cost portion of the
fund is capped, and it’s capped at 2010 levels.

So, you know, I look at now today—you know, think about 6, 7
years ago what your broadband needs were or what your family’s
broadband needs were, and what they are today and how that has
really just grown, and how you actually really have to be focused
on creating future-proof networks, right?

So you’ve got to be thinking about fiber, how important it is, re-
gardless of where we are, because it has got that capacity to bring
what consumers want.

So with the USF reform that went through, because the fact that
the funding was insufficient, you're exactly right, what we’re seeing
now, for example, on the A-CAM model that was just approved,
which a few hundred rural companies will be taking, because of the
fact that the budget is insufficient, there are over 35,000 locations
that won’t be getting some of the broadband that would be antici-
pated if the funding were at the full funded level. So you start to
see speeds go down, you see fewer households being able to get
some of those services, and at the same time, your primary lending
entity is RUS over at USDA.

RUS has not met its lending maximum for the last several years
because of the fact that there is so much economic pressure that
these small broadband providers can’t make a business case to ac-
tually justify the loan, so they’re not getting the loan approval that
they need to capitalize building these networks. So you get caught
up in a quagmire. And we’ve got a few other lending entities that
are out there, RTFC and CoBank, but neither one of them are able
to justify making a loan. So to that end, they’re interrelated.

And I think that is one of the important things about USF being
fully funded and the ability to get the broadband out there, is folks
will then be able to capitalize it using some of these programs, and
USF will be used to ensure that rural residents and rural busi-
nesses will be able to have affordable and comparable broadband
services.

So when you mentioned those agencies, absolutely key. Com-
merce will play a role in terms of NTIA as being the adviser to the
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President on telecom issues. And the White House Office of Science
and Technology Policy also tends to be a player in these discus-
sions. But between the FCC and RUS, you’ve really hit some of the
key areas.

Senator MORAN. Let me conclude by asking you to make sure I
understand what you said. And when you said there is lack of re-
sources or there is not enough money——

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Right.

Senator MORAN.—what you’re talking about is money within the
USF fund and how it’s allocated.

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Exactly.

Senator MORAN. And it’s not a congressional appropriation that
we're missing. Now, Congress has some ability, I suppose, to influ-
ence the FCC and to make some decisions that would make RUS
more capable of making loans. But the issue here is how the USF
is managed. Is that correct?

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Exactly. So whether Congress chooses to play
a role and certainly will have a very key voice in that, again, the
fact that that and the rural health care program are the two that
are capped, and there are no inflationary factors, so you are not
even able to grow to current levels.

And, again, when I think about broadband, talk about a program
where capacity and need are continually growing, so not even hav-
ing the ability to keep up with what that demand is, is going to
be really important.

Senator MORAN. Thank you for your answers.

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Very good. A complex question from a complex

guy.
[Laughter.]
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hassan is up next.

STATEMENT OF HON. MAGGIE HASSAN,
U.S. SENATOR FROM NEW HAMPSHIRE

Senator HASSAN. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

And thank you to our panelists.

And hello, Governor. How are you? Nice to see you.

Mr. Mayor.

I am sorry that I missed a good deal of your testimony earlier.
We had competing Committee hearings.

So I wanted to start out with a question to you, Ms. Bloomfield,
and if you've already touched on it, I apologize. But I want to
thank you in particular for being here to help us grapple with the
challenges that rural communities, like so many in my state of
New Hampshire, face in getting connected to broadband. There has
been a lot of focus for a long time on the digital divide, but it has
persisted, and it tends to spring urban communities forward while
rural communities are held back because of their lack of modern
technology. 1 also know that the challenge isn’t insurmountable,
and we need more resources and some creative thinking.

So my question for you is, should an infrastructure bill move for-
ward, what would be at the top of your wish list to ensure that
rural Americans in New Hampshire and across the country make
strides in closing the digital divide?
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Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Thank you for the question, Senator. And I
would give it to you probably in about four points.

Senator HassaNn. OK.

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. One, you've missed a long discussion about uni-
versal service, but it is key in ensuring it is fully funded to provide
the resources, number one.

Two, is there a role for new capital infusion and tax incentive
programs? Potentially. They would need to be coordinated with the
FCC, but there is absolutely a role to look creatively at some of
this.

Third, streamlining some of the processes. Some of the regulatory
burdens, things that come out in MOBILE NOW, things that will
allow companies to move faster with fewer hurdles to jump through
will definitely be—my companies on average have 26 employees,
they spend about 580 hours a year doing paperwork and jumping
through hoops. It’s a lot when you’ve got 26 people and you really
want them out on the road putting that fiber into the ground.

The last thing that I would say is sometimes it’s connecting the
dots, and we see that a lot. I have 850 carriers. They’re amazing.
They do great things. Part of it is their customers are their neigh-
bors. This is their community. But I think we can do a better job
as a whole, as an industry, as a country, connecting the dots.
Where are those communities that are unserved? How do we get
to them?

One of the things that we’ve just initiated with a partner of ours
is something we kind of call broadbandmatch.com. It’s how do you
take those areas that are really looking for infrastructure and con-
nect it to those providers who know what they’re doing, who can
hit the ground running, and might have an interest in coming in
and actually helping out when they can make a business case to
do so? So I think there are some interesting things we can be look-
ing at.

Senator HASSAN. Thank you. And another question just is, as we
see transportation systems utilizing safety and other technologies,
how important is it for us to make sure that rural communities can
upgrade and access supports for these modern transportation sys-
tems?

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Well, I’'m probably the least prepared to talk
about transportation, so I will defer to my transportation experts
here.

Senator HASSAN. Excellent. Thank you.

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Thank you.

Senator HAassaN. Well done.

Mr. BRACERAS. Well done. Yes, it’s important that we provide
those connections to our rural communities. Having spent a great
deal of my youth in your state, Senator, I'm very familiar with New
Hampshire. And in the state of Utah, I can tell you our rural com-
munities are very concerned that they not be forgotten.

Senator HASSAN. Yes.

Mr. BRACERAS. They’re not as well represented in our legislature,
they’re not as well represented in the big city, in Salt Lake City,
and so it’s getting out and making sure that you understand what
they need and listening to those communities.
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From a transportation perspective, we tend to prioritize projects
based on things such as traffic and trucks. And when they start to
see that prioritization process, they start to worry about, “What’s
there for me?”

And so what we’ve done is, we've kind of created a different cat-
egory of prioritization for our rural communities. We call it a
chokepoint program, and what we try to do is, we develop a little
bit different criteria. And it’s amazing, a $1 million project in a
rural community makes a huge difference, whereas you’re in the
urban area, you're in the ten, twenty, thirty million dollars type of
a thing. And so it’s recognizing that it’s different, it’s no less impor-
tant, and trying to set up a process by which they can compete fair-
ly is what we’ve tried to do.

Senator HASSAN. Great. Thank you. And my time is almost to a
close, so to Mr. Mayor and the Governor, I just wanted to say I'll
be following up a little bit because one of the things I also want
us to focus on is whether there are existing programs like TIGER
grants, and TIFIA that have been useful in your communities, both
rural and urban. And part of our discussion as we approach this
new infrastructure effort, I hope, will be to see if we can support
existing programs and perhaps fund them more because they've
been deeply useful in New Hampshire, and I assume they have
been in these, too.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Hassan.

Senator Inhofe is up.

STATEMENT OF HON. JIM INHOFE,
U.S. SENATOR FROM OKLAHOMA

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First of all, I say to
Mr. Braceras, it’s nice to see you again since you testified before
the Committee that I chaired. It was 2 years ago, almost exactly
2 years ago. And when I was Chairman in that position, as you
well know, I was proud to spearhead a lot of the permitting re-
forms, in MAP-21 as well as in the FAST Act that we passed.

In your remarks, you mentioned that there are many opportuni-
ties to streamline project delivery through updates in the Endan-
gered Species Act. In fact, 2 weeks ago, the EPW Committee held
a hearing on reforming the Endangered Species Act. In Oklahoma,
we have the American burying beetle, which has caused substan-
tial delays in building roads and bridges in spite of the numerous
conservation efforts by impacted stakeholders. It’s kind of inter-
esting because we were talking about the difficulty it is to delist
or reduce a listing. And it seems like it’s easy to list but very dif-
ficult to delist, and this is something that we’re wanting to change.
Have you got any suggestions on what Congress can do right now
in terms of this concern we have?

Mr. BRACERAS. Thank you, Senator, for that question. Your com-
ment is very on target because, you know, in government, it’s al-
ways easy as we add to programs, but as a government, it’s really
hard to take away. And so that’s something that we focus on inter-
nally, is we ask ourselves, what will we not do in order to be able
to get to this priority? And, in fact, in the 43 years since the En-
dangered Species Act was enacted, there are over 1,600 species
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that have been listed, but only 47 have been delisted. So it seems
like we’re maybe not making the progress we wanted to there.

You know, I think one of the most important things—and this is
speaking as a state obviously—is that Congress can really work to
ensure that states are more actively listened to and can be in-
volved. We have a good working relationship with our U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, but we don’t think they completely under-
stand that we care as much or more so about our environment in
Utah, and we don’t need to be protected by U.S. Fish and Wildlife.

Senator INHOFE. Yes, I would have to say that we went through
the same thing in Oklahoma. In fact, it was about 4 years ago, I
guess, that the Director of Fish and Wildlife, we asked them to
come by, and on two occasions, we had a hearing about that. He
came back with a complete mind change, that the people who are
the landowners have every bit as much, if not more concern for the
environment and for all of the—and so I think that’s an observa-
tion that’s not confined to that.

Now, also you might address not just endangered species, but
some of the regulations, the EPA regulations. We have to deal with
these every time we pass a bill, like we did in the FAST Act. What
would you say about the problems that come, arise, from the over-
regulations that we are subjected to?

Mr. BRACERAS. Well, you know, the people that are admin-
istering the laws that you passed are well-intentioned people. I like
to remind them that it’s their job to administer the law, it’s not
their job to save the planet from us.

But some of the things I would say specifically that we could look
at is maybe looking at transportation conformity. And Congress
could make several changes to improve our project delivery by tak-
ing a look at the various cycles that we have on what we call our
State Implementation Plans, or SIPs, and how that lines up with
the National Ambient Quality Standards and require that the ini-
tial transportation conformity does not apply until 6 months after
EPA approves the SIPs to the motor vehicle emission budgets.

We would ask that you maybe consider excluding marginally
non-attainment and attainment maintenance from transportation
conformity requirements since they are in compliance with the
Clean Air Act. And this is a sore point for Utah. We have some ge-
ography that creates a challenge for air quality. We live in a—most
of our population lives in a basin, and so our atmospheric and our
geography create a challenge where we are not in conformity on an
air quality issue. We would like for those types of factors to be
taken into account when they make these determinations.

Senator INHOFE. Yes. Well, you know, I think we did that. I
know in the FAST Act, and at that time I was chairing the Com-
mittee, on the Environment and Public Works Committee, and Sen-
ator Boxer even agreed to some of these changes and it made a
huge difference in terms of miles that we could construct, and we
are doing that.

My time is about expired, and I wanted you to just get on record
saying something about the spectrum. In your testimony, you high-
lighted the need for preserving spectrum and the need to expand
rural broadband to support the implementation of autonomous ve-
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hicles. Any comments you want to make about that to expand on
that?

Mr. BRACERAS. We think we are right at the forefront right now
of being able to realize the tremendous benefits from these tremen-
dous new vehicles that we have, the autonomous and the connected
vehicle, and the DSRC spectrum is critical for us to be able to allow
our vehicles to talk to each other and to the infrastructure. So we
ask that Congress protect that spectrum to be able to preserve this
opportunity to realize these benefits.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you. It’s nice to have you back in the
Committee here.

Mr. BRACERAS. Thank you.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Inhofe, and your good work
on the last highway bill, which is now law.

My neighbor to the south on Highway 83, Senator Fischer.

STATEMENT OF HON. DEB FISCHER,
U.S. SENATOR FROM NEBRASKA

Senator FISCHER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate you
having this hearing today.

Ms. Bloomfield, as you know, in 2011, the FCC committed to cre-
ate Remote Areas Fund. That was to provide broadband to areas
of the country that are really the costliest and they are the most
difficult to serve. And yet to date, the FCC is not taking what I
would call substantial steps to implement the Remote Areas Fund.

What’s your understanding of the status of that fund at the
FCC? And do you think that they should continue working toward
implementing a fund? Or is this something that maybe Congress
should look at including in an infrastructure project, a bill that
moves forward here?

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Thank you for the question, Senator. And your
interest in rural broadband has really been critical to moving this.
All of these programs are so—the universal service programs are
so interrelated.

So one of the interesting things about the Remote Areas Fund
has been obviously, as with everything, I feel like a broken record,
but it is lack of funding, it’s lack of resources that are in that pro-
gram. The interesting thing is that there is actually less of a need
in some of those really remote areas as you—if we could fully fund
some of these other programs, it will allow carriers to build further
and further out into their networks and to provide services at high-
er speeds, thereby reducing the number of folks that you actually
are going to have to meet with the Remote Area Fund, but there
will always be parts of this country, I think there are a lot of these
parts that our folks serve, that are already uneconomical. There
are going to be some areas that are just astronomically difficult to
build out to. So there will always be a need.

I think that the Remote Area Fund has kind of found its way
kind of on the bottom of some of the other reforms that have come
through. So we remain very hopeful.

I think, Chairman Pai again is very focused on rural areas and
rural infrastructure. So my guess would be you’ll hear next week
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probably more from him about their intentions on that fund. But
as with everything, it’s kind of like all boats rise.

As you can kind of move some of that infrastructure out and
build it further out, you’ll get more of those citizens connected, and
then we’ll have the ability to figure out, what is the right size for
that Remote Area Fund?

Senator FISCHER. OK, thank you. I'm going to ask you about an-
other fund now.

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. OK.

[Laughter.]

Senator FISCHER. The Connect America Fund.

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Right.

Senator FISCHER. And we’re looking at a commitment by the
FCC of $4.5 billion per year to support the deployment in rural
areas. Do we need all these funds? You know, when you talk about
this fund and that fund and the overlap, and we’re doing this,
we're doing that——

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Right.

Senator FISCHER.—every single one of them I think has good in-
tentions, but when we’re looking at shortfalls, how do we bring it
all together to make sure that we are going to get the services
needed?

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. So your point is well taken. There are a lot of
universal service funds under the umbrella. You've got the High
Cost Fund, which you referenced, which is part Connect America
Fund, which primarily has gone to initially to the price cap carriers
that are out there, which are the larger carriers that are not my
membership. And then a portion of that fund is the High Cost
Fund, which goes to the smaller rural providers. So you've got that
piece of it.

You've also got the program that provides Lifeline and Link Up,
which is a USF program for low income. You have the E-Rate that
will provide support to schools and libraries. You talk about Re-
mote Area Funds, but there is also talk about tribal support. So
you've got a lot of things under one umbrella that all do very spe-
cific things.

When I think about the High Cost Funds, so I think about $4.5
billion, and that is everybody, that is from AT&T down to the
smallest cooperative, in terms of the ability to build out broadband
where it’s affordable for rural residents, that is where universal
service is really, really important, and when you

Senator FISCHER. So we just—we—I hate to interrupt——

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Oh, no, please do.

Senator FISCHER.—but I'm running out of time. So we can—we
need to make sure we have funding available.

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Funding is critical.

Senator FISCHER. Because these funds are important.

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Absolutely. And not to confuse one more thing,
but there is now the CAF II fund. That one is going to be very in-
teresting because that’s going to go to the areas where carriers
have chosen not to take it.

Senator FISCHER. Thank you. Thank you. And I wanted to ask
the Director a question. I missed your comments about Utah with
your state exchange that you have there and point out that I hap-
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pen to have a bill, the Build USA Infrastructure Act, that really
showcases what we’re doing in Nebraska with that program as
well, and it is successful in the states, and I think we need to use
it at the Federal level.

Also, I wanted to ask you that in your written testimony, you
had stated that Utah is going to assume the Federal NEPA process
for transportation projects. And Nebraska is also working with the
Federal Highway Administration on that. And just I'm out of time,
but could you just say a couple benefits that you have seen to your
state through doing that?

Mr. BRACERAS. Yes. Thank you, Senator, for the question. We
have finally signed off with the Federal Highway Administration
on NEPA Assignment. We're very excited about it. And we see this
as primarily too many times as a state DOT, we would say, as
we’re doing an Environmental Impact Statement, we would say,
“Those feds won’t let us do this,” we blame them. And so what I
tell my folks is now we take responsibility for decisions.

We're now the decisionmaker on NEPA Assignment. We would
ask that—we believe there are some streamlining opportunities
with the process that it’s taken to get to this. It took over a year
to be able to get a signed document with Federal Highway Admin-
istration on this. And the audit requirements that have been im-
posed are significant. But we’re very excited about this. We believe
it’s going to make us more responsible, and we believe we're going
to be able to move the process along faster, and we're still going
to be able to protect the environment and our communities.

Senator FISCHER. OK. Thank you, sir.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Fischer.

Senator Cortez Masto is up next.

STATEMENT OF HON. CATHERINE CORTEZ MASTO,
U.S. SENATOR FROM NEVADA

Senator CORTEZ MASTO. Thank you. I apologize for being in and
out. So some of what I might say may be a repeat of questions that
have already been asked.

But, first of all, let me just say to the Director, you mentioned
autonomous vehicles and unmanned aerial systems. I'm from the
great state of Nevada, and as you well know, in your written testi-
mony, you highlighted what we are doing there, so thank you for
that, that plug for the state. But I think what I'm getting from
your comments, both written and today, is that you agree that the
West has great potential to host research and testing and develop-
ment and manufacturing for future opportunities for this type of
technology to improve safety. Is that correct?

Mr. BRACERAS. Absolutely, Senator. In fact, I attended—I was on
a panel at the Consumer Electronics Show, down in Las Vegas in
January, where I was participating with a gentleman that had a
company that was 3D printing autonomous vehicles, and he said 40
percent of that vehicle was 3D printed, and in two years’ time, 90
percent of it would be printed with 3—would be 3D printed. And
the point he was making is we’re moving from a major manufac-
turing to micromanufacturing, and that manufacturing sites were
going to be able to be much more dispersed around this country.
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The opportunities that we have in front of us with the technology
that’s happening right now is absolutely going to save lives. It’s
going to make our mobility so much better. And Nevada is one of
the states that’s leading in this area. You have actually licensed a
driver, a handicapped driver, to use an autonomous vehicle in the
first state in the country to do that.

Senator CORTEZ MASTO. Thank you. I appreciate that. And then
just recently I had the opportunity to speak to some incredible resi-
dents from our rural communities who have concern about rural
broadband. So, this is a question both for the Governor and Ms.
Bloomfield. I wasn’t here, and I understand, Governor, you talked
about the challenge with public lands.

In Nevada, 84 percent of our lands are public lands, and the
challenges we have there not only with bringing the broadband
there, but also I would like more discussion from you, if you would,
on additional challenges that we see. I will tell you, one thing that
they highlighted to me is just the fact that it is also a challenge
to get the telecom equipment there: the translators, the towers,
easements with public lands.

Do you mind commenting on how we can tear down some of
those barriers and address some of those additional issues that we
see in rural communities? And let me just say this—she’s going to
hate that I pointed her out—but my college roommate lives in Elko,
Nevada, and when she wants to watch a movie on Netflix, she has
to tell everybody in the family to get off the Internet so they can
watch a movie streaming without interruption.

That’s what’s happening in our rural communities, and it is so
important to bring broadband not just to grow the economy, but to
bring telemedicine, to bring education, to bring behavioral services.
That’s one of the things why I want to highlight, how do we
incentivize companies to come out there as well? Because I know
P3 doesn’t work in those communities, and private equity.

So, I would love your thoughts on how we incentivize also compa-
nies to come out and help us bring those services to our rural com-
munities.

Ms. BLoOMFIELD. All right. I'll take the first crack at that, Sen-
ator. Thank you very much. And you raise—you know, as we'’re
talking here today and talking about Congress potentially doing an
infrastructure package, that is where I think I look at, how can
Congress do something that will help leverage the FCC and the
universal service programs to actually provide additional resources
to those areas that are very difficult to reach and that are under-
funded? That will help in some of those cases.

You also raised some of the bureaucratic issues. For example, in
the state of Wyoming, I have a company that in the state of Wyo-
ming, the Bureau of Land Management, BLM, is actually looking
at doing—requiring bonding as you go across Federal land. Well,
we get it, that’s for oil, you know, and some other potential envi-
ronmental disasters. For a small telco to have to go through that
process, really onerous. Railroad crossings, pole attachments, local
easements, all of those things are burdens that just make it very
difficult.

And you're in a state where Federal lands are far and wide, and
if you’re bringing a fiber optic network out there, you’re doing a lot
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of crossing. And so it’s not just the cost, but it’s the regulatory bur-
dens on top of that. So there are some ways that I think particu-
larly Congress can jump in and play a really critical role.

And, you know, as Carlos was talking about, you know, all this
great infrastructure and all the great things you can do, and you
talk about wireless, all of—you know, wireless needs wires, so you
still need that fiber network. And as we all get excited about 5G,
that is going to need a lot of fiber out there, and you're going to
need to be able to cross a lot of land to do it, and you’re going to
have to be able to access it.

The other challenge, for example, my guys have with fiber is
they’re last on the list. The larger carriers will be the first to actu-
ally have access to the equipment. And if you’re providing services
in a state like Montana or North Dakota, you've got a really short
window where you can do some of your builds, so

Governor DAUGAARD. Thank you for the question, Senator. I
don’t profess to be an expert in broadband by any means. I do pro-
fess to be an expert in living in rural states, I've done that all my
life, but it is a challenge in some of the remote rural areas of South
Dakota. In the western part of our state, we have a lot of public
lands; in the east, not so much. Crossing public lands and the ease-
ment and the ability to do so is a challenge in some areas.

Our local telecoms, our rural co-ops, have banded together and
created some fiber rings in South Dakota, so they’ve been attentive
to economy of scale in that way. I think the government, both at
the State level as well as Federal, can be a partner with creating
some basic infrastructure, and then if we can get fiber close by
some of these smaller communities, then it might make economic
sense for some of the rural telecoms to invest and be able to re-
cover their investment from the folks who live in those smaller
communities.

Those folks like your friend who live maybe out in the country
by themselves, it’s a bigger challenge. I'm one of those folks, too.
I live out in the country when I’'m not being the Governor of South
Dakota, and we have I'd say OK broadband. It’s not the best, but
it’s OK.

And I'm hoping that some of the technology advancements will
give us a jumpstart over the cost that it apparently is the cost that
we see today to bring fiber and to bring wireless to some of those
very remote areas. Again, I don’t have any answers, but I know it’s
a challenge and I know it’s something consumers want very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Cortez Masto.

Senator Moore Capito.

STATEMENT OF HON. SHELLEY MOORE CAPITO,
U.S. SENATOR FROM WEST VIRGINIA

Senator CAPITO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank all of you
for being here. It’s really important to all of our states.

I'm going to go to broadband first, which I know we’ve been talk-
ing a lot about it. Our state of West Virginia ranks 48th in the Na-
tion in broadband deployment, with over 30 percent of our citizens
not being able to get broadband services. And so I came up with
a Capito Connect Plan—nice little jingle there—to try to shine a
light on this. I mean, we have a business in Wayne County, West
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Virginia, who sells—a small business, sells handmade and im-
ported church goods and homemade soap products, the Holy Cross
Monastery. They had to pay $150,000 to try to get their Internet
to a serviceable way to provide because they have a large customer
base. But that’s not the only one. There is also Chef Eric Hott in
Rio, West Virginia, who sells products, and he has now suffered
loss over loss because he can’t get the connectivity that he needs.

So we know it has the economic development issues. As Ms.
Bloomfield will know, Hardy Telecommunications is a good exam-
ple of a rural telecom that’s really spread its wings and has helped
a lot in our rural areas, and I would like to see more significant
investment in that.

My question is—and I think Senator Klobuchar mentioned a Sen-
ate Broadband Caucus, Rural Broadband Caucus, and I want to
thank—invite anybody to join. Everybody has rural areas, no mat-
ter how rural or urban your state is, it’s very important.

But I guess I would just like to get on the record from you, Ms.
Bloomfield, what else, besides economic development, can rural
broadband and can robust broadband bring to a community, urban
or rural, in your all’s opinion?

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Well, Senator, in your leadership on the Senate
broadband caucus, you know intimately well, particularly things
like telemedicine and some of your leadership in that area, there
are some amazingly innovative things, and there’s a ton. We can
talk about what you can do with border security with broadband,
we can talk about public safety.

I look at education and I look at telemedicine, and I think those
are really—when you think about rural demographics, you think of
a lower income population, an aging population. What can we do
to allow people to age in place? They want to stay in their rural
communities, but it’s really hard. It’s hard. I have elderly parents.
It’s hard when you’re not sure, did they take their medications
today? The ability to use broadband to actually be able to monitor
their activities, monitor their health care, and bring some of these
services closer to where people are can be revolutionary.

We're actually trying to get a project up and running with VA
in Kentucky to do some telemedicine with local vets in a small
community where it’s a 3-hour drive to the local VA center. The
ability for people to not only be able to do diagnostic work, but to
do mental health resources, to do their paperwork, things that we
take for granted, the ability to go online and complete those, are
huge.

So I think there are some amazing things that can really not
only add to the economic vibrancy of rural America, but really the
quality of life, and that’s really important.

Senator CAPITO. Right. I mean, I was just at Mineral County
Middle School and asked for a show of hands within the student
population, there were probably 80, 80 people, 80 young students,
fifth graders, there. Half of them—I said, “Who has trouble when
they go home getting service?” and half of them raised their hands.
So you send them home with an assignment, they’re going to be be-
hind.

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Right.
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Senator CAPITO. I would like to just make a comment that I
think is important, too, in this area, is we’ve heard a lot about the
states having different regulatory issues, not just in broadband, but
in transportation and everything. If it doesn’t already exist, I would
think that any State legislature would welcome—and Governors—
states’ best practices where you can really work with your power
company and others to be able to site any kind of fiber and deploy-
ment. So if that doesn’t exist, I would encourage either through the
National Governor’s Association or somebody to come up with this
because I think the legislatures around the country are wanting to
know how to best solve this problem.

Governor, I would like to ask you a question. Just quickly, you
mentioned again being from rural states, that the private—this is
something that has concerned me, that the private sector part of
an infrastructure package that the President might be putting to-
gether could be problematic for a rural area because you don’t have
the dollars, you don’t have the population, you don’t have the pay-
backs. You can put a toll road out in the middle of nowhere when
you're not going to generate the revenues.

What is the solution to that? Is it further bonding by the states
to be able to match dollars? Is it just straight-out Federal funding?
I mean, I think that’s going to be probably a nonstarter. You would
figure that, too, as a Governor. So just some thoughts there.

Governor DAUGAARD. Well, I think you’ve said it well. It is true
that private-public partnerships probably won’t work well in rural
states, especially for highways. We just don’t have the traffic vol-
ume to generate payback to the investors.

Senator CAPITO. Right.

Governor DAUGAARD. Tax credits really are about the same way.
You’re not going to have private investors looking for tax credits
because they want investment return as well.

Senator CAPITO. Right.

Governor DAUGAARD. They just don’t want tax credits alone. So
I don’t presume to prioritize for you where your funding is going
to come from, but it really boils down to direct formula funding.

The FAST Act is a good pattern, I think, that Congress came up
with, and we’re pleased with it in South Dakota. Getting the FY17
budget in place will help see some of those dollars that are held
up by the Continuing Resolution. And we think it also preserves
the good rural-urban balance, and that’s something that we’re
afraid of if you go to discretionary funding or other patterns. Rural
states generally don’t fare well in those situations. We would rath-
er have straight formulas, let the states prioritize the state
projects. We're close to the ground. We know what’s more impor-
tialnt and what’s secondary and what’s tertiary, let us prioritize
them.

Senator CAPITO. Right.

Governor DAUGAARD. And the systems for implementing and
spending the money are already known and in place.

Senator CAPITO. Right. I think—and TI’ll finish up here. I think
Mr. Braceras mentioned in his comments if we could sort of more
lump sum it down to the states rather with all the different pots
that’s created would give you the flexibility that you need. It
sounds like a good idea to me. Thank you, sir.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Capito.
I have Senator Young, Senator Duckworth, Senator Johnson, and
Senator Blumenthal.

STATEMENT OF HON. TODD YOUNG,
U.S. SENATOR FROM INDIANA

Senator YOUNG. So thank you, Chairman. That last line of in-
quiry was a nice pivot to some questions I have. So I hail from the
state of Indiana, the “Crossroads of America.” We are the hub of
several major interstate highway systems. My colleagues have
heard me put forward that moniker before, and it won’t be the last
time. And so we have a real interest in making sure we come up
with sustainable ways to fund our surface transportation and to fi-
nance them where that’s a possibility. And we have a diverse mix
of rural and urban and everything in between in our state, like so
many others.

We know that the FAST Act expires in 2020, and one would hope
that would prompt this body to consider additional financing op-
tions to maintain the solvency of the Highway Trust Funds. CBO

rojects the cumulative annual deficit to those funds will approach
5140 billion by 2027. So Congress we know must begin this debate
in earnest now to avoid our historic reliance on General Fund
transfers.

Mr. Braceras, the National Surface Transportation Policy and
Review Study Commission proposed that we establish an inde-
pendent commission similar in nature to the Postal Regulatory
Commission to develop a national strategic plan for transportation
investment and related revenue adjustments. Could you perhaps
speak to the potential benefits of adopting this approach and hav-
ing specific legislative recommendations come from that inde-
pendent commission focused on financing and funding options?

Mr. BRACERAS. Thank you, Senator. There have been several
commissions that the Congress has authorized in the past——

Senator YOUNG. Right.

Mr. BRACERAS.—that have done very good work and have pro-
vided, I think, some good recommendations. I am always a fan of
bringing together smart people with a very focused goal and asking
them to brainstorm and come back with ideas. So I think it can be
nothing but—we can see nothing but benefit from that type of an
approach.

I'm a strong believer that we need to provide—you know, we
need to know the difference between revenue and financing, and
we need to have both, but we need to have adequate revenue and
we need to have ongoing revenue, and I believe that needs to be
tied, there needs to be a tie to a user base.

For the public to be able to understand what they’re getting, they
have to understand the impacts that they’re causing. I like to think
of if we were to think about funding our transportation system the
same way we fund utilities right now, I think we would have a
more serious conversation about the actual users paying for the ac-
tual use and impacts that they’re having. So we believe, I believe,
that having an approach, the same approach as we have to utility
funding, might be a useful thing to think about.
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One of the things that we’re doing in the West that I think is
important is we have, out of the 18 western states, we have about
11 of us now working together on what we call Western RUC. It’s
a road user charge program. So it’s basically looking and doing
pilot studies on road uses charges, paying by vehicle mile.

As we see the increased vehicle efficiency, which is a really good
thing, we want to see that——

Senator YOUNG. Yes.

Mr. BRACERAS.—we're starting to see revenues declining. And so
we have to establish a clear national goal. What are we trying to
establish with our national transportation system? We need to—
and then fund that with long-term sustainable——

Senator YOUNG. I'm going to interject and thank you for the
thoughts. I think the utility sort of construct is a useful way to
think about this.

We also should consider, though, a model like that as you've got
a user fee of sorts, whether there might be social benefits to—and
therefore we should socialize the cost of some of these rural invest-
ments. I think that’s a serious conversation for us to have as well.

I'm going to pivot very quickly to a different topic. It’s rail safety.
In your testimony, Mr. Braceras, you very briefly discussed obsta-
cles confronting inner-city passenger rail, also very important to
my state. Last year, the Federal Rail Administration issued a regu-
lation, it’s the System Safety Program, which inhibits inner-city
passenger rail services, such as the Hoosier State Rail.

Implementation of this rule, whose impact on safety is debatable,
could be really detrimental to the continuation of my state’s rail
line, which connects Indianapolis to the Chicago metropolitan area.
And maybe you could speak to the unintended consequences of
what I would perceive as a suboptimal rule and the impact it could
have on vital rail corridors, such as then in my state.

Mr. BRACERAS. Yes. Yes.

Senator YOUNG. In 30 seconds or less.

Mr. BRACERAS. Thirty seconds or less. We believe that service
sponsors need not to be classified as railroads. I think that’s what
it comes down to right now. Service sponsors are mostly planning
organizations. They’re not set up to have the safety oversight that
FRA is asking them to do. So if there can be a redefinition to not
allow safety—surface sponsors to not be classified as a railroad, we
think that would go a long way in addressing those issues, Senator.

Senator YOUNG. That was very helpful. Thank you so much. And
I will yield to my good colleague from the state of Massachusetts,
if he would appreciate being yielded to. Mr. Markey.

STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD MARKEY,
U.S. SENATOR FROM MASSACHUSETTS

Senator MARKEY. Thank you. I very much appreciate the oppor-
tunity. Thank you all for being here.

The E-Rate program. The E-Rate program is a program that is
now 20 years old. I am the House author of it in the 1996 Telecom
Act. What it does is it provides $4 billion a year for Internet access
for rural schools, for inner-city schools, for libraries. That’s how in
many instances many of these schools are able to be online. When
that law passed, only 14 percent of classrooms had Internet access.
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And you know the communities that have it, the wealthier commu-
nities, right? So if you’re going to democratize access, if you're
going to close the digital divide, then you need programs like that.

So, Mr. Bloomfield—Ms. Bloomfield rather, does NTCA support
the E-Rate program?

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. So NTCA has long been a proponent of ensur-
ing that every school and library has access to sustainable and af-
fordable broadband. You know, in our communities, our schools are
the lifeblood, and the folks who run my small communication pro-
viders, their kids go to those schools, their grandchildren go to
those schools. So it’s really, really important to ensure that that
rural fiber gap is filled. It’s really important.

Senator MARKEY. Would you oppose cuts in the E-Rate program?

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. The only concern we would have, Senator, is
when E-Rate money is used to overbuild existing fiber. So we look
at that and say if you've already got a school, a rural school, that
has a fiber network—in most of my communities, it’s one of their
anchor institutions. So to use that money that can go so much fur-
ther to actually ensure affordability for these schools to actually
build their own fiber network, we think that’s inefficient. When
you've already got that fiber connection, to have two fiber connec-
tions, one supported by two different universal service programs, I
would take issue with that. But I think the core of the E-Rate pro-
gram remains to be critical.

Senator MARKEY. Apart from that, you would wholeheartedly
support E-Rate?

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. We are——

Senator MARKEY. Yes.

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. We are supportive.

Senator MARKEY. OK. Great. Any other comments on E-Rate?

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Nope. That is all I have to share with you.

[Laughter.]

Senator MARKEY. OK. Great. Thank you.

We have more than 60 Mayors representing communities across
the country who have sent a letter to the President and Congres-
sional leaders calling for broadband investment to be a part of the
infrastructure package. We have the letters that are here. And I
ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, that these letters be in-
cluded in the record.

Senator JOHNSON. Without objection.

[Laughter.]

[The information referred to follows:]

NEXT CENTURY CITIES
March 1, 2017

Hon. DoNALD J. TRUMP Hon. MiTcH MCCONNELL Hon. PAUL RyaN
Washington, DC. Washington, DC. Washington, DC.

Dear President Trump, Majority Leader McConnell, and Speaker Ryan:

Broadband Internet access is necessary infrastructure, and key to prosperity. It
empowers entrepreneurship and economic growth, arms our teachers and students
for success in the classroom, and gives our citizens a voice in the national dialog
on our future.

That is why we, the undersigned representatives from 62 cities and counties across
the nation, call on you to include broadband in any infrastructure legislation.

We are all part of Next Century Cities, a nationwide, non-partisan and non-profit
membership organization of mayors and local government leaders who are com-
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mitted to achieving better, faster, more affordable broadband Internet access. As
mayors and municipal officials, we have each championed access for our residents
to high-quality broadband in ways that are right for our communities. We are eager
to have the Federal Government take steps in an infrastructure package that will
truly increase Internet access for millions of Americans, and do so in ways that rec-
ognize the importance of local leaders in making these lofty plans a reality in our
towns and cities across America.

Specifically, we call on you to ensure the following principles are included in any
Federal infrastructure plan:

e Promote Broadband Access. Seventeen percent of Americans (and some 53 per-
cent of rural Americans) lack broadband access.! There is an urgent need for
increasing last-mile and middle-mile fiber networks to bring connectivity to all
Americans. As such, Congress should consider preferencing proposals from com-
munities that have taken steps to facilitate right of way access through policies
such as One Touch Make Ready and Dig Once. Similarly, Congress should con-
sider preferencing state applications for funding in states that have eliminated
unreasonable barriers to local Internet choice.

e Promote Broadband Affordability. The price of connectivity strains household
budgets, putting Internet access out of reach for too many Americans. Competi-
tion will drive down costs, so any infrastructure plan should include incentives
for new market entrants and overbuilders.

e Promote Local Solutions for Broadband. As we show, city governments have
been leaders in designing their own networks, implementing public-private
partnerships, and leading the way with new multi-provider, open-access deliv-
ery models. Any infrastructure plan should include funding for these arrange-
ments. Solutions should include nonprofit models, especially including telephone
and electric co-ops.

We believe the Internet is nonpartisan and that collaboration benefits all. As
such, we encourage you to learn from local voices like ours, and we look forward
to working with members of both parties to ensure policies that promote greater ac-
cess and increased deployment of next-generation broadband in any infrastructure
legislation.

Sincerely,

Mayor DANA KIRKHAM
Ammon, ID

Mayor STEVE ADLER
Austin, TX

Mayor JOHN HAMILTON
Bloomington, IN

Mayor PAUL CUTLER
Centerville, UT

Mayor JENNIFER ROBERTS
Charlotte, NC

Town Manager BERNARD DOYLE
Chesterton, IN

Mayor Kim MCMILLAN
Clarksville, TN

Mayor JOHN WOODS
Davidson, NC

Mayor JOHN J. COLLINS
Fountain Valley, CA

Mayor ROBERT BRUCHEY
Hagerstown, MD

Town Manager JANET ANDERSON
Islesboro, ME

1See 2015 Broadband Progress Report at hitps:/ /www.fce.gov/reports-research /reports/

Mayor NORM YODER
Auburn, IN

Mayor BEN KESSLER
Bexley, OH

Mayor MIKE HENRY
City Manager GARY WILLIAMS
Carbondale, IL

Mayor DEBORAH FRANK-FEINEN
Champaign, IL

Mayor ANDY BERKE
Chattanooga, TN

Mayor DOROTHY KNAUSS
Chewelah, WA

Mayor GARY McCULLOUGH
Dahlonega, GA

Mayor LIONELD JORDAN
Fayetteville, AR

Mayor DON BOEDER
Gaylord, MN

Mayor BARBARA DELGLEIZE
Huntington Beach, CA

Mayor JERRY GIST
Jackson, TN

broadband-progress-reports [ 2015-broadband-progress-report



City Councilman STEVE QUINN
Jefferson, GA

Mayor SLY JAMES
Kansas City, MO

Chair of the Select Board PETER D’ERRICO
Leverett, MA

Mayor GREG FISCHER
Louisville, KY

Council Vice President HANS RIEMER
Montgomery County, MD

Mayor GARY D. CHESNEY
Morristown, TN

Mayor DAVID NARKEWICZ
Northampton, MA

Mayor GREG SCHARFF
Palo Alto, CA

Mayor TED WHEELER
Portland, OR

Mayor JiM BARNES
Richmond, KY

Chief Executive Officer JAY ORR
Riverside County, CA

Town Manager RICHARD C. BATES
Select Board Chair WiLLIAM CHAPMAN
Rockport, ME

Mayor EDWIN LEE
San Francisco, CA

Mayor BILL KING
City Council President JEREMY PIETZOLD
Sandy, OR

Mayor CYNTHIA CHASE
Santa Cruz, CA

Mayor GARY R. MCCARTHY
Schenectady, NY

Mayor PATRICIA SMITH
South Portland, ME

Mayor STEPHANIE MINER
Syracuse, NY

Councilmember JACK BURKMAN
Vancouver, WA

Mayor KELLY PIERSON
Winthrop, MN
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Mayor MARK HOLLAND
Kansas City, KS

Mayor-President JOEL ROBIDEAUX
Lafayette, LA

Mayor JIM GRAY
Lexington, KY

Mayor JOHN GILES
Mesa, AZ

Mayor REX SWANSON
Montrose, CO

Mayor JILL BOUDREAU
Mount Vernon, WA

Mayor GARY FULLER
Opelika, AL

Mayor JAMES CARTER
Pikeville, KY

Mayor NANCY MCFARLANE
Raleigh, NC

Mayor RUSTY BAILEY
Riverside, CA

Mayor SHERMAN P. LEA, SR.
Roanoke, VA

Councilman RON NIRENBERG
San Antonio, TX

Mayor PAULINE CUTTER
San Leandro, CA

Board of Supervisors Vice Chair ZACH FRIEND
Santa Cruz County, CA

Mayor TED WINTERER
Santa Monica, CA

Mayor ED MURRAY
Seattle, WA

Mayor DAVID MARTIN
Stamford, CT

Mayor LAUREL PRUSSING
Urbana, IL

Mayor SHARI CANTOR
West Hartford, CT

Council Vice President BRIAN HOUSH
Yellow Springs, OH
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Dear Chairman Thune and Ranking Member Nelson:

On behalf of The Real Estate Roundtable,* please include this letter in
the record of y lay's hearing ref d above.

According to a global survey of government officials and private
sector executives, the most important factor influencing real estate decisions
around the world is the quality of infrastructure—that is, transportation,
utilities, and telecommunications systems. Real estate and infrastructure have
a synergistic, two-way relationship as growth in one of these asset classes
spurs growth in the other. Safe and reliable infrastructure enhances the value
of those properties it serves—which in turn g greater tax 1 that
cycle into a stream that amplifies and leverages limited public dollars needed
1o fund infrastructure projects:

* The Roundiable brings together leaders of the mtion's 1op publicly-held and privately-owned
real estate ownership. development, lending and management firms with the leaders of
nuajor mtional real estate trade associations 1o jointly address key national policy issues relating
10 real estate and the overall economy. By identifying, analysing and coondinating policy
positions. The Roundiable’s business and trade association leaders seck to ensure a colicsive
indusiry voice is heard by government officials and the public about real estate and its important
role in i jonal and global Collectively, Roundiabl bers' portlc contain
over 12 n square feet of office, retail and industrial propenics valued at more than $1
trillion: over 1.3 million apariment units; and in excess of 2.5 million hotel rooms. Panicipating
trde associations represent more than 1.5 million people imvolved rmlly every aspect of
ihe real estate business,
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Pro-growth economic policies (tax, banking, energy,
immigration, ete.)

[ Enable real estate transactions |

!

More tax revenues,
public dollars for infrastructure

Z N

Increased land values from Leverage greater private
new and improved + sector dollars to build
infrastructure infrastructure

your and other congressional committees consider how to chart a course that aligns with

President Trump’s ultimate vision for a national infrastructure plan, please consider these thoughts
and recommendations:

e A “Capital Stack™ for Infrastructure: Various funding and financing sources should be
maximized to pay for infrastructure so that no single source is at risk. The Highway Trust Fund
is periodically on the brink of insolvency and provides insufficient capital for all of the repairs to
make our roads, bridges and transit safe—much less expand and grow these systems. Aside
from the Highway Trust Fund, the following sources should be considered to supplement the gas
tax as layers of the infrastructure capital stack:

-

Foreign Investment: Policies should be geared to bring foreign capital into the U.S. for the
targeted purpose of infrastructure investment. In the tax arena Congress should consider (1)
a reduced repatriation tax rate for offshore corporate earnings, and (2) repeal of the Foreign
Investment in Real Property Tax Act (FIRPTA) to encourage foreign sources of capital to
invest in U.S. infrastructure. Additionally, as Congress assesses comprehensive immigration
reform, visa programs may be tailored to attract foreign in capital cf led to help
repair and modernize our infrastructure

Public-Private Partnerships (P3s): The Roundtable understands that P3s are not a panacea
or an appropriate financing platform for all projects. However, we respectfully suggest that
federal policies to foster more public-private co-i in infr merit your
Committee's focus, Optimally, P3s provide access to private equity investments, improved
budget certainty, accelerated project delivery, greater efficiencies and innovations in design
and construction, and transfer of risks to private sector partners. Of course, public funding is
still requisite to attract private partners in the first place, and any project must generate
sufficient returns and reliable revenue streams to draw the private sector’s interest. To
optimize appropriate use of P3s, federal guidance and model enabling legislation should be
crafted to guide states and localities to authorize a full range of partnerships for all types of
infrastructure.  Additionally, federal P3-fostering programs like the Transportation




65

The Honorable John Thune and The Honorable Bill Nelson
March 2, 2017
Page 3

Infrastructure Finance Innovation Act (TIFIA) should be maximized and expanded to other
infrastructure asset classes. In this manner, limited taxpayer dollars can back loans, loan
guarantees, and standby letters of credit that will leverage far great multiples of private sector
capital.

# Tax Exempt Private Activity Bonds (PABs). Congress should assess whether federal IRS
caps on tax-exempt PABs should be raised or lifted to the extent they are dampening
investment in infrastructure. Additionally, federal legislation should be considered to expand
scope of PABs to cover construction of public buildings (schools, hospitals, prisons,
convention and civic centers, etc.)

* Broad Definition of Eligible Infrastructure: Programs like TIFIA and PABs are geared
toward transportation. That scope is too limited, Similar financing models should be created to
enable resilient energy systems (e.g., gas pipelines, the electric grid), telecom structures for
cyber-secure Internet access and information delivery, water/sewer infrastructure to avoid Flint-
type catastrophes in distressed urban areas; and first-class schools, hospitals, community centers
and other social infrastructure.

*  “Fix it First™: Filling potholes, repairing bridges, and improving existing rail and transit lines
may not draw political attention and publicity through “ribbon-cutting” ceremonies that kick-ofl’
new projects. But such ordinary repair and maintenance activities are the backbone of safe and

liable infi y . Specific federal funding sources and programs should be
identified and designated for critical infrastructure repair and maintenance, while other sources
should be devoted for longer-term growth and expanded capacity

* Move Toward Performance-Based Finance Programs: Traditional federal transportation
dollars are allocated to states based on pre-set formula grants. As policymakers take a fresh look
at infrastructure programs, they should examine merits-based processes where projects compete
for federal support if they meet performance-based criteria tailored to particular infrastructure
“asset classes” (e.g., minimize rush hour traffic jams, move volume of goods through ports,
relieve airport congestion, meet clean drinking water standards, improve Internet access in

d. ved ¢ ities, reduce burdens on the power grid during times of peak demand, etc.).
Projects that fail to meet performance criteria should lose government assistance and/or meet
deadlines to get back on track.

* Apportion Transportation Funding Based on Evelving Demographic and Economic
Trends: For example, the Highway Trust Fund generally provides insufficient dollars for mass
transit—only 20%—while roads receive 80% of funds. Infrastructure capital sources should be
re-assessed and re-apportioned to match the changing and aging demographics of our population
and its demands for more mobility, less car-dependent options.

e Lever Federal Finance Tools in Local “Value Capture” Districts: State and local
governments are best suited to determine where growth is directed within their borders, and what
neighborhoods and communities would benefit most from infrastructure improvements, For
example, locally designated Tax Increment Finance (TIF) Districts and Special Service Areas
(55As) capture a portion of the i 1 value on properties benefitting from infrastructure in




66

The Honorable John Thune and The Honorable Bill Nelson
March 2, 2017
Page 4

those areas. Combining such strategies with proven federal tools (e.g., grants, TIFIA, tax-exempt
PABs) can provide viable revenue streams to finance infrastructure, and may also expedite local
approval processes as these zones already have some form of development pre-approval,

+ Establish Procedures for More Efficient Inter-Governmental and Inter-Agency Reviews

and Approvals: Federal, state and local b ies all have dated roles in reviewing and
approving the siting and financing of infrastructure projects. And, multiple agencies within each
level of g have specialized missi to protect particular resources (e.g., wetlands,

species habitats, historic resources) as infrastructure is financed, developed and built. Where
federal infrastructure funding sources are in play, Congress should encourage (and as necessary,
establish by law) procedures for inter-governmental and inter-agency consultations to minimize
duplication in government reviews, allow simultaneous and concurremt approvals, and require
standards for efficient and proportionate resource mitigation.

= Ease Regulatory Burdens for Projects of Same Size and Scope in Same Location as Existing
Infrastructure: If a bridge or road is proposed in the same place as a crumbling one in
disrepair, and adds no or minimal traffic, regulatory approvals to obtain federal dollars should be
streamlined. Likewise, if lead-tainted water pipes need to be replaced and safer ones will be
located in the same spot, public-private partners should be able to swiftly cut through the red
tape and bring the project to fruition.

Thank you for considering our comments. We hope vou turn to The Roundtable as a
resource as your committee considers policies to improve and modernize our nation's infrastructure.
For more information, please contact Duane Desiderio, Senior Vice-President and Counsel with The
Roundtable (ddesideriof@rer org; (202) 639-8400),

Q&

Je . DeBoer
President and Chief Executive Officer

Sincerely,

ce: Members of the Senate Cc ittee on C

and Transportation
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FIBER TO THE HOME (FTTH) COUNCIL AMERICAS
McLean, VA, March 8, 2017

Hon. JOHN THUNE, Hon. BiLL NELSON,

Chairman, Ranking Member,

Senate Committee on Commerce, Senate Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation, Science, and Transportation,

Washington, DC. Washington, DC.

Dear Chairman Thune and Ranking Member Nelson:

On behalf of the Fiber to the Home (FTTH) Council Americas,! I submit these
written comments in response to the Committee’s March 1 Hearing on “Connecting
America: Improving Access to Infrastructure for Communities Across the Country.”

Consumers and communities around the country understand that all-fiber
broadband networks are critical infrastructure for the 21st century. That is why
they are rapidly leaving their slow-speed services and clamoring to have access to
all-fiber networks. And, at the Council, we believe, just like you, that all Americans,
the maximum extent, should have access to these robust, future-proof networks.
Quite simply, consumers and communities that have all-fiber networks will thrive;
those that do not will suffer.

Deploying all-fiber networks, particularly in remote areas, can be daunting, and
in areas where private investment is not sufficient, Federal and state governments
should step in. Targeted, efficiently distributed subsidies, of course, are useful, but
there are many other actions that the Federal Government can and should take to
facilitate this investment that do not involve adding additional funding.

The Council recommends that the Federal Government proscribe two actions: (1)
an online broadband deployment handbook; and (2) an interagency broadband de-
ployment consulting service to assist providers in navigating Federal permitting
policies and procedures and accessing Federal funding resources.

First, the Administration should develop an online Federal broadband deployment
handbook that can serve as a one-stop shop for prospective broadband infrastructure
projects, including at least the following four components:

e A Roadmap for Accessing Federal Funding. The handbook should include an
easy-to-use roadmap of all Federal resources available for funding different as-
pects of broadband infrastructure deployment—from developing feasibility plans
through actual construction. The Council has developed a similar guide as a
part of its Community Toolkit, which provides local communities with informa-
tion about Federal funding which can be used to deploy all-fiber networks.

e Clear Instructions for Permitting. While the existing Federal Dashboard con-
tains information about permitting, this information can be overwhelming for
small providers and communities. The handbook, therefore, should have clear
instructions that enable providers and local communities to understand the per-
mitting process that governs access to Federal assets, such as poles, ducts, con-
duits, and other rights of way.

o A More Complete Broadband Map. The handbook should include a more com-
plete national broadband map that providers and local communities can use
when applying for funding or permits. This map should denote all underserved
and unserved areas, as well as Federal assets that providers could use to expe-
dite deployment, such as highway conduit and Federal buildings.

e Best Practices for Local Communities. The handbook should also include a col-
lection of best practices that local communities can leverage to improve the
business case for all-fiber deployments. The FTTH Council Community Toolkit
seeks to provide strategies to enable communities to lower barriers to fiber de-
ployment by gathering information about existing infrastructure, assisting pro-
viders with gaining access to rights of way, and facilitating permitting, con-
struction, and maintenance processes.2 Most importantly, creating such a com-

1The FTTH Council is a not-for-profit association whose mission is to accelerate deployment
of all-fiber access networks by demonstrating how fiber-enabled applications and solutions cre-
ate value for service providers and their customers, promote economic development, and en-
hance quality of life. The more than 250 members of the Council represent all areas of the
broadband access industry, including service providers of all types and hardware and software
equipment vendors.

2See FTTH Council, Community Toolkit, Attp:/ / toolkit.ftthcouncil.org/.
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pilation is the work that Chairman Pai has recognized as the mission of his pro-
posed Broadband Development Advisory Committee.3

Second, the Executive Branch should re-establish an interagency consultancy to
assist communities and providers—particularly smaller entities—in understanding
and navigating the Federal permitting process and available Federal funding
sources for broadband infrastructure deployments. This consultancy will com-
plement the online handbook by enabling interested parties to work with the Execu-
tive Branch to develop strategies and leverage Federal resources to build networks
in a more cost-effective and timely manner. Based on their unique expertise in fa-
cilitating and funding broadband builds, the Council proposes that this consultancy
be housed within either at the National Telecommunications and Information Ad-
ministration or Rural Utilities Service.

Finally, where the Federal Government decides to provide direct subsidies for
broadband builds in unserved areas, it should ensure they are future proof and scal-
able. There is a strong undercurrent in today’s Federal funding discussions that con-
sumers in unserved areas are so desperate for broadband and will settle to for sec-
ond class service. But, consumers in these remote areas can already receive low-
speed satellite delivered broadband. What they need is access to higher performance
broadband that will enable them to be full participants in our economy and society.
Accordingly, Federal agencies should be empowered to fund broadband that, within
appropriate cost boundaries, providers consumers in unserved areas with the net-
work technology that will give them service reasonably comparable to urban con-
sumers over the longer term.

The Council appreciates that you recognize that broadband infrastructure is crit-
ical to our country’s economic future, particularly in our rural areas. As experts in
such infrastructure deployment, we stand ready to engage with the Committee to
design mechanisms to maximize this investment for all Americans.

Very truly yours,
HEATHER BURNETT GOLD,
President and CEO,

Fiber to the Home Council Americas.

NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE
New York, NY, March 9, 2017

Hon. JOHN THUNE, Hon. BiLL NELSON,

Chairman, Ranking Member,

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation, Transportation,

United States Senate, United States Senate ,

Washington, DC. Washington, DC.

Dear Chairman Thune and Ranking Member Nelson:

As President and CEO of the National Urban League, and on behalf of its 88 af-
filiates in 36 states and the District of Columbia, thank you for holding this impor-
tant hearing on “Connecting America: Improving Access to Infrastructure for Com-
munities Across the Country.” The National Urban League (NUL) approaches this
issue from the lens of inclusion and equity, given that the employment and economic
opportunities available in infrastructure investments are especially compelling for
African Americans and other minorities.

The National Urban League is committed to an infrastructure action plan that
aims to thwart the critical economic and digital divide in urban and other under-
served communities. In the area of surface transportation construction, we know
that these projects provide access to well-paying jobs and, if accessed, can bring eco-
nomic relief to the unemployed and under-employed. Yet, researchi has shown that
low-income workers, women, people with disabilities and communities of color are
vastly underrepresented in transportation sector jobs when compared with their
overall participation in the workforce. This represents a missed opportunity for con-
necting these communities to quality jobs, especially given the good wages and bene-
fits that often accompany transportation work. In addition to the workforce perspec-
tive, the National Urban League is also committed to insuring that minority-owned

3 https:/ |www.fec.gov | document [ chairman-pai-forms-broadband-deployment-advisory-com-
mittee

i“All Aboard! Making Equity and Inclusion Central to Federal Transportation Policy,” by
PolicyLink, 2009. Accessed at: http://equitycaucus.org/sites/default/files/AllAboard _final_web
-pdf
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businesses have fair and equitable access to the business side of any infrastructure/
surface transportation investment plan.

Given that broadband access is necessary for basic participation in our society and
economy, and given that computer ownership and Internet use strongly correlate
with household income and educational attainment, any infrastructure plan must
address the broadband needs of all communities. For the National Urban League,
“universal broadband adoption” refers to the set of broad and targeted investments,
tools and innovations needed to fully

deploy wired and wireless broadband; to make devices and content affordable,
available and usable; and to support the ability of students and workers to utilize
broadband to build their 21st century knowledge, skills, careers and businesses.

As Congress and the Administration begin to grapple with comprehensive invest-
ments in our Nation’s infrastructure, in order for such investments to be fair and
inclusive, they must include the following provisions clearly written into any legisla-
tive proposal:

(1) Specific provisions that ensure and commit to the inclusion of and meaningful
participation by MINORITY BUSINESS ENTERPRISES (MBEs). For far too
long, too many have treated MBEs as an afterthought. This must stop and it
is time for Congress to ensure that MBEs obtain meaningful participation in
any infrastructure initiative. It requires assurance of supplier diversity, i.e.,
proactively promoting business programs that encourage the use of African
American owned businesses as suppliers of goods and services. It includes an
emphasis on the creation of a diverse supply chain that ensures the inclusion
of diverse groups in the procurement plans for infrastructure improvements
and expansions.

(2) A specific commitment to fund JOB TRAINING and WORKFORCE DEVEL-
OPMENT as a central and essential part of any plan. Provisions must focus
on enabling young workers and urban residents to benefit from any infrastruc-
ture plan through training, pre-apprenticeships, and related approaches, in-
cluding Registered Apprenticeships within the telecommunications and tech-
nology sectors. It must promote meaningful skills development, technical
training, internships and job placement opportunities for African Americans
and urban community members. This must be fully integrated into any pro-
posal. Once again, it cannot be separate or an afterthought. We loudly and
forcefully champion this. Without this, the benefits will not be broadly and
fairly shared.

(3) In addition to transportation investments, we believe that any comprehensive
infrastructure plan must also include improvements in our community facili-
ties such as SCHOOLS, PARKS, LIBRARIES, COMMUNITY CENTERS,
NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES. These are
tools that mayors and urban advocates will insist on so that the benefits will
be broadly and fairly shared.

The INCLUSION OF LOCAL HIRE PROVISIONS, where at least 20 percent
of the workers are made up of workers from the local community. Many com-
munities have employed local and targeted hire provisions on projects large
and small with positive results for local residents and the local economy.i

(5) METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS (MPOs) must play a larger
role in the decision making process to fund projects.

(4

N2

The National Urban League has long advocated for a major investment in our Na-
tion’s neglected infrastructure. Recognizing the role that infrastructure investment
can play as a “job-creation machine,” the National Urban League called for the con-
cept of an infrastructure bank when we released our blueprint for economic equal-
ity, The Opportunity Compact, in 2007. The Compact called for the creation of an
Urban Infrastructure Bank to fund reinvestment in urban communities. In 2008, we
provided written testimony to the Senate Committee on Banking, Housing and
Urban Affairs, in support of the National Infrastructure Bank Act, with rec-
ommendations to improve the bill for urban communities. Additionally, as part of
the release of our 2016 State of Black America report, we introduced our Main
Street Marshall Plan which calls for a plan to fund comprehensive urban infrastruc-
ture investments.

ii“A New Day, New Legacy For Gary, Indiana,” by Mayor Karen Freeman-Wilson, 2015 State
of Black America Save Our Cities Education, Jobs +Justice, National Urban League, 2015,
p.124.
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On behalf of the National Urban League, I look forward to working with Congress
to ensure that our concerns and recommendations are fully integrated into any final
plan to invest in our Nation’s vast infrastructure needs.

Very truly yours,
MARC H. MORIAL,
President and Chief Executive Officer,

National Urban League.

Senator MARKEY. Thank you. I appreciate it.

And T also ask for unanimous consent to enter into the record a
letter on the schools health, libraries, and broadband coalition also
supporting greater broadband investment for schools, libraries, and
health care providers. I have these letters here, too.

Senator JOHNSON. Without objection again.

[The information referred to follows:]

March 1, 2017

Hon. JOHN THUNE,

Chairman,

Hon. BILL NELSON,

Ranking Member,

Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation,
Washington, DC.

Dear Chairman Thune and Ranking Member Nelson,

On behalf of the Schools, Health & Libraries Broadband Coalition (SHLB Coali-
tion), I respectfully ask that this letter and the attached document called “A Rural
American Broadband Connectivity Program” be inserted into the record of the
March 1, 2017 hearing on “Connecting America: Improving Access to Infrastructure
for Communities Across the Country”.

The SHLB Coalition is a non-profit, 501¢3 advocacy organization that receives fi-
nancial support from the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation and membership dues.
Our broad-based membership includes schools, libraries, telehealth networks and
other anchor institutions, broadband providers, public interest groups, state
broadband officials and others.!

We support greater investment in public broadband infrastructure, especially in
rural areas, to provide anchor institutions such as schools, libraries and health pro-
viders with open, affordable, high-capacity broadband connections to the Internet.
We also believe that funding for broadband infrastructure can best be awarded
through an open, competitive application process, similar to the process used for the
Broadband Technology Opportunities Program (BTOP). Our suggested approach for
new broadband investment is contained in the attached document.

Sincerely,
JOHN WINDHAUSEN, JR.,
Executive Director,

Schools, Health & Libraries Broadband (SHLB) Coalition.

1A complete list of SHLB Coalition members is available at www.shlb.org/about/coalition-
members.
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ATTACHMENT
RURAL J
& SHLB
AM E R I CA N A broadband infrastructure A ;‘ﬁg’?{'a”\lrg’éo;‘;‘l:ﬁf“““

proposal from the SHLB Coalition

BROADBAND
COoNNECTIVITY PROGRAM

Rural ABC Program .
JANUARY 2017 . .

GOAL

hand "

‘The goal of this program is to ensure thal cvery American community has affordable, high-capacity b ¥
to the Internet through its community anchor institutions (CAls)." This document recommends a variety of policy measures to
encourage commercial and non-commercial broadband providers to deploy fiber and wircless broadband networks efficiently
and 1o make those services available to the general public at affordable prices through each ity’s anchor instituti

WHY IS BROADBAND FOR
ANCHOR INSTITUTIONS A NATIONAL PRIORITY?

Providing high-capacity broadband to and through anchor institutions is a cost-effective way to solve the “digital divide”
While strong evidence? exists linking access to high speed broadband with economic benefits, social engagement, educational
attainment, and personal health, most broadband i 1o date have imp 1 broadband access in urban areas but not
in rural markets. Thirty-nine percent of rural Americans (23 million people) lack access to 25 Mbps broadband service (41
percent on Tribal lands), compared to only 4 percent of urban resid Rural residents are suffering cconomic distress and a
diminished quality of life in part because they do not have adequate access o high-speed Internet services.

Focusing on deploying broadband to and through community anchor institutions in rural and hard-to-reach areas has many
advantages, such as:
«  High-speed broadband creates jobs, promotes economic growth, enhances digital learning and promotes
telemedicine;
«  Anchor institutions can serve as “anchor tenants” that help to make broadband networks economically sustainable;
+  Deploying to anchor institutions is more cost-effective than deploying to every home; *
«  Anchor institutions are well-established and stable bers of the ¢ with to serve the general

public; and

«  Anchor institutions serve the public interest, not special interests,

LG ity anchor inst include centers, public housing, hospitals and healih clinics, senior citizen centers, museums, community
wolleges, public media, schools, librarics, and other profit based izatl

2 See, e hut, Orsrag and Willig, *The Substantial Consumer Benefits of Broadband o Households” July 2009, at lnips://i i ion.org/files!
spesial-repons/ CONSUMER B (5 OF BROADBAND L Seealso, Lehr, “Anchor Institutions Hep to Secure Broadband’s Promise” at hitpi/!
ww:shih Joads/ Pulicy! Policy®20 ResearchyS] 1L %20 h/Anshor%20inst 20Help%20Secure%20 Broadband pof

3 Bringing broadband 1o anchor institutions s a cost-effective first step to bringing broadband to the whole community

January 2017 Rural ABC Program | |
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Anchor institutions are a vital part of the economy in rural communities. For instance, a rural hospital with only 25 beds is
typically one of the three largest employers in the county, employing (on average) 141 people while generating $6.8 million
in wages, salaries and benefits. Access to affordable, high-capacity handwnilh can determine whether the health institution
can survive financially. Ensuring that these anchor institutions have adequate broadband to accomplish their mission is often
critically important to the economic health of the whole community.

ANCHOR INSTITUTIONS'BROADBAND DEFICIT

Unfortunately, many rural schools, libraries, hospitals and health clinics and other anchor institations have insufficient broadband
connectivity, as shown by the following:

7 0 of schools do not have enough capacity to meet the FCC mi broadband dards, which
s means that students are not able 1o engage in on-line learning and cannot develoy e digital 5
h e bl gage line | g and develop the digital skill

needed for today's workloree. Schools and school districts are moving towards student-centered, p
utilizing digital applications and devices. High-speed broadband access enables schools w expand learning options,
allowing students to create content, to participate in virtual courses that may not be available on their campuses, and
1o collaborate with experts or other students remotely. The CoSN 2016 Annual Infrastructure Survey found that 57%
of school districts said cost was a barrier to broadband connectivity. Many rural districts pay ten times more than the
urban district average of $5 per Mbps.*

1learning
]

. s ol libraries havea broadband connection that is 10 Mbps or less, which is far below the FCC minimum
- ] A) broadband standard that cach library receive at least 100 Mbps. The low speed access means only a
handful of library patrons can usc the Internet at the same time and just several patrons watching videos can slow
access 1o a calatonic state.  Libraries specialize in providing skilled personnel, digital liveracy training, computers,
laptops and Wi-Fi connections to the general public, but their level of service depends on having & robust broadband
connection, With greater bandwidth, the local library could ensure that everyone in the community has access 1o
essential Internet-based services.

. of non-metro inal[h prov iders have less than a 50 Mbps connection, which means that they
8 8 /’J cannot impl dicine sol 1o fmp health care in rural areas. Rural citizens may not
have access Lo doctors and specialists in their local communities, but a broadband connection from a local health
clinic to an urban hospital can bring the best quality medical care to rural consumers via telemedicine.”

WHAT APPROACH SHOULD BE
TAKEN TO ADDRESS THE RURAL BROADBAND PROBLEM?

To overcome the challenges above, we rec d

projects that otherwise would remain unfunded.

a to incentivize capital investment in broadband infrastructure

dh.

First, local communities will conduct a needs assessment and identify the gaps in b d coverage. ‘The c ity should
consult with multiple stakeholders and the broadband industry to determine how o aggregate demand and attract capital
investment.

4 CoSN'S 2016 Annual Infrastrscture Survey, Nov. 11, 2016, at http:/fwww.cosn o/l ture2016,
data from the pival Broadband Map (which last .n]l.(\tuJ data in 2014), showed that |||u\ arne over 347,000 community anchor institutions)
[]n. above statistics only cover schools, libraries and health providers. We do not have data the broadband access for hundreds of th Is of

ather anchor instimtions, but we think it likely that these other anchor institst bons have even less broadband capability than schools, Iibraries and health
providers

January 2017 Rural ABC Program |
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‘The federal government would then make available a variety of financial instruments to incentivize the most cost-effective
and market-based investment strategies to fill those gaps in coverage. These tools should include “dig onee” deployment

ies, low-interest and subsidized bonds, low-interest loans, tax eredits, and direct funding for both up-front capital
cosls ami (in the highest cost regions) operational expenses. It is important to make a variety of financial instruments
available to both commercial and non-commercial providers so that communities can choose which sirategy is best suited
1o promote deployment of high-capacity broadband to the anchor institutions in its region.

This proposed program would supplement, not replace, existing Universal Service Fund (USF) programs® The existing
USF programs have been enormously helpiul in increasing broadband connectivity across America, but these programs
have not solved the problem in the most rural and hard-to-reach areas.

‘The program should also leverage other infrastructure investments, such as highway, bridge, and wnnel projects where
broadband infrastructure can efficiently be installed together, Innovative financing options (such as tax credits) should
be made available to fund installation of conduit and/or fiber as part of the construction of any lateral infrastructure, By
driving down the total cost of construction, the program would bring critical broadband infrastructure 1o the heartland of

America that might otherwise face uncertain financing due to difficult project ics in rural and hard-to-reach arcas.
‘The program would not give preference to, or exclude, any typeof provider and would b qually totelec ications
carriers, cable comy wireless companies, municipal and non-profit pmwdcn. ﬂl’ an)’ other ILplh‘ and technically
qualified entity eligible 1o be chosen by the state, county and local ¢ ¥ o serve its broadband needs.

CONCLUSION

To compete in the New Economy, America will need a rich supply of educated, creative, capable workers from all walks of
life - rich and poor, rural and urban. This broadband program will help to revitalize rural and hard-to-reach communities
by providing access (o affordable, high-speed broadband through our nation’s community anchor institutions Lo every
person in America.

ct John Windhausen, Executive Director of the SHLB Coall
at jwindhausen@shib.org.

& The A does not duplicate the FOCS Connect America Fund becanse that Fund is primarily focused on residential consumers. while
the ABC |\m|m:u| is primarily focused on anchor institiions,

Rural ABC Program | 3
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Senator MARKEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

We already have a template for success in 2009 in western Mas-
sachusetts. We actually received $45 million as part of the Recov-
ery Act to build 1,200 miles of fiber optic cable connecting 120 com-
munities to broadband, 400,000 households and businesses.

When people think of Massachusetts, they don’t think rural, they
don’t understand that a third of the state is trees once you get past
Boston and Worcester, and we have the same issues that any other
state would have. So, we thank you for that.

And to the Mayor of Miami Beach, climate change, resilience, in-
frastructure. We've got a problem in Boston. We're now talking
over the next 40 years, how do we build a huge blockade out in
Boston Harbor to stop what is happening with the rising tides? The
Gulf of Maine, which is Boston Harbor, et cetera, is the fastest
warming body of water in the world. So water expands and the
tides are getting higher, the storms more intense, and as a result,
the impact is going to be greater.

Can you talk about Miami, the impact, and what you might ex-
pect or hope from the Federal Government in any infrastructure
package that would help your city?

Mayor LEVINE. Thank you, Senator. And I appreciate your Bos-
ton accent, and if I listen to you more, I'm going to get mine back,
because I'm from Boston.

Senator MARKEY. What high school?

Mayor LEVINE. I actually grew up as a kid there, went to Edward
Devotion in Brookline, Coolidge Corner.

Senator MARKEY. Interesting, yes.

Mayor LEVINE. I was born in Needham.

Senator MARKEY. Great.

Mayor LEVINE. So I hear your Boston accent and I feel very com-
fortable. And, of course

Senator MARKEY. Thank you. And let the word go forth that a
new generation of leaders in Miami have the correct accent.

[Laughter.]

Mayor LEVINE. Of course. Of course. Of course. If you went into
my office, you would see a lifeline mural of President Kennedy’s in-
auguration with his famous words above.

Senator MARKEY. Oh, yes, yes.

Mayor LEVINE. And, of course, his house was right around the
corner from mine, where I grew up.

Senator MARKEY. Yes.

Mayor LEVINE. Thank you for your great question. I was elected
Mayor of Miami Beach in 2013, and at that time, some of our main
roads were underwater constantly, and, by the way, during sunny
days. As you can imagine, very unnerving for residents, for visitors,
for investors. Some people get swept into office. I always say I got
floated into office in Miami Beach.

And I said we’re going to come up with a plan. There’s no book
written, there’s no—no city has ever tackled what we have done,
but what we did is we assembled all our engineers together and we
said, “Let’s get on it, whatever it may be.” We began raising roads,
putting in pumps, raising seawalls, and making sure that these
areas no longer would be underwater.
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Now, under no circumstances have we declared victory against
Mother Nature, because, as you know in Boston, it continues to
rise. But what we’ve had to do is we’ve had to utilize our own fund-
ing. We raised our stormwater fees. We went out and raised money
through bond issues. And by the way, as you can imagine, everyone
here is a lot of elected officials, it’s not fun to get into office and
say, “I'm going to raise your taxes.” It’'s one of the things you did,
but I said, “Listen, I want to be the Mayor of Miami Beach. I don’t
want to be the Mayor of Atlantis.” OK? So we're going to do what
we have to do.

So the issue for us, of course, is, how do we ever get Federal
funding? We didn’t. We found the same way as when you want to
do a light rail or transportation, the process is so overwhelming, so
staggering, you can imagine with something that’s happened be-
fore, but with something that’s never happened before, like sea
level rise, it was very challenging, and we have not received Fed-
eral funding.

What we need is to have something in an infrastructure bill that
allows coastal communities—Miami Beach is a poster child, but the
fact of the matter is it’s happening in Boston, like you, and I know
my friend Mayor Walsh is dealing with it as well.

We have to come up with a way to make our cities resilient be-
cause when youre on the coast, your future may not be assured.
And we'’re learning as we go. We're not experts. But we think that
it requires money. That’s what it comes down to.

Senator MARKEY. Yes. My hope is that when we do an infrastruc-
ture bill, that we, like broadband, think about these infrastructure
investments as well. It’s always better to start out where you're
going to be forced to wind up anyway. It’s always better that way,
so that we make the investments so that in the end we're protected
against the inevitable, either we reduce greenhouse gases or we in-
crease the size of the walls, but you don’t really have a choice, you
have to go one way or the other, and in some places it’s already
too late, you're going to have to go in both directions, and Miami
is the perfect example.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Markey.

Senator Duckworth.

STATEMENT OF HON. TAMMY DUCKWORTH,
U.S. SENATOR FROM ILLINOIS

Senator DUCKWORTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank
the Chairman for holding this very important hearing.

When I travel across Illinois, it doesn’t matter whether I am in
a blue county or red county or Chicago or the great metropolis of
El Paso, Illinois, people want the same thing, infrastructure invest-
ment. And I'm hearing—we’ve had a long discussion here on
broadband, and I’d like to touch on it a little bit more.

Ms. Bloomfield, I would like for you to talk a little bit more about
the CAP II program and sort of flush that out for us a little bit
and what you think priorities from Congress could be.

I met with the Mayor of Rock Falls, Illinois, just yesterday, and
one of the things he pointed out to me was that—it’s a rural com-
munity—they’re actually floating a bond to raise the money in
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order to get broadband themselves. They had broadband, but it was
so unaffordable by the one provider that would never answer his
phone calls when he was trying to up the level of broadband be-
cause it was just over the threshold, but it wasn’t enough to attract
large companies and manufacturers into town, the kids were still
having trouble doing homework.

So he decided he was going to do this himself as a mayor. We
have Mayors here who know exactly what that takes, that, you
know, self-direction. They’ve raised the money, theyre going to do
it, and suddenly the Internet provider is now coming and calling
him and saying, “Hey, we can give you a better deal. You don’t
?eed to do this,” the same folks who never answered his calls be-
ore.

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Yes.

Senator DUCKWORTH. So remarkable what a little competition
will do. But can you talk a little bit about the CAP II program and
maybe just 1, 2, 3, what you think priorities could be for this body,
to help us achieve that? It’s not just rural, I know you’re rural, but
I have parts of Chicago where we can’t get good Internet access,
where kids can’t do their homework either.

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Yes. It’s a great question, Senator. So without
getting totally into the weeds of universal service because your
eyes will start rolling into the back of your head, the Connect
America Fund was actually a part of the High Cost universal serv-
ice program that is directed toward those companies that are price
cap companies, a little bit larger companies.

So part of it has been to incentivize those companies to actu-
ally—which are not part of my membership—but to incentivize
them to basically say, you know, we've got to give you motivation
to build into those rural communities, because—you know what?—
we know you're facing competition in Chicago. How do we provide
you support to bring broadband out to those rural communities
where your rate of return is not going to be what it’s going to be
in a more urban, more densely populated area?

So the Connect America Fund was established for that reason.
The carriers have just finished that process. They are now choosing
where those locations are that they are going to take that support
for. So we are going to see where theyre taking that support.
Where they choose not to take the support, the thing that I think
is interesting about that part of the program is that money will
then go up for auction in a few years, so other providers, hopefully
my members, for example, will be able to go in and say, “Okay,
you're not going to build into that rural community in Illinois. But
you know what? I'm the small broadband provider nearby. I'd like
to get in, build that, use that support, and bring service to the peo-
ple who need it with more of a community-based kind of thought
behind it.”

So there is the Connect America Fund, there is the High Cost
Fund, which the smaller carriers are under, but, again, the CAF
II is what the FCC just actually voted some rules out last week,
so I think we’re going to see some interesting movement there. So
I think that’s one thing to be hopeful for.

The other thing is I think you raised a really important point.
How do you connect the dots? How do you get people to be thinking
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about where service is needed and who is willing to provide those
services? How do we do more efforts beyond trying to—you know,
if you can’t get somebody to return your phone calls, and they don’t
see the benefit of broadband in the community, how do you get
community leaders doing some things that are interesting?

One of the things I always cite is I was in Minnesota last week
at a broadband summit, and what the state of Minnesota has done
is they have jumped in and said, “You know what? We’re going to
augment USF and Federal efforts, RUS, all of these other pro-
grams.” And they’re actually doing a very targeted—they actually
have somebody in the State government who serves as their State
Broadband Director, and her job 24/7 is to think about, who has
b}Il'oad‘})and? Who doesn’t have broadband? How do we get it out
there?

So they are in their second or third year. They are actually mak-
ing incredible real progress on the ground combining Federal sup-
port programs with State funding on the ground. And there are
communities that literally year-by-year, with strict accountability,
are now getting broadband access.

I think there are models like that, we've seen it in New York re-
cently, that are really intriguing and are really an interesting part-
nership between what you see on the Federal level and what you
can do on the State level.

Senator DUCKWORTH. Is that fund, once it goes up for auction,
is that—who would be eligible to bid on it? Are we still working
on the rules for that? Because if we pull ops to it, could—you know,
is it for commercial purposes only?

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. You know, I'm not entirely sure, and we’ll get
back to you on that, but it will be open to all carriers, so it will
be open to wireless, it will be open to satellite, it will be open to
WISPs, it will be open to traditional broadband companies, tele-
phone companies. It will be open to anybody who’s interested in
going and providing the service. So it’s technology agnostic.

The thing I would say, however, and we saw this with stimulus,
we saw this with some of the FCC broadband experiments, if
you’ve got precious resources, you really want it to go to somebody
who knows how to get the job done.

Providing broadband service is actually very complicated and it’s
very expensive. So to kind of throw money at a problem is not the
answer, which is why I'm hopeful that as this money comes up
from auctions, you will see folks who are willing to build future-
proof networks who actually know how to get the job done.

Senator DUCKWORTH. Thank you. I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Duckworth.

Senator Johnson.

STATEMENT OF HON. RON JOHNSON,
U.S. SENATOR FROM WISCONSIN

Senator JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

You know, we all agree that we need to invest money into infra-
structure. President Trump is talking about a trillion dollars. We
had an $800 billion stimulus that I still don’t know where it went
to. The best accounting on that is maybe $100 billion was spent on
infrastructure. The rest is just gone.
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We're $20 trillion in debt. The projected deficit over the next 30
years is $103 trillion added on top of that. So, Mr. Mayor, you said
it comes down to money. Yes, and we’re running out of it.

So I want to ask you all the exact same question about account-
ability. For my briefing of this hearing, I was given a political in-
vestigation, it’s called Wired to Fail. It was published in 2015 talk-
ing about the rural utility service. And the Administrator at the
time, Jonathan Adelstein, was talking about a $3.5 billion program
that was going to connect nearly 7 million rural Americans.

The investigation showed that roughly half of the nearly 300
projects, RUS-approved as part of the 2009 Recovery Act, didn’t
drawdown the full amounts of the order. Forty of the projects never
even got started. Even the Rural Utility Service admitted it was
not going to provide better service to the 7 million residents it once
touted. Instead, the number is in the hundreds of thousands. And
the representative from the Government Accountability Office said
we are left with a program that spent $3 billion and we really don’t
know what became of it.

So if you go into this project saying we'll spend $3.5 billion, con-
nect 7 million people, that would come down to about $500 bucks
a person. If it’s hundreds of thousands, if it was 300,000, that was
$10,000 a person. If it was 600,000, that was $5,000 a person.

How can we make sure that we hold people accountable, govern-
ment accountable, so that if we have a trillion dollar infrastructure
bill, we actually know they’re going to be shovel-ready projects, the
cost estimates are going to be accurate, and we don’t waste the tax-
payers’ hard-earned money?

And we'll start with you, Governor.

Governor DAUGAARD. Thank you, Senator. Well, I think a
straightforward answer would be to block grant things like that to
the states. I think in South Dakota we’re as frugal as you’ll find.
We have one of the smallest tax burdens in the Nation. We have
one of the smallest budgets in the Nation. We are among the small-
est of states by population. Our budget is balanced. We're a AAA
credit-rated state. Our pension is nearly fully funded.

And so we’re running our ship well, I think. And I think states
can be trusted to do what’s in the best interests of their citizens.
And the closer you get to the projects, the more accurately you’ll
be able to assess what the costs are and the better you’ll be able
to oversee them.

Senator JOHNSON. So youre saying the Federal Government is
not particularly good at attaching strings to make the spending ef-
ficient. So maybe block grants to the states combined with a pri-
vate-public partnership so there are some real incentives there to
spend the money wisely.

Governor DAUGAARD. If you're talking about broadband, yes, I
think there might be some opportunities for private investment,
and there will be some areas where private investment won’t go be-
cause there are just too few consumers to get payback. But I think
a combination of block grant dollars or state-invested dollars, along
with, in some places, private investment, that can work.

Senator JOHNSON. Mr. Braceras.

Mr. BRACERAS. Yes. I think your question is fundamentally so
important because at the end of the day it comes down to what I
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call our most important currency that we have at the Utah Depart-
ment of Transportation, and I think every elected official, it’s trust.
And so we have to be trusted that we’re going to use the public’s
pot of gold in a way that will get the results that we tell them
we're going to get, and so we take that very seriously.

So as the Governor said, at the State level, there’s a very direct
connection between, “Did you do what you said?” and people can
see whether you did it or not.

Now, we’re not a broadband provider, but we’re a broadband
facilitator, and so a lot of discussion has been about broadband. I
would offer that you could look at opportunities to break down the
silos within government. A lot of the challenges to provide
broadband to our rural communities is the length between those
communities, and a lot of that—those lands are owned by the Fed-
eral Government.

There’s not a great incentive right now for the different branches
of government to work together toward a common vision. I think
if there was a clear articulation, “We’re going to put a man on the
Moon,” “We’re going to accomplish this,” and we expect every
branch of government to work together to achieve it, and we ask
our partners, the states, to help lead that effort, we can go a long
ways.

Senator JOHNSON. Government close to government, what a con-
cept.

Ms. Bloomfield.

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. So, Senator, a couple of things. Under the
Stimulus Act, there were about 100 NTCA member companies that
actually did get stimulus funding and—you know, but think of it
in the context of these are existing broadband providers, state fiber
networks, they knew what they were doing.

So I guess that would be one of my main points. First of all, le-
verage the existing programs that you already have. Two, you
know, go with people who know what they’re doing to get the job
done. They've got to be good stewards of Federal support, and
that’s going to be really important.

Your point on accountability, absolutely. And that’s one of the
things I find encouraging about the FCC’s recent reforms. You ac-
tually have to report on a location-by-location basis what you are
doing and what you have built.

The last thing I would say is Wisconsin is actually a role model
in terms of some of the easements. They have something called
Broadband Forward in the state, which is actually a harmonization
among all of the communities and the state PUC so that there is
a streamlined process that if you're going to deploy broadband, the
state has already gone through and kind of certified what areas are
broadband-ready, which I think is eliminating a lot of those regu-
latory hurdles as well.

Senator JOHNSON. Again looking to the states, real quick, Mr.
Mayor.

Mayor LEVINE. Real quick. Listen, before I was the Mayor, I was
an entrepreneur and built some very large companies, so I look at
things more from a business perspective. I love the idea of P3s. The
issue with P3s are, you know, if there is no real reason for a pri-
vate company to invest in a project, they’re not going to. We have
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this thing called banks, and banks will lend money to cities and do
these projects. So for a P3 to be a bank, it’s just a bank. It is what
it is unless there’s revenue.

But I've learned in my life and in business, and I think, for ex-
ample, Warren Buffett has probably noticed with Berkshire Hatha-
way and all his various companies that run somewhat independ-
ently, is that you’ve got to run from the ground up, you can’t build
from the top down.

So the Federal Government at that level, with the amount of
process, bureaucracy, what it takes to make these projects happen,
it is so overwhelming, it’s so ridiculous, that it needs to be from the
bottom up.

I like what the Director said from Utah, great idea. I want to
move you to Florida. OK? Because the fact of the matter is that,
why are we duplicating these services? If the state is going to do
the same thing, let the state do it, work with the municipalities,
but you’ve got to move it.

As far as we're running out of money, hey, I understand that, but
T've got to tell you something, we can’t afford not to invest in infra-
structure, we can’t afford not to invest in resiliency, because then
we’ll really run out of money. You run a business

Senator JOHNSON. Yes, we can’t afford to waste the money again.
It’s a pretty unanimous opinion here.

Mayor LEVINE. Absolutely.

Senator JOHNSON. Turn the money over to the states, hold them
accountable.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Johnson. And by the way,
the two best funded retirement systems, state systems, in the coun-
try, are South Dakota and Wisconsin.

Senator JOHNSON. Good, responsible folks.

[Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Blumenthal.

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD BLUMENTHAL,
U.S. SENATOR FROM CONNECTICUT

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Thanks. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Director Braceras, I take your point about trust and avoiding any
waste of taxpayers’ pot of gold, and we all know resources are lim-
ited. There’s no endless pot of gold. So if the choice were yours and
you had to sacrifice road building in Utah and your fellow trans-
portation officials around the state and the American Association
of State Highways and Transportation Officials had to do the same,
would you give up your roads to build a wall along the border at
the cost of $20 billion to $30 billion?

Mr. BRACERAS. Well, I feel like I'm entering a political discussion
right now.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Well, that’s what choices are about,
spending taxpayer money. Correct?

Mr. BRACERAS. I understand that. I'm just——

Senator BLUMENTHAL. They are setting priorities and making
those choices, sometimes they’re hard choices.

Mr. BRACERAS. I believe strongly, Senator, that, as a nation, we
have to establish goals and we need to prioritize those goals. Obvi-
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ously, based on the business that I'm in right now, I believe strong-
ly that infrastructure is a foundation for our economy and quality
of life. We would not be the country we are today without the
Transcontinental Railroad.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. And it’s a matter of national security.
Wouldn’t you agree?

Mr. BRACERAS. Without the interstate system, we would not be
the country that we are, we would not be one country, we’'d be a
lot of different separate regions. And so I believe strongly that in-
frastructure, whether it be broadband, roads, transit, is critical for
our Nation.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. And should be given priority.

Mr. BRACERAS. From my perspective.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Mayor Levine, how do you feel about that
question?

Mayor LEVINE. Senator, thank you for the question. I absolutely
100 percent believe we need a wall. We need a wall around the
state of Florida to stop the water from coming into our state.

[Laughter.]

Mayor LEVINE. And I am a big believer in it. I wrote an article
in Time Magazine about it. We need a resiliency wall, and it’s not
just about Florida, it’s going to be other coastal communities
around——

Senator BLUMENTHAL. I was going to say, it’s not just Florida,
it's—

Mayor LEVINE. No.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. So my colleague from Massachusetts has
rﬁised the danger there. We have a coastline in Connecticut
that

Mayor LEVINE. Absolutely.

Senator BLUMENTHAL.—requires resiliency support and funding.
That’s a critical infrastructure requirement. Correct?

Mayor LEVINE. Absolutely. No question.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Governor, how do you feel about it?

Governor DAUGAARD. Well, I don’t presume to tell you what your
priorities should be at the national level

Senator BLUMENTHAL. But you’re a state official, and Senator
Johnson, although he’s left, has said we ought to give the states
more say in these decisions. You're the Governor of a sovereign
state, and the Federal Government has limited resources in that
pot of gold, and you're here to advise us. Should it be the wall or
should it be improving the roads and railroads and bridges of
South Dakota?

Governor DAUGAARD. Well, the statement I made and I stand by
is that the states do a better job of spending the dollars that are
available. And so we have limited dollars available, then give the
states more autonomy in deciding how they should be prioritized,
and I think we can also spend them more effectively.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. So rather than build a wall, we ought to
give South Dakota—and I'm with you on that one—more say and
more resources to improve its roads and rail and other critical
building blocks for our economic future, it’s not just this abstract
term “infrastructure.” I hate the word because it’s so difficult to re-
late to people, but it’s how they travel, how they deliver goods, get
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to work, the schools, and ports, and, yes, the VA facilities of South
Dakota. You'd rather have the money to do improvements there,
wouldn’t you?

Governor DAUGAARD. Again, what I'm saying is I'd rather have
the state make decisions about the dollars that are allocated to us
from the Federal budget about how those dollars are spent and
what the priorities should be and the processes that provide for ac-
countability. I think the states are in a better position to make
those judgments than the Federal Government is.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. I was a state official for 20 years, not in
the more elevated position you have, I was just the Attorney Gen-
eral of our state, but I would have been advocating, just as you are,
also as a member of the state legislature.

So thank you all for being here today. I appreciate it. I'm hopeful
that we can build more resiliency on our coasts and more roads and
bridges and better behaved facilities and really safeguard our na-
tional security by addressing our critical building block needs in
our Nation, and I appreciate your commitment and your hard work
in that regard. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Blumenthal.

Senator Sullivan.

STATEMENT OF HON. DAN SULLIVAN,
U.S. SENATOR FROM ALASKA

Senator SULLIVAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I want to
thank the witnesses for your testimony today. A very important
topic.

I want to follow up a little bit on the themes that Senator John-
son was focused on. I have a few examples of Federal Government
permitting dysfunction. So we had a hearing last year on airport
infrastructures. The Sea-Tac Airport in Seattle expanded a runway.
It took 15 years to get the Federal Government’s permits before
they could begin construction.

In my state of Alaska, it took almost 20 years to permit a gold
mine, the Federal Government to permit that. It took 7 years and
$7 billion for Shell to get the permit from the Federal Government
to drill one exploration well in 100 feet of water in my state. It took
14 years to permit the Gross Reservoir—water reservoir—in Colo-
rado.

A GAO study found that federally-funded highway projects take
between 9 and 19 years from permitting to completion for America,
9 to 19 years. That’s a GAO study. That was 10 years ago. I guar-
antee it’s worse now.

A typical EIS can take 6 years to complete and over $2 million
for cities and states like yours.

So from my perspective, any major permitting or any major in-
frastructure initiative has to include permitting reform, or we're
just going to waste the money, like the Obama initiative did, which
I agree with Senator Johnson, not a lot of shovel-ready projects
when it takes 6 years on average to permit a bridge in America.
It’s lunacy.

So we’re going to be introducing, and I certainly want to get
some of my colleagues on the other side of the aisle to help us with
this, the Rebuild America Now Act, which will focus on what I
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think the vast, vast majority of Americans see as critical, Federal
Government permitting reform, so we don’t have this madness of
15 years to permit a new runway in Seattle.

So I would welcome, just open it up to, any and all of your ideas
on what additional ideas we should include in the bill that we’re
going to introduce, and, hopefully, if we have an infrastructure ini-
tiative, permitting reform has to be part of it, or we’re just wasting
money—the taxpayer money of all Americans.

So, really, I just want to open it up for your ideas on what the
Federal Government can do in terms of permitting to make it more
efficient, not cut corners, but nobody in America thinks it makes
sense to take 6 years to permit a bridge.

Any of the witnesses. I welcome your thoughts, all of you.

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. I would just jump in, Senator, and say that’s
one of the reasons we’ve supported MOBILE NOW with a lot of the
streamline provisions that are in there that are really important to
get broadband deployed out in rural areas. We think we would be
really interested in seeing what your legislation looks like. Com-
pletely agree.

And I think the more you can harmonize, because it’s not just
the Federal permitting, it’s then the states and then it’s the local.
How do you get all three bodies in a collaborative way to stream-
line that process? So if you get one done, it doesn’t necessarily take
care of the other two.

The other thing I will say is that Chairman Pai over at the FCC
is really doing this very hands-on advisory council on broadband
where I think he’s going to have folks sitting around the table real-
ly talking about, “What are those obstacles? How do we eliminate
it?” So I expect to see some really interesting pieces of constructive
advice coming out from that committee.

Senator SULLIVAN. Well, if any of you want to submit ideas for
the record to this hearing, we would certainly welcome those. Any
other thoughts or suggestions on Federal Government permitting?

Yes.

Mr. BRACERAS. I'll just do this very quickly, Senator. There is
very little incentive for the Federal agencies to step out and take
a risk and say yes in the permitting process.

Senator SULLIVAN. Yes. They love the delays.

Mr. BRACERAS. There’s a lot incentive because otherwise they're
making a decision, they're taking risk on this. There needs to be
more deference given to the lead agency that’s leading the EIS. I've
got an EIS right now, we've spent over $20 million on it.

Senator SULLIVAN. Geez.

Mr. BRACERAS. We're into this 7——

Senator SULLIVAN. What was it for?

Mr. BRACERAS. This is for West Davis Highway. We’re into it 7
years. We’re about to issue the final EIS on this right now, and
we're still battling some different Federal regulatory agencies that
want to introduce another alternative after 46 have been studied
and over $20 million.

So we need to find a way to give more deference for the lead
agency, in this case, Federal Highway Administration, to be able
to listen to all sides and make decisions and move on, not essen-
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tially have a standoff, and that’s what we end up with a lot of
times.

Senator SULLIVAN. Great. And that’s a great idea, by the way.

Anyone else? Mr. Mayor?

Mayor LEVINE. Senator, I agree with you 100 percent. We've seen
it in Miami Beach, we’ve seen it in Miami, that once you start to
go through the Federal permitting process, it’s literally impossible.
OK? I said before it’s like the toughest SAT question you ever at-
tempted to answer, it’s literally impossible.

But I think the key here, and what I'm hearing from everybody,
is that like take the handcuffs off. OK? Take the Federal handcuffs
off. Let the states, let the cities, let them forward as fast as pos-
sible. Try to remove the Federal process. Put more responsibility on
a local level.

And once again, I don’t want to sound like a commercial, but
Miami Beach is hosting the United States Conference of Mayors in
June. Every mayor in the country will be here. President Trump
is invited, and Vice President Pence. I think it would be amazing
if there was some way that you could hold a committee hearing like
this in front of the United States mayors and listen to them, get
their thoughts, because they’re going to come up with ideas and
thoughts that we haven’t even thought about today, and I think it’s
a wonderful venue to potentially have a remote committee meeting.

Senator SULLIVAN. Great. Governor?

Governor DAUGAARD. Another thought would be thresholds, dol-
lar thresholds, below which permits are not even considered at the
Federal level. In Mr. Braceras’s previous testimony, he was men-
tioning how local governments that get Federal Highway dollars
are essentially turning them back to the states, the states are pay-
ing—exchanging 85, 90 cents on the dollar, and the localities are
happy to get fewer dollars without strings, and the Federal—and
the states will take those Federal dollars and will be attentive to
the strings that go with them because we do enough of them that
we can manage through the Federal bureaucracy when these small-
er communities, it’s over their heads.

Senator SULLIVAN. It’s actually cheaper, right? Because if it’s 40
percent increase in costs because of the permitting delays, it’s not—
it doesn’t even make sense from an economic standpoint to accept
the money.

Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Sullivan.

Senator Cruz.

STATEMENT OF HON. TED CRUZ,
U.S. SENATOR FROM TEXAS

Senator CRUZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I want to thank
the witnesses for being here today and the Chairman for holding
this important hearing. And let me say, Senator Sullivan has been
a real leader on addressing the regulatory barriers to infrastruc-
ture, and this is a very, very important issue. I think the questions
and answers that just went on were helpful and valuable. And let
me encourage the witnesses to indeed take those questions and go
home and give it some additional thought. And I would encourage
you to supplement your testimony in writing with specific ideas.
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A conversation I had with Secretary Chao about the upcoming
infrastructure bill, which obviously the President emphasized last
night, is that it will be wholly ineffective if that legislation does not
include major regulatory reforms, making it actually possible to
build roads, to build bridges, to put infrastructure in place, and
with legislation moving through Congress, that is a tremendous op-
portunity to get reg reform with real teeth that could facilitate the
construction of billions of dollars of new infrastructure. And each
of you are dealing with these questions on the ground.

So I would encourage you, not just the answers, the thoughtful
answers, you gave here, but to spend some time creatively thinking
about specific reforms that ought to be included in legislation that
may well be moving through Congress this year.

Let me shift to a related topic, which is our top priority I believe
should be jobs and economic growth, and I think this hearing has
focused quite rightly on jobs and economic growth.

One opportunity that I think poses tremendous possible benefits
is the deployment of a next generation 5G wireless network. Just
recently, in January 2017, Accenture released a report that found
that, “this next generation of wireless technology is expected to cre-
ate 3 million new jobs and boost annual GDP by $500 billion, driv-
en by a projected $275 billion investment from telecom operators.”
And it’s worth noting that of that $275 billion, $93 billion is ex-
pected to be spent on construction.

However, realizing that economic potential is going to require
Congress and the Federal Government to ensure that new spec-
trum is made available through FCC incentive auctions, and that
has been a long-time focus of this committee, of the Chairman, a
long-time focus of mine. And it’s also going to require state and
local governments to work collaboratively with industry because a
5G network infrastructure is going to involve the deployment of 10
times or even 100 times more antenna locations than 3G or 4G net-
works, which could lead to issues pertaining to local fees, to zoning,
to rights-of-way, to access to government-owned infrastructure.

And so my question to all the witnesses is, What opportunities
are there in the development of 5G wireless networks? And what
specific steps does the Federal Government need to take to make
spectrum available and to remove regulatory barriers and to work
cooperatively with state and local governments to create an envi-
ronment where it can happen?

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. All right. As the telecommunications person, I
guess I'll go first. You raised a really important point, and 5G real-
ly has some exciting promise. We're waiting for some of the stand-
ards to come out, which I think will be—give some clarification.

In terms of spectrum, one of the things that I think is always a
challenge for spectrum is the way historically spectrum has been
auctioned has been on really large plots. So it could be the entire
state of South Dakota. So I look at a state like Texas, you’ve got
a lot of rural areas, you've got a lot of areas where, frankly, larger
carriers aren’t necessarily interested in getting that spectrum.
They may want the major highways. How do you make sure to
bring the value of 5G to everywhere that you get it out there?

So one of the things that we’ve historically tried to work on is,
how do you create those opportunities where you also create small-
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er spectrum auctions? My companies can’t go in and bid billions of
dollars, but they’re willing to bid to be able to serve their areas.
Half of my member companies actually have spectrum, and about
25 percent offer MobilePlay.

So we'd like to get in the game. We think it’s really important
to make sure that that farmer on the tractor has the same access
to his ability to do GO, you know, smart agriculture, as anybody
else. So that’s one piece.

The second piece is I think that your point on permitting, really
important, and I think the FCC has already started a proceeding
to get ahead of the game to start looking at, what is it going to
take to get some of that permitting through with all of those tower
locations?

And the last thing I would say is the downside for 5G potentially
in rural markets is it’s a small cell initiative, so you're going to
have to have that tower or that antenna every couple of hundred
yards. So it’s going to take a lot of infrastructure, it’s going to take
a lot of fiber, and I think there is going to be a need to kind of
look at what makes the most sense as you build it out in those
markets.

Senator CRUZ. Right. Mm-hmm.

Mr. BRACERAS. I'll jump in real quick, Senator, on this one. We're
not altogether on understanding what the vision is right now for
the 5G. I can tell you I just learned that we have been approached
over the last 6 months through my permitting officer. So I've got
permit officers all over the state, and they get people coming in
saying, “We want to get into your right-of-way,” and they’ve never
heard of 5G, and they’re now showing them plans that show anten-
nas all over the place. And so they don’t understand what this
means, what our goals are as a state or as a Federal Government.

So I think we need to do a better job articulating what our
shared vision is for this and how we can use the shared resources
of this United States to be able to achieve those goals. We kind of
have I think some folks getting out ahead, and it’s going to hurt
a little bit because people are—the folks at the permit level will dig
in to protect their area without understanding whether or not
they’re expected to work to achieve their goals.

Governor DAUGAARD. One thing I think I would add to that pre-
vious two speakers is as we deploy a 5G network, I think we have
to give a lot of attention to the security of that network. Dakota
State University is among four that the National Security Agency
has identified as a regional coordinator of intellectual capital that’s
beinkg applied to network development and the security of the net-
work.

And so I don’t—I really don’t know enough about spectrum to
add anything to that aspect of your question, but I do know that
at Dakota State University, we're very concerned about the secu-
rity of the network. And building out a network and then thinking
about security is backwards. We need to first think about the secu-
rity of the network, and then build it out.

Mayor LEVINE. Thank you, Senator. I'm definitely not a tele-
communications expert. As a matter of fact, this is the longest I've
ever gone not looking at my cell phone. OK?

[Laughter.]
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Mayor LEVINE. But the fact of the matter is that I think what
you brought up earlier, which is true, whether it’s telecommuni-
cations, whether it’s bridges and tunnels and roads, the Congress
could appropriate a trillion dollars and it could be sitting there in
a bank waiting to go for every state and city in the country, but
I can promise you nothing will get done, and the reason nothing
will get done is because the process is absolutely broken. The per-
mitting process is broken, the system is broken, there’s analysis pa-
ralysis.

It’s almost like it’s not even about the money. I think it’s about
the process. The process must be streamlined, I don’t care if it’s
telecommunications or it’s a new road, it needs to be—we’re in a
race. We're in a race with the rest of the world. And unfortunately
in this race, it seems like we’re all wearing handcuffs and weights
on our legs, and we can’t really compete. So I think that’s, to me,
priority number one. I see it as a mayor.

Senator CRUZ. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Cruz.

And I would concur with your suggestion to the panelists, and
that is, if you can come up with some thoughts and ideas that you
could submit to us about how to streamline and lessen these regu-
latory hurdles and barriers that exist today, that would be very,
very helpful. I do think that—I hope that we can do something in
terms of a package of legislation that would liberate a lot of the,
not only businesses, but state and local governments from some of
these requirements. So thank you.

I have one last question I need to ask and then we’ll close this
out.

But, Ms. Bloomfield, there are in my state and across the country
many tribes that struggle greatly from a lack of access to quality
Internet services. And I'm wondering if there are any success sto-
ries your members have had in deploying on tribal lands from
which policymakers might learn. Do you have any suggestions for
this committee on what could be done to improve broadband access
on tribal lands?

Ms. BLOOMFIELD. Thank you very much, Senator. So actually
we've got about 10 tribal telephone companies that are within our
membership, so we have the opportunity to see really intimately
what they’re up to. CRST, the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe tele-
communications cooperative in South Dakota actually was able to
utilize our U.S. loan recently to actually build out their fiber net-
work. They actually now have penetration to about 90 percent of
the reservation. And they’ve also created some really interesting
job opportunities out there.

So the tribal entities that are actually either served by tribal co-
operatives or those that actually cross over on tribal lands do have
some really unique challenges. You've got a lot of demographic
challenges. You've got a lot of economic challenges.

But one of the things the FCC has also been looking at is a tribal
fund, and again this is still kind of waiting to see where the fund-
ing of some of these other programs are, but there will be addi-
tional resources that they have designated that will be going to
support tribal lands for those areas that also have not taken ad-
vantage of the existing universal service program.
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So we saw Gila River down in Arizona recently. They were pur-
chased from Mountain Bell years ago. They’ve gone from a 10 per-
cent penetration on their tribal lands to about a 90 percent pene-
tration for broadband for their residents. Broadband on tribal lands
is going to be just as important in every other community, so defi-
nitely top of mind.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Well, listen, I appreciate everybody for
your patience and indulgence. It has been a long hearing, but I
think a very productive one, a lot of ground covered, and I thought
very substantive in terms of our discussion and I think solutions
that have been suggested. So thank you for your time.

We will keep the hearing record open for 2 weeks, and if during
that time we have Members on our Committee, and I think we do,
who would like to submit some written questions for the record, we
would ask that you all, as best you can, submit those written an-
swers to the Committee as soon as possible.

So, again, we thank you, and this will wrap it up and adjourn
the hearing.

[Whereupon, at 12:44 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]



APPENDIX

PREPARED STATEMENT OF TiM KOXLIEN, CEO, TELEQUALITY COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
(RURAL HEALTH TELECOM)

Rural Health Telecom, a subsidiary of TeleQuality Communications, Inc., based
in San Antonio, TX, and founded in 1999, is a telecommunications/telecom service
provider to health care facilities in the predominantly rural areas of 30 states.

Our overarching concern, shared with rural telehealth providers, is a rapid and
ubiquitous rollout of a robust and universal broadband infrastructure that will in-
sure direct access to telehealth services. We appreciate the FCC effort to create
funding that will meet its goal of broadband access to all Americans by 2020.

Ancillary concerns include removing regulatory burdens on infrastructure deploy-
ment that is critical to project initiation and success, and increased funding for Uni-
versal Service Fund (USF) projects, specifically the Rural Health Care (RHC) pro-

am.

USF has been widely regarded as a success since its creation under the Tele-
communications Act of 1996. It remains vital to the expansion of broadband to
unserved and underserved communities across the Nation. Yet, overall funding of
USF programs is insufficient.

This is particularly evident in the RHC Program, which is poised to see funding
shortfalls for the first time due to the combination of a recent surge in funding ap-
plications, the addition of Skilled Nursing Facilities to the list of entities eligible to
request funding, and the $400 million funding cap that has never been increased,
nor even allowed to grow at the pace of inflation. Immediate action is essential, in-
cluding a funding cap increase, to avoid loss of critical service to rural healthcare
providers.

With robust funding on the table, a commitment to a level playing field for com-
petition and innovation is likewise imperative. Early signals from newly appointed
FCC Chairman Ajit Pai indicate a likely reduction in unproductive regulations and
an opening of competitive markets for the delivery of broadband services. Given in-
creased funding and adoption of a “lighter touch” with respect to regulations,
progress should be rapid.

We urge the Committee to draft necessary legislation and build support and com-
mitment among members of the Committee and the Senate at large on an urgent
timeline in order to assure 56 million Americans who reside in rural areas, as well
as all citizens, the benefits of cutting-edge telehealth services.

We should never forget the distinct difference with respect to health care needs
and access in rural areas versus urban communities in the United States. Income
generally is lower in rural communities. Health services may be hours away. Acci-
dents on farms and country roads are higher than in urban areas. Families are larg-
?‘r. The population is older. And the quality of care is sparser and often less pro-
icient.

We commend Chairman Thune and Ranking Member Nelson for their sagacious
leadership in proposing and advancing legislation that will address the issues iden-
tified in this comment, and we stand ready and able, individually and in association
with others, to support your urgent efforts to assure all Americans access to the best
telehealth care and services in the world.

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTION SUBMITTED BY HON. MAGGIE HASSAN TO
HoN. DENNIS DAUGAARD

Question. I'm pleased we are all in agreement that the state of our Nation’s infra-
structure is unacceptable and that we owe it to our constituents to make meaningful
upgrades. In this bipartisan effort to improve and modernize our infrastructure, it’s
important to note—we may not need a big brand new government program to make
meaningful change. There are some programs that work well today that we can bet-
ter utilize to bring needed improvements home to our states. The TIGER grant pro-

(89)
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gram, for example, has been hugely successful in providing support for infrastruc-
ture across the country and has clear bipartisan support. New Hampshire’s Sarah
Mildred Long Bridge and Memorial Bridge are two projects that benefited from this
program and it could do even more with more resources. Senate Democrats released
a blueprint for infrastructure investment that suggests increasing funding for this
successful program over ten years could improve infrastructure and create 130,000
jobs. Do you agree that we should consider expanding existing successful programs
like TIGER, to deliver infrastructure benefits to our home states in the fastest, most
efficient way possible? Are there other successful programs that you believe we
could better utilize to bring benefits to our communities?

Answer. South Dakota supports increasing the formula funding programs author-
ized under the FAST Act as the primary focus of any increased infrastructure fund-
ing. Formula based programs allow states to quickly respond when funds are made
available and deliver projects that are progressing in the planning pipeline. Formula
programs also facilitate long-range planning and the implementation of plans be-
cause the funding levels are more certain.

Using the FAST Act’s predominantly formula-based approach for the distribution
of funds also would ensure that both rural and urban states participate in addi-
tional funding and it would deliver the benefits of an infrastructure initiative to the
public promptly. Formula programs, compared to discretionary or allocation pro-
grams, should continue to receive strong Federal funding emphasis in any Federal
surface transportation infrastructure initiative. South Dakota has received TIGER
funding in the past and we are appreciative. However, there is no guarantee we or
any other state would receive discretionary funding in the future. That is why a
strong emphasis on a formula-based approach is critical to implementing a state’s
long-range planning.

Also, to increase the reliability of the formula programs, strengthening the High-
way Trust Fund is a very important objective. The Highway Trust Fund (HTF) pro-
grams are critically important to efforts to maintain and improve America’s surface
transportation infrastructure. We deeply appreciate that the FAST Act provided fi-
nancial support to the trust fund and its programs through FY 2020. Past 2020
there will be no meaningful balance in the HTF and legislation will be needed to
provide funding to support even the current Federal surface transportation program
level, as well as any increase in program levels.

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. CATHERINE CORTEZ MASTO
TO HON. DENNIS DAUGAARD

Question 1. In my state of Nevada, we are focused on constructing a future Inter-
state 11 that is designated to run from Phoenix to Las Vegas, and then further
north to help relieve and manage the widespread growth in the southwest. Are
there new projects in your state that are being developed, or ready, that require a
significant Federal investment? And in your opinion, what is the balance between
investing in new infrastructure, and repairing the old?

Answer. Deciding the proper balance between new projects and preservation is
best left to each individual state so its decision-makers, who are closest to the facts
and issues, can respond appropriately to its unique circumstances. In South Dakota,
we also have areas that need new projects and highways and we try to serve those
needs, but limited funding is a constraint. However, we continue to focus our fund-
ing primarily on preservation of our existing transportation system because of the
current funding levels.

Question 2. Like you, 'm from a state with a focus on renewable energy. Can you
tell us about how the renewable energy sectors in your state are integrating with
the electrical grids to get the power to customers? From your perspective, is that
something you see as needing significant Federal investment?

Answer. South Dakota has two major sources of renewable energy that are used
to generate electricity. The first major source is hydroelectric dams that are situated
along the Missouri River. Extensive infrastructure exists to transmit and distribute
the energy produced by the dams. The Western Area Power Administration is re-
sponsible for the administration of the hydrogenation and its distribution, and it
owns transmission lines to distribute the power. It goes without saying that the con-
struction of the Missouri River hydroelectric dams required major Federal invest-
anentis and the dams have shaped energy generation in the region for more than 6

ecades.

The second major source of renewable energy in South Dakota is wind energy.
South Dakota has tremendous wind power potential. We are seeing utilities con-
struct large wind projects in South Dakota and tying those resources to distribut-
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able natural gas plants. South Dakota’s wind industry growth is limited by the lack
of transmission lines to densely populated metropolitan areas. However, progress is
being made. Construction of the CAPX2020 transmission project is currently under-
way in South Dakota, Minnesota, North Dakota, and Wisconsin. When completed
the project will represent 2 billion dollars of new investment in transmission lines
that can move clean wind energy from South Dakota to more populated metropoli-
tan areas. The CAPX2020 project was funding primarily through private funds, but
some Federal money was used in the project.

The model used to fund the CAPX2020 project is one that can be used to fund
and build new transmission lines in other locations where wind and solar are avail-
able, but are not connected to major areas of energy demand by existing trans-
mission lines.

Finally, certain incentives from the Federal Government have allowed wind en-
ergy development to take hold. Without those incentives, we likely would not have
seen as much development of this renewable resource.

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. CATHERINE CORTEZ MASTO
TO HON. CARLOS M. BRACERAS

Question 1. In my state of Nevada, we are focused on constructing a future Inter-
state 11 that is designated to run from Phoenix to Las Vegas, and then further
north to help relieve and manage the widespread growth in the southwest. Are
there new projects in your state that are being developed, or ready, that require a
significant Federal investment? And in your opinion, what is the balance between
investing in new infrastructure, and repairing the old?

Answer. The appropriate balance is different in every state, and neither preserva-
tion nor new construction is truly a priority over the other; both are essential. Each
state must create its own strategy, performance measures, and performance track-
ing system to achieve the needed outcomes in a transparent way. Clear national
goals are also crucial because they provide a framework for states to work within
while also allowing flexibility for states to tailor their efforts to fit the unique needs
and challenges they face.

Utah and Nevada are the number one and number two fastest growing states in
the country (based on U.S. Census Bureau data for percentage growth 2015 to
2016). In Utah, we expect to almost double our population within the next 35 years.
That means we face an incredible opportunity and challenge to keep pace with the
expected increased demand on capacity, which will be virtually impossible to meet
through new construction only. In Utah, we have adopted a philosophy that we
must invest in improved mobility, operations and safety to accommodate for growth
as efficiently and effectively as possible.

The construction of new capacity also remains an important part of our overall
strategy for addressing increasing demands on our transportation system. Here in
Utah, we too are implementing new freeway-like facilities; however, we are funding
these projects with state dollars, choosing to utilize Federal dollars instead for
maintenance and preservation work. In Utah, we have found this to be a more effec-
tive approach to deliver projects. We are able to streamline budgets and schedules
on our larger, more complicated projects by using state funds, which have fewer as-
sociated regulations and requirements. Federal funds are most effectively used on
projects with simpler scopes—such as maintenance and preservation—in which
where the requirements for use are less onerous. The exact strategies for preserva-
tion have varied as the conditions of our system, the size of our budget and the
needs of our population have changed over time.

Question 2. Like you, I'm from a state with a focus on renewable energy. Can you
tell us about how the renewable energy sectors in your state are integrating with
the electrical grids to get the power to customers? From your perspective, is that
something you see as needing significant Federal investment?

Utah does not anticipate an immediate need for significant Federal investment to
support or expand renewable energy implementation in our state. Partnering be-
tween public and private sectors will be essential, and market forces will primarily
drive the speed and direction of implementation. Incentives can play a role in early
stage deployment, but can pose challenges if held long-term.

Currently, costs for wind and solar have declined substantially and they are in-
creasingly competitive with conventional resources, implying that incentives may
not need to play the role they have in the past; however, modifying incentives is
problematic once an industry becomes accustomed to the incentives profile. For that
reason, we favor a more organic approach driven by natural market forces.
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It’s also important to recognize that Utah is an “all-of-the-above” state as it re-
lates to energy, and we recognize the importance of a diverse energy portfolio for
providing resilient, affordable, sustainable energy. Integration of intermediate re-
sources, such as wind and solar, must be considered in the context of storage of
other resources on the system and transmission system capacity. Public-private
partnerships can provide a more deliberate approach to planning and integration
than straightforward incentives.

Finally, we support encouraging responsible energy development across resources
as the best path to realize our energy and environmental goals.

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTION SUBMITTED BY HON. AMY KLOBUCHAR TO
SHIRLEY BLOOMFIELD

Question. As co-chair of the Next Generation 9-1-1 Caucus, I know our Nation’s
9-1-1 system is in urgent need of upgrades. On February 28, I attended a Next
Generation 9-1-1 technology showcase and announced new draft legislation with
Senator Nelson. The Next Generation 9-1-1 Act of 2017 would provide billions of
dollars of Federal funding through the existing 9-1-1 grant program to assist states
and localities in upgrading to Next Generation 9-1-1.

Ms. Bloomfield, Next Generation 9—1-1 relies on high-speed broadband. If there
is not widespread broadband access in rural areas is there a danger of a rural—
urban divide in terms of public safety?

Answer. As Carriers of Last Resort, NTCA’s members provide essential tele-
communications services in rural areas of the country, providing necessary commu-
nications links to end users and Public Safety Answering Points (“PSAPs”) alike.
Among other things, these carriers ensure that rural consumers, no matter where
they live, are able to place a voice call and connect with 9—1-1 (“911”) public safety
services. In addition, rural telecommunications operators provide critical commu-
nications services for PSAPs and other community anchor institutions. However, as
you noted, broadband is the next communications frontier, and without access to
high-speed broadband, rural areas will be left behind the digital revolution, with in-
ferior services to those available to their urban counterparts. Although rural citizens
may reside in remote areas of the country, their need for access to emergency serv-
ices is no less important.

In regard to public safety, the transition from traditional 911 to Next-Generation
9-1-1 (“NG911”) will enable a variety of new capabilities and services that benefit
public safety, first responders, and, ultimately, the end user. NG911 will allow the
general public to communicate with PSAPs via real-time voice, video, and/or text,
from any wired, wireless or IP-based device. In addition, NG911 will allow the pub-
lic safety community to leverage advanced call delivery applications and seamless
data transfers across 911 and first responder systems. NG911 encompasses new
hardware, software, policies, procedures and training, and is predicated upon the
availability and adoption of broadband by the entirety of the 911 community—in-
cluding end users and PSAPs.

The transition to NG911 will require the acquisition of substantial capital assets
by PSAPs, including new equipment and the reconfiguration of networks and termi-
nating facilities. As such, this technological and service transformation will require
significant resources derived from a consistent and adequate funding mechanism. As
such, NTCA supports mechanisms that will ensure that rural communities have ac-
cess both to the underlying broadband infrastructure needed in the first instance
to make effective use of services like NG911 and to the additional technical and fi-
nancial assistance required to fully and specifically participate in the NG911 transi-
tion.

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTION SUBMITTED BY HON. MAGGIE HASSAN TO
SHIRLEY BLOOMFIELD

Question. I'm pleased we are all in agreement that the state of our Nation’s infra-
structure is unacceptable and that we owe it to our constituents to make meaningful
upgrades. In this bipartisan effort to improve and modernize our infrastructure, it’s
important to note—we may not need a big brand new government program to make
meaningful change. There are some programs that work well today that we can bet-
ter utilize to bring needed improvements home to our states. The TIGER grant pro-
gram, for example, has been hugely successful in providing support for infrastruc-
ture across the country and has clear bipartisan support. New Hampshire’s Sarah
Mildred Long Bridge and Memorial Bridge are two projects that benefited from this
program and it could do even more with more resources. Senate Democrats released
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a blueprint for infrastructure investment that suggests increasing funding for this
successful program over ten years could improve infrastructure and create 130,000
jobs. Do you agree that we should consider expanding existing successful programs
like TIGER, to deliver infrastructure benefits to our home states in the fastest, most
efficient way possible? Are there other successful programs that you believe we
could better utilize to bring benefits to our communities?

Answer. We could not agree more that, many times, a brand new government pro-
gram is not needed to make meaningful change. Instead, more effective use of pro-
grams already in place—especially where the primary problem with those programs
has been a lack of sufficient resources—can offer more immediate promise and re-
sults than standing up new programs from scratch.

An example of a program that has been very successful, but needs additional sup-
port to complete its mission, is the Federal Universal Service Fund (USF). In rural
areas, the High-Cost portion of the USF is intended to ensure rural consumers have
access to affordable and comparable voice and broadband services like their urban
counterparts. USF needs to be fully funded to operate as intended to meet the
broadband needs of rural consumers, and today it is not.

NTCA has previously asked the FCC to fully fund USF support as originally de-
signed—which would require another $250 million in 2017 ($110 million for model-
based support and $140 million for non-model support) and likely comparable
amounts in subsequent years to cover the budget shortfalls for the USF programs
for small rural carriers that are the only communications option for the most rural
35 percent of the U.S. landmass. This underfunding means many rural locations will
not get served as designed and/or that broadband rates for those rural consumers
fortunate enough to receive broadband will be hundreds or even thousands of dollars
higher per year than what an urban consumer would pay for the same service.

Providing sufficient funding is essential to comply with statutory universal service
provisions, fulfill the will of Congress in writing to the FCC in 2014 and 2015, and
achieve the intended goals of the FCC’s reforms—to enable small rural carriers to
continue investing responsibly in advanced communications networks and to enable
rural consumers to pay broadband rates reasonably comparable to those available
in urban areas. NTCA believes there can be no more effective way to tackle
broadband challenges in the most rural parts of our country than to make better
use of a sufficient High-Cost universal service mechanism.

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. CATHERINE CORTEZ MASTO
TO SHIRLEY BLOOMFIELD

Question 1. What kinds of Universal Service Fund reforms could help alter the
outlook for a company interested in deploying broadband? And, beyond siting mat-
ters, what specific challenges have your members faced in Nevada to initiate or im-
prove broadband service in the state?

Answer. For a small, rural broadband company interested in deploying
broadband, NTCA believes the Universal Service Fund (USF) must be fully funded
to operate as designed and as required by law to meet the broadband needs of rural
consumers.

NTCA has previously asked the FCC to fully fund USF support as originally de-
signed—which would require another $250 million in 2017 ($110 million for model-
based support and $140 million for non-model support) and likely comparable
amounts in subsequent years to cover the budget shortfalls for the USF programs
for small rural carriers that are the only communications option for the most rural
35 percent of the U.S. landmass. This underfunding means many rural locations will
not get served as designed and/or that broadband rates for those rural consumers
fortunate enough to receive broadband will be hundreds or even thousands of dollars
higher per year than what an urban consumer would pay for the same service. The
impact of these funding shortfalls will certainly be found in Nevada which has a
mix of model-based and non-model supported rural carriers that are challenged by
large remote serving areas.

Providing sufficient funding is essential to comply with statutory universal service
provisions, fulfill the will of Congress in writing to the FCC in 2014 and 2015, and
achieve the intended goals of the FCC’s reforms—to enable small rural carriers to
continue investing responsibly in advanced communications networks and to enable
rural consumers to pay broadband rates reasonably comparable to those available
in urban areas. NTCA believes there can be no more effective way to tackle
broadband challenges in the most rural parts of our country than to make better
use of a sufficient High-Cost universal service mechanism.
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Turning to deployment challenges, small broadband providers in Nevada and in
other states are often forced to devote staff to costly and sometimes redundant ap-
proval processes while multi-million dollar investments are put on hold. Rights-of-
way applications, for example, can be complicated by a multi-agency effort at the
Federal level that requires navigating different processes. In terms of rights-of-way
and access to other critical inputs such as pole attachments and conduits, policies
and procedures must enable providers to operate on an equal footing in terms of
cost and timing of access.

But going beyond siting matters, NTCA members face other challenges in deploy-
ing and operating broadband networks. For example, substantial costs are incurred
in providing sufficient “middle mile” capacity to connect rural Nevada to the rest
of the world. Specifically, to meet broadband obligations, providers in Nevada and
other rural areas are incurring greater and greater middle mile and bandwidth costs
due to over the top services, which also has the effect of reducing IPTV and even
landline voice telephony revenue.

Question 2. With the challenges of siting broadband projects on Federal public and
tribal lands, would you favor an interagency working group that coordinates agen-
cies like the Federal Communications Commission, the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, Bureau of Indian Affairs, and National Telecommunications & Information
Administration to come up with streamlined solutions to barriers denying rural Ne-
vadans quality Internet access? Who are the other stakeholders or Federal agencies
w%ul)d need to be represented in these discussions to ensure we close the digital di-
vide?

Answer. Yes. An interagency working group could be helpful for interagency co-
ordination purposes. In addition, creating standard procedures across multiple agen-
cies to the maximum extent possible would be highly beneficial. In fact, government
at all levels—state and local, counties, tribal lands, and Federal—should work col-
laboratively to harmonize processes to reduce the transaction costs of broadband de-
ployment and expedite placement of facilities.

Other stakeholders or Federal agencies that should be represented in these dis-
cussions include: the Rural Utilities Service and the United States Forest Service
from the U.S. Department of Agriculture.

Question 3. From the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Nevada
received 12 awards totaling $66.7 million, can you give me your insights on the per-
formance of those investments, and of the overall seven-plus billion dollars that was
invested in broadband through ARRA? And in other words, what worked and didn’t
work? Were there elements of your broadband deployment objectives that went well
or were lacking in that legislation and its implementation?

Answer. The ARRA allowed many companies to do many great things. It helped
many NTCA members and their state fiber networks extend previously unavailable
broadband deeper into rural areas. However, it was also a rushed set of programs
that didn’t always take good stock of the lay of the land in terms of identifying
where true broadband challenges resided. Thus, even as the ARRA enabled deploy-
ment in areas like those served by NTCA members where broadband was still need-
ed, the ARRA also led at times to deployment to locations where existing providers
already had fiber in place. There also appear to be cases in which companies formed
on the fly quickly to chase the stimulus opportunity, only to find that they weren’t
really capable of delivering on big promises in the time required.

So in terms of “lessons learned” testimony, NTCA would suggest looking to lever-
age experience in two specific ways: First, look to leverage existing providers who
have a track record. If you want it done right, get the right people for the job. Expe-
rience matters. Second, look to leverage processes put into place in the FCC’s Uni-
versal Service Fund/Connect America Fund program and efforts at the state level
like those in Minnesota and New York that look to target funding to where it is
needed to enable deployment or upgrades.

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTION SUBMITTED BY HON. MAGGIE HASSAN TO
HoON. PHILIP LEVINE

Question. I'm pleased we are all in agreement that the state of our Nation’s infra-
structure is unacceptable and that we owe it to our constituents to make meaningful
upgrades. In this bipartisan effort to improve and modernize our infrastructure, it’s
important to note—we may not need a big brand new government program to make
meaningful change. There are some programs that work well today that we can bet-
ter utilize to bring needed improvements home to our states. The TIGER grant pro-
gram, for example, has been hugely successful in providing support for infrastruc-
ture across the country and has clear bipartisan support. New Hampshire’s Sarah
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Mildred Long Bridge and Memorial Bridge are two projects that benefited from this
program and it could do even more with more resources. Senate Democrats released
a blueprint for infrastructure investment that suggests increasing funding for this
successful program over ten years could improve infrastructure and create 130,000
jobs. Do you agree that we should consider expanding existing successful programs
like TIGER, to deliver infrastructure benefits to our home states in the fastest, most
efficient way? Are there other successful programs that you believe we could better
utilize to bring benefits to our communities?

Answer. Senator Hassan, I agree that we should consider expansion, or at a min-
imum, the continuation of the highly successful TIGER grant program. Under this
program “shovel-ready” public infrastructure projects were built nationwide; without
this critical TIGER Grant program, these projects would have continued to languish
as passive paper documents.

In addition, the City relies on the State Transportation Enhancement Funds, de-
rived from Federal sources. Over the last 2 years, the City has used over $1.5M in
Transportation Enhancement Funds to implement critically needed transportation
infrastructure repair and replacement—ranging from reconstruction of heavily-tra-
versed bridges, to growing our Safe Routes to School network, to expanding heavily
used citywide trolley service that provides a critical mobility service for our senior
citizens.

As our region struggles with increasing traffic congestion, with the resulting eco-
nomic costs, we will continue to rely more heavily on the Federal Transit Adminis-
tration’s Capital Investment Grant Program (CIG) in the Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation (FAST) Act, which authorized $2.3 Billion annually for CIG grants
through FY 2020.

O
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