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REBUILDING INFRASTRUCTURE IN AMERICA:
INVESTING IN NEXT GENERATION
BROADBAND

TUESDAY, MARCH 13, 2018

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMUNICATIONS, TECHNOLOGY,
INNOVATION, AND THE INTERNET,
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND TRANSPORTATION ,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m. in room
SR-253, Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Roger Wicker, Chair-
man of the Subcommittee, presiding.

Present: Senators Wicker [presiding], Nelson, Schatz, Blunt,
Udall, Fischer, Hassan, Moran, Tester, Klobuchar, Capito, Peters,
Blumenthal, Sullivan, Gardner, and Baldwin.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ROGER F. WICKER,
U.S. SENATOR FROM MISSISSIPPI.

Senator WICKER. Good morning. This hearing of Subcommittee
will come to order.

Today the Subcommittee will kick off a series of hearings in the
Commerce Committee on Rebuilding America’s Infrastructure. We
start here in the communications subcommittee with a focus on
how to advance broadband deployment in infrastructure legislation
this Congress. I'm glad to convene this hearing with my colleague,
Ranking Member Schatz.

Broadband connectivity is the digital engine driving investment,
innovation and productivity in virtually every economic sector in
the United States. Over the past decade there have been unprece-
dented advancements in healthcare, agriculture, transportation
and many other industries because of increasingly ubiquitous
broadband connections. These connections are helping industries
reduce cost, increase efficiencies and rapidly identify and act on op-
portunities for growth.

Continuing the success of these developments and maintaining
the Nation’s global leadership in technological innovation are goals
that depend on widespread access to a reliable high speed broad-
band connection. Although we have made significant progress on
wireline, wireless and satellite broadband deployments, more needs
to be done. There is still a disparity in broadband deployment
across the country, particularly in rural America.

In its 2018 broadband deployment report the FCC concluded that
“far too many Americans remain unable to access high speed
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broadband Internet access and we have much work to do.” A direct
quote from the Federal Communications Commission.

To that end, I'm greatly encouraged by the President’s support
for programs directed toward increasing broadband infrastructure
deployment in rural areas. Today I hope to discuss with our wit-
nesses how Congress can most effectively and efficiently deploy
broadband infrastructure to unserved communities. Using lessons
learned earlier from broadband projects, President Trump’s infra-
structure proposal is an opportunity to get broadband to commu-
nities that truly need it.

This process should start with collecting standardized and accu-
rate data about where the reliable fixed and mobile broadband al-
ready exists and where it does not, both in Mississippi and around
the country. This is critical to delivering broadband to rural com-
munities that lack service, whether that be through infrastructure
legislation or existing Federal programs like Phase II of the mobil-
ity fund.

Inaccurate information of where broadband exists would only ex-
acerbate the digital divide and leave millions of rural Americans
further behind. We don’t have accurate data yet, and I hope we can
discuss that today in the hearing. As we seek to close the broad-
band gap in rural America, we should also plan for the next gen-
eration of broadband such as 5G.

The availability of 5G communication networks promises to
transform the way we experience the Internet because of the pro-
jected capacity speed and reliability to make next generation broad-
band a reality and position the United States so it can win the
global race to 5G. We should modernize outdated rules that delay
and add unnecessary cost to broadband infrastructure deployment.

A bipartisan piece of legislation that I introduced called the
Streamlining Permitting to Enable Efficient Deployment of
Broadband Infrastructure or SPEED Act does just that. Inaction on
our part would take the next generation of jobs, innovation and in-
vestment out of the United States and put us at an economic dis-
advantage with respect to our global competitors.

Clearly as the FCC concluded in its report that I have just
quoted, there is much work to be done. We are almost one-fifth of
the way through the 21st century. We ought to be able to accel-
erate the deployment of next generation broadband, get all Ameri-
cans connected now and close the digital divide once and for all.

I'm told that Senator Schatz has no opening statement, and I
think that’s because he has concluded that I so completely covered
the subject in my opening statement. So we will get right to our
witnesses, and they include the Honorable Gary Resnick, Mayor of
the City of Wilton Manors, Florida.

Oh, I see, so the other part of that statement was that Senator
Nelson wishes to make an opening statement. After I introduce our
panel, we will certainly allow that. Although I'm crushed now that
thedconclusion wasn’t that I had said all that could possibly be
said.

Mayor Resnick will be joined by Mr. Steve Berry, Chief Executive
Officer, Competitive Carriers Association; Mr. Robert DeBroux, Di-
rector of Federal Affairs and Public Policy, TDS Telecom; Mr. Brad
Gillen, Executive Vice President, CTIA, the Wireless Association;
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and, Mr. Mike Romano, Senior Vice President for Policy, NTCA,
the Rural Broadband Association.

The Chair now recognizes Senator Nelson, the Ranking Member
of the Full Committee.

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

Senator NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I do appreciate it. As you know,
Florida has many rural areas where we desperately need advanced
broadband networks. We do have advanced networks in our state,
but in rural areas such as Gilchrist, Dixie, Levy, and even some cit-
ies where citizens have little to no access to quality and affordable
Internet service and in those areas students often lack the ability
to complete their homework, small businesses cannot compete and
social and political engagement is hampered.

We have to close this digital divide and leave no area of this
country behind. That’s why we have wanted to include significant
direct investments in broadband deployment in any Federal infra-
structure legislation.

Because the administration’s proposal is simply inadequate on
broadband expansion, it is incumbent on this Committee to work
together in a bipartisan way to provide these critical investments.
Everyone, from those of us in the Senate, to our mayors, local offi-
cials, we want Americans to benefit from the availability of robust
broadband.

Building these networks has always raised a number of very sen-
sitive issues from historic preservation and environmental concerns
to state and local land use policies to tribal sovereignty and na-
tional security. And the highly anticipated 5G wireless technology
brings with it networks that will require installation of much dens-
er wireless infrastructure made up of many more small cell facili-
ties. So we ought to have reasoned discussion about these regu-
latory issues.

That reasoned discussion cannot begin and end with a wiping
away of key laws and regulations meant to protect our fellow citi-
zens and important Federal, state, local and tribal interests. Steps
that the FCC seems keen to take. And that discussion must include
fair and fulsome input from all affected parties, including states
and localities. And that’s why I'm pleased that Mayor Resnick is
here. He is here for a repeat performance. And he’s going to pro-
vide the Committee with the important local government perspec-
tive.

And I hope that all stakeholders, including those represented be-
fore us today, can work together to help find ways to effectively
balance these competing concerns about siting, construction of
broadband facilities and consumers’ increasing demand for fast and
reliable broadband services.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you.

Senator WICKER. And thank you, Senator Nelson.

Mayor Resnick, we will begin with you. I understand you rep-
resent a City of about 11,000 just off I-95; is that correct?

Mr. REsNICK. That is correct. We are Broward County, Florida;
east Broward County.
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Senator NELSON. Mr. Chairman, they are not far from the very,
very terrible, tragic shooting in Parkland.

Mr. RESNICK. That is correct, Senator. Thank you. Two of my col-
leagues that I work very closely with have children that attend
that school. And fortunately they were fine, but they will probably
be dealing with the trauma for the rest of their lives. So we do ap-
preciate your sentiments with respect to that.

Senator WICKER. Well, and please do express our concern and
good wishes to all of the people who were involved.

Mr. RESNICK. Thank you.

Senator WICKER. And to the citizens of your city.

Mr. RESNICK. Thank you.

Senator WICKER. So proceed with your testimony. Thank you for
coming.

STATEMENT OF HON. GARY RESNICK, MAYOR,
CITY OF WILTON MANORS, FLORIDA

Mr. RESNICK. Good morning. Thank you so much, Chairman.
First Chairman Wicker, Ranking Member Schatz, Senator Nelson,
thank you so much for your service for Floridians. We really do ap-
preciate your wonderful service for our country.

I am Gary Resnick, Mayor of the great City of Wilton Manors,
Florida. I have the honor of serving on the Board of the National
League of Cities and chairing its Information, Technology and
Communications Committee.

I want to thank you for the opportunity to share some perspec-
tive from city leaders across the country and for calling attention
to the importance of broadband infrastructure deployment. I would
also like to recognize my fellow city officials who are here today.
In fact, many of my friends from Florida traveled here for NLC’s
Congressional Cities Conference to emphasize the pressing need for
infrastructure investment.

I can assure that you no one cares more about competitive broad-
band access than local governments. We recognize that everyone
needs affordable, fast internet. Cities, however, are not the reason
that millions of Americans lack the necessary infrastructure in
their communities.

Today I would like to outline the challenges cities face in ensur-
ing that all Americans have access to affordable broadband.

I would also like to offer policy solutions to tackle these chal-
lenges. First, cities continue to face preemption by states and the
Federal Government. Many states do not allow cities to build mu-
nicipal networks or even to negotiate directly with broadband pro-
viders to ensure that all neighborhoods are served. Congress must
preserve local authority and allows us to do what we do best, solve
problems for our residents.

Second, too many neighborhoods, particularly less dense and
lower income areas, have a lack of fiber investment and rural com-
munities are being left totally behind by new leaps in technology.
It is simply not sufficiently profitable for private broadband pro-
viders to build in many cities and towns leaving residents with in-
adequate options or none at all.

For too many households, a broadband subscription is simply not
affordable. The public libraries in my city are packed after school



5

with children looking for a place to get online to do their home-
work. To address these gaps, Congress should strengthen existing
programs to expand broadband access and to tackle Federal bar-
riers to infrastructure deployment.

I would like to thank this committee for its work on the MOBILE
NOW Act and the Dig Once legislation which eliminates some Fed-
eral barriers to deployment.

Finally, preemption of local authority over small cell deployment
is bad public policy. Our residents and businesses are being asked
to subsidize the private sector’s deployment of small cell infrastruc-
ture, supposedly for 5G. This technology does not even exist. More
importantly, it will not solve our problems of rural access and dig-
ital inclusiveness.

Small cell technology is called small, not because it is physically
small, but because the signal covers a small area. This makes
small cells a good technology for improving signal in profitable
downtown areas, but terrible for covering communities with few po-
tential customers.

The Federal Government should work with both local govern-
ments and the industry. An example that does not work is the
FCC’s Broadband Deployment Advisory Committee. It continues to
be structurally dominated by industry. The BDAC recently com-
pleted a draft model State code that lacked input from a single
local official.

Finally, the Federal Government must require responsible indus-
try practices. In the recent hurricane season experienced by my
community, and hundreds of others around the country, we lost
power and communications because so many of our utilities are in-
stalled above ground. Restoring communications was a challenge as
cable, phone and wireless providers were slow to assist with recov-
ery efforts.

Companies enjoying access to the incredible valuable public
rights-of-way should be good citizens, particularly in times of emer-
gency.

On behalf of the City of Wilton Manors and National League of
Cities, I want to thank the Committee for inviting me to partici-
pate in this hearing and cities are committed to ensuring that
Americans benefit from advances in next generation broadband.

Thank you and I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Resnick follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. GARY RESNICK, MAYOR, WILTON MANORS, FLORIDA

Good morning, Chairman Wicker, Ranking Member Schatz, and members of the
Subcommittee. I am Gary Resnick, Mayor of Wilton Manors, Florida. I'm here to
speak on behalf of the National League of Cities, the Nation’s oldest and largest or-
ganization representing local elected officials in America’s cities and towns of all
sizes in your states and across the country.

I currently serve as Chair of NLC’s Information Technology and Communications
Committee and a member of NLC’s Board of Directors. In addition, I served on the
Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) Intergovernmental Advisory Com-
mittee for eight years, including as Chair from 2014 through 2016. More locally, I
have served on the Board of Directors of the Florida League of Cities for 15 years
and have chaired various committees for the Florida League addressing communica-
tions policies. My background as an attorney with the Florida firm of GrayRobinson,
representing businesses and local governments for over 20 years in connection with
communication issues, and my role as Mayor, has afforded me a unique opportunity
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to work effectively with public and private entities, and local citizens, focused on
improving communications services.

I want to thank Senators Thune and Nelson for inviting me here to share some
perspective from city leaders across the country. I'd also like to thank the Sub-
committee for calling attention to the importance of broadband deployment. I par-
ticularly want to thank the members of this subcommittee for their work to advance
the dig once language currently included in the FCC reauthorization bill. Common-
sense bipartisan policies like dig once will help us move toward responsible
broadband infrastructure deployment.

I also want to recognize my fellow local elected officials here today. We are in
Washington for NLC’s Congressional City Conference, and no doubt you will be
hearing from my colleagues in the coming days about how sorely broadband and
other infrastructure investment is needed in our communities. Affordable broadband
for all Americans is vital for 21st century education, health care, economy, recre-
ation, and public safety.

Cities Want and Need Broadband, But Obstacles Remain

City officials continue to work with our private, state, and Federal partners to
close the digital divide and provide the remaining disconnected 10 percent of Ameri-
cans, including 39 percent of Americans living in rural areas, with access to the
FCC’s current benchmarked 25 Mbps/3 Mbps service, and more robust service, at
affordable rates, that will be demanded by our younger generation.

Cities, perhaps more than any other level of government, understand the absolute
necessity of reliable, affordable broadband for our residents and businesses. Local
officials are keenly aware of the broadband gaps in their communities, driven by a
lack of infrastructure investment by the private sector and broadband options that
are far too costly for many residents and businesses. We are also aware of the public
need for broadband, as human resources, utilities, city clerks, parks and recreation,
and as we just saw only twenty miles from Wilton Manors in Parkland, Florida, po-
lice and EMS first responders absolutely need technology to do their jobs.

Despite the diligent efforts by communities across the country, these gaps in serv-
ice persist and are increasing. If our goal is to ensure that all Americans have ac-
cess to reliable, affordable broadband services, states and the Federal Government
are not adopting appropriate actions consistent with that policy. I appreciate the op-
portunity to share with you reasons why most Americans do not have appropriate
access to affordable broadband, from our local government vantage point, and offer
some solutions.

e Preemption of Local Investment—In many states and in many FCC orders, local
governments are preempted from negotiating with broadband providers or regu-
lating broadband service. In Florida, for example, my City is prohibited from
entering into an agreement with a broadband provider for use of our rights-of-
way. Cities and counties in Florida also have no authority to regulate
broadband service. The same holds true for state agencies, including the Florida
Public Service Commission, and even the FCC. Without the ability to enter
agreements or to regulate broadband providers, the only reason for a broadband
provider to provide service is profit. Not all potential consumers are going to
provide sufficient incentive for private investment in broadband infrastructure.
It is up to government to address this gap where the market fails.

Many local governments have heard their residents’ complaints and attempt to
address the lack of affordable, reliable broadband either on their own with pub-
lic municipal broadband networks, or by pursuing public-private partnerships.
Mayors are good at getting things done. However, once again, we are preempted
by industry-backed state laws that not only prohibit local governments from of-
fering broadband, but some that require local governments that have already
built taxpayer-funded networks to shut them down. NLC’s Center for City Solu-
tions and Applied Research found that in 2016, nearly half of states preempted
cities from creating—or even exploring—municipal broadband networks.! Yet,
as we have seen with the large number of successful ballot initiatives in cities
in Colorado, the demand remains enormous, and needs continue to go unmet
by the private sector. In Fort Collins, Colorado, the city’s residents recently
passed a referendum granting the city permission to build a municipal fiber net-
work, despite industry spending nearly a million dollars campaigning against

1National League of Cities. “City Rights in an Era of Preemption,” February 22, 2017. Online
at htip:/ /www.nlc.org | preemption.
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it.2 Imagine how many broadband customers could have been served by those
dollars, if they had not been spent fighting a local government attempt to fill
a void where there was not even a private competitor.

e Lack of Fiber Investment—Even in urban and suburban areas, like my City,
neighborhoods lack the necessary infrastructure for true in-home or business
broadband. As leaps in technology move wealthy, highly profitable neighbor-
hoods ahead, many areas are being left further and further behind. Despite of-
fering fairly high density in eastern Broward County, Florida, and having two
of the largest wireline broadband providers competing home by home, my City
does not enjoy fiber to the home, except in a few private developments that are
served by smaller, nimbler providers who negotiated contracts that they feel can
provide appropriate compensation for their investment. If smaller companies
can manage this, why not the large incumbents? This is the same across Florida
and the Nation. When some potential competitors announce they will construct
fiber, we see the incumbents hold press conferences to announce increased in-
vestment in fiber, but this is extremely rare, particularly as competitors pause
fiber builds and cities face court challenges to prevent or delay access to utility
poles. As we recently saw in the legal challenge to the City of Louisville’s One
Touch Make Ready ordinance, incumbents are willing to invest significant re-
sir)lulrces3 to maintain barriers to competition that could increase consumer
choice.

e Qur Forsaken Rural Communities—While residents and businesses in more

populated areas can generally obtain broadband service, though often at a high
price, our Nation’s policies and actions on broadband have not closed the digital
divide in rural areas. Small and rural communities are often the last to receive
improved technology, because of the high cost of construction and relatively low
return on investment. There is no incentive or regulatory mandate for a private
company to build broadband to serve customers in areas that will not generate
sufficient profits. In some communities, it may never be profitable for a private
company to offer broadband. That does not mean that we are absolved of our
responsibility to ensure that those residents have access to a vital modern util-
ity.
While my home in Wilton Manors is in a relatively urban area, I also have ex-
perience with trying to obtain reliable broadband in rural Georgia for a family
home. There is one landline communications provider serving the area, and it
does not offer broadband. The maximum data service is 5 mbps download for
about $60 per month. Many residents in the area rely solely on wireless data.
For vacationers, this may be fine. However, for families with children or people
running businesses, the lack of broadband hurts educational and economic op-
portunities and harms economic development in these areas.

e Financial Issues—Even in neighborhoods with broadband infrastructure, high
rates can keep families from getting and maintaining a subscription. Increased
housing, medical, and educational costs make it difficult for many households
to budget for broadband, despite its importance. The public libraries in my area
are packed after school with children looking for a place to do their homework,
since they do not have broadband access at home. While teenagers live on their
smart phones, despite what the FCC may think, there are limits to what you
can do on such devices and wireless broadband is similarly not affordable for
many families.

While we are on the subject of money, the wireless broadband industry has been
successful in getting taxpayers to subsidize the industry’s access to public assets
and rights-of-way. For example, in Florida, cities and counties cannot charge
service providers for use of public rights-of-way. Taxpayers pay 100 percent of
our costs to maintain the public rights-of-way. Also, we cannot charge permit
fees to process applications to construct infrastructure in our rights-of-way. Tax-
payers foot the bill for our staff time to review these applications. This is par-
ticularly a problem for smaller cities that do not have in-house staff and pay
out of pocket for outside contractors to review permits. While Florida estab-
lished a communications services tax for communications providers using public

2Nick Coltrain. “6900K spent on failed fight against Fort Collins broadband,” December 8,
2017, The Coloradoan. Online at Attps:/ /www.coloradoan.com /story [ news /2017 /12 /08 / fort-col-
lins-broadband-vote-spending [ 934967001 /.

3“Judge throws out AT&T suit against city’s ‘Google Fiber’ proposal.” Louisville Courier-Jour-
nal, August 16, 2017. Available https://www.courier-journal.com/story/news/politics | metro-
government /2017 /08/ 16 | judge-throws-out-at-t-suit-against-citys-google-fiber-proposal | 57386
3001/.
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rights-of-way, a portion of which is distributed to cities and counties, the pro-
viders do not pay that. Rather, the tax is paid entirely by their subscribers as
line items on bills. Ironically, there is no tax on Internet service or prepaid
wireless service, so the fastest growing and most profitable services that benefit
the most from use of public rights-of-way contribute nothing for rights-of-way
maintenance.

Also, around the country, the industry has lobbied for State legislation—and is
pushing soon to be released FCC regulations—giving them access to publicly
owned light and traffic poles at virtually no cost. In Florida and many other
states, the maximum rate Verizon or AT&T pays is $150/year/pole. The typical
cost to our taxpayers to purchase and to install a new light pole is $15,000. The
industry pays roughly 1 percent of the cost and once again, taxpayers subsidize
this industry’s use of public resources. Market rates for access to poles where
local governments are not preempted from charging market rates are closer to
$2,000/pole/year. Given the tremendous expenses cities and counties around the
U.S. are incurring, with aging infrastructure, soaring health care costs for em-
ployees and first responders, and costly improvements for public safety, this is
not the time to be asking local governments’ residents to subsidize a for-profit
communications industry that is hardly in need of a handout.

e Preemption of Local Authority Over Small Cells Is Not a Silver Bullet—While
wireless providers have touted the potential of 5G, it is important to keep in
mind the realities of prospective 5G networks, and the limitations of the tech-
nology. 5G deployment will not be a panacea for digital inequity in the United
States, particularly in rural areas. 5G, which is still being standardized, neces-
sitates the buildout of hundreds of thousands of small cell sites because the por-
tion of the spectrum it uses cannot travel very far. Small cell technology is
called small not because it is physically small, but because the signal covers a
small area. This makes them great tools for densifying downtown networks and
event venues, but terrible tools for covering sparsely populated, far-flung com-
munities. At a conference last week, the big 4 wireless carriers announced their
5G market plans. No location in Florida, Mississippi, or South Dakota is on
anyone’s plans for 2018 or 2019. They are looking at the most profitable mar-
kets, like Dallas, Atlanta, Chicago and a few others. They will not extend 5G
to rural areas, nor to areas where there will not be many customers because
of the high rates. Even if we eliminate all local permitting processes, and every
environmental and historic review, we cannot streamline our way out of the cost
to deploy broadband in rural areas.

Policy Recommendations for the Subcommittee

As the Subcommittee works to promote the advancement of next-generation tech-
nology, I hope that you will also maintain focus on a core goal of ensuring that all
Americans have reliable access to affordable, truly high-speed broadband. To further
that goal, NLC has proposed a number of actions the Federal Government can take
to increase broadband availability, affordability, and adoption.

o Work in Partnership with Local Governments—Congress and the FCC should
more actively engage local governments in Federal decision-making processes.
Since I last testified, the FCC’s Broadband Deployment Advisory Committee
(BDAC) has continued its work to create policy recommendations on broadband
deployment without a sufficient balance of public and private interests. Local
government representatives are outnumbered on that committee by industry by
a ratio of ten to one, and the BDAC’s work on a model state code was completed
behili)d closed doors without input from a single local government committee
member.

One local official, Mayor Sam Liccardo of the City of San Jose, was driven to
resign from the committee by its overwhelmingly biased process and predeter-
mined outcomes.* As Mayor Liccardo had noted in the few public meetings of
the BDAC, the committee’s recommendations have done nothing to address the
challenges of broadband access and affordability in low-income and rural com-
munities, despite the Commission’s stated goal of closing the digital divide.
When the Mayor of America’s 5th largest city is not being allowed to provide
meaningful input on important national policy that will affect his and all com-
munities in the country, something is wrong with this process. We do not be-
lieve the BDAC represents a good-faith effort by the FCC to engage in meaning-
ful dialog or create consensus around the best ways to expand broadband ac-

4Mayor Sam Liccardo, Letter to Ajit Pai, January 25, 2018, Available online at http://
www.sanjoseca.gov | DocumentCenter [ View | 74464.
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cess. If state, tribal, and local officials are willing to volunteer their time and
travel to these meetings at the expense of their communities, the FCC must
take advantage of their contributions.

Preserve Local Authority—I urge this Committee to avoid further preemption in
legislation focused on broadband. While I understand the drive to deploy 5G in-
frastructure efficiently and cost-effectively, we must not subsidize one sector of
the broadband industry at taxpayers’ expense. Imposing new restrictions on cit-
ies such as unreasonable shot clocks, restrictions on rent for public property to
“actual and direct costs,” and deemed granted remedies will only ultimately
harm cities’ ability to manage responsibly the public rights-of-way for all users.
Cities continue to face mounting pressure to provide an increasing number of
critical services, yet states—and now federal—governments are restricting our
ability to raise additional revenue to carry out necessary activities.

The Federal Government should understand that even if it adopts the industry’s
recommendations and preempts local governments further, cities and counties
will not sacrifice residents’ and businesses’ health, safety and welfare by allow-
ing infrastructure where it does not belong. Years of litigation is certainly not
a good broadband policy. We best understand our communities’ needs and con-
cerns. It is foolish to try to develop national regulations for deploying broadband
infrastructure without local governments having a seat at the table.

Strengthen Existing Federal Programs to Expand Broadband Access—As this
Committee and others work to invest in broadband infrastructure, I encourage
you to focus your efforts on strengthening existing Federal programs that work.
Programs should be improved and updated, rather than eliminated or replaced
with new systems. Every Federal grant or loan comes with a certain amount
of application and compliance work for eligible cities, and leveraging existing
programs streamlines the process by allowing communities to use the programs
they already know how to manage. For example, the Community Development
Block Grant and Choice Neighborhood Grant programs are extremely flexible
tools for communities that can be used for broadband planning and deployment
alongside affordable housing and neighborhood improvement projects. These
programs should be protected and fully funded.

Congress should also support existing broadband grant and loan programs that
directly distribute Federal dollars to local governments and community institu-
tions that work on broadband planning and deployment. The now-concluded
Broadband Technology Opportunities Program, the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture’s Rural Utilities Service, and the various components of the Universal
Service Fund programs are important tools for closing the digital divide in
unserved and underserved communities. Congress should work to ensure that
these programs are sustainably funded and have the flexibility to reach as
many people as possible, while also ensuring that money is spent responsibly
and where it is most needed.

Tackle Federal Barriers to Infrastructure Deployment—I thank the Sub-
committee members for their efforts in directly addressing Federal barriers to
broadband infrastructure deployment. In particular, passage of the bipartisan
MOBILE NOW Act and the dig once provision within the recently-passed FCC
reauthorization legislation will support deployment of broadband infrastructure.
By freeing up Federal spectrum, streamlining access to Federal lands, building
a database of available infrastructure, and implementing common-sense dig
once policies for Federal construction, the Committee is helping to eliminate ob-
vious barriers to deployment in Federal systems.

NLC also encourages Congress to strengthen the Federal Government’s role in
data gathering and management to ensure that private and public investments
are made where they are most needed. Congress must not only call for an up-
date to the National Broadband Map, but ensure that agencies are adequately
resourced to gather that data and that the data provided to the public is accu-
rate. Congress should also encourage the FCC to take action on our 2016 rec-
ommendation from the Intergovernmental Advisory Committee to create and
maintain a comprehensive database of facilities available for wireless infra-
structure collocation, particularly macro cell towers. Collocation reduces the
costs and physical imposition of wireless infrastructure in our communities, and
should be encouraged as we deploy many more small cell structures. The IAC
recommended that it would be a good practice for local governments and the
FCC to maintain such information to collocate wireless communications facili-
ties more easily.
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e Allow Local Governments to Use Every Tool in the Toolbox—We need every tool

in the toolbox to ensure our residents can have access to affordable, modern
broadband and do not wind up subsidizing the provider and infrastructure in-
dustries without obtaining significant benefits in return. That means allowing
local governments to implement innovative policies like touch-once, which mini-
mizes the time and disruption necessary to add new broadband providers to ex-
isting utility poles.
Cities also need the freedom to develop municipal broadband networks, if appro-
priate, without outright or effective preemption that limits competition. Smaller
and rural communities that have successfully developed partially or wholly pub-
licly owned networks have found this option to be a critical lifeline in a market
where private providers cannot realize a high return on investment. As
broadband has become a necessary component for cities to retain talent and at-
tract business, denying them this option ensures that they will continue to ex-
perience “brain drain” and fewer economic opportunities. Furthermore, if the
Administration and Congress wish to encourage local investment in infrastruc-
ture, removing state barriers to direct local investment in that infrastructure
is an important first step.

e Require Responsible Industry Practices
Utility Responsibilities
Utilities such as electric and gas do not enjoy the kinds of taxpayer subsidies
demanded by the wireless industry. While electric utilities enjoy access to public
rights-of-way, that access comes with costs and obligations. These include per-
mitting fees, payment for access to public property, and obligations to provide
certain levels of service to everyone—even in unprofitable neighborhoods. Those
utilities are also obligated to partner closely with local governments during
emergencies, and to repair any damage in a timely fashion.

The City of Lincoln and other Nebraska local governments supported reducing
the city’s fee per pole from its present market rate fee of around $2,000 per pole
per year to $95, if wireless providers would agree to build out the State with
5G infrastructure starting in rural areas. According to cities in Nebraska, the
industry refused, preferring to pay higher pole access rates than providing serv-
ice in areas that were not profitable. The same response was received in Leon
County, Florida, where Tallahassee is located. When asked at a public hearing
if the industry would bring 5G to inner city areas where families lack reliable
broadband access, the industry, in a surprisingly candid moment, said no, and
the County Commission was advised that Florida law preempted the County
from requiring such buildout.

Emergency Preparation and Recovery

We also learned a lot this year from the horrible storms that struck Texas, Flor-
ida, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. Regulated electric utilities worked with
local governments to better prepare for and to recover from the disasters. In
Florida, after Irma, we had daily contact with electric utility representatives
who were embedded in our emergency operations centers. When cities were
working to remove downed trees and debris to re-install utility poles and lines,
we worked 24/7 with electric utility contractors. However, since there are no
regulations, we did not hear from cable and phone companies, and getting them
to move their lines in streets or to restore services in some communities was
a challenge. Congress should analyze what occurred in Houston and consider
whether undergrounding utilities should be a national priority. It appeared that
utilities and communications functioned in Houston despite the tremendous
flooding because they are underground. In Florida, most communities have aer-
ial utilities, and lost power and communications during Hurricane Irma.

Also, unlike electric utilities, such companies continue to charge when they do
not deliver service after a hurricane unless the customer requests a credit,
which residents found absolutely appalling. Wireless providers were nowhere to
be found. With no power for towers, many communities reached out for Cells
on Wheels powered by generators, but the industry was absent from recovery
efforts. Perhaps FEMA should mandate such items for recovery efforts.
Rights-of-way Repair

Virtually all local governments have also had their rights-of-way and other utili-
ties within the rights-of-way damaged by the communications industry, from
the smallest cable installers to the largest incumbent providers. This is just the
side effect of performing construction in the rights-of-way. However, without the
proper authority to require repair and restoration, our communities suffer from
unchecked water, sewer and gas leaks, and interference with access to transpor-
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tation and businesses. Local governments throughout the country require secu-
rity funds, insurance, and bonds to ensure that rights-of-way and utilities are
properly repaired after damage. Nonetheless, it is difficult to get these compa-
nies to do the right thing. When a contractor for Crown Castle, working on a
Saturday without a permit, damaged newly installed brick pavers on Miracle
Mile in Coral Gables, the city had to sue and refuse to issue new permits to
get the company to pay for repairs.
Conclusion

On behalf of NLC and the City of Wilton Manors, I want to thank the Committee
for inviting me to participate in this hearing today. I offer the ongoing assistance
of local governments as you examine ways to increase broadband deployment re-
sponsibly across our Nation. I urge you to view local governments as strong partners
in ensuring that broadband services are available to all Americans.

Thank you, and I look forward to any questions you might have.

Senator WICKER. Thank you, Mr. Mayor.
Mr. Berry.

STATEMENT OF STEVEN K. BERRY, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, COMPETITIVE CARRIERS ASSOCIATION

Mr. BERRY. Chairman Wicker, Ranking Member Schatz and
members of the Subcommittee, thank you for inviting me to testify
on ways to preserve and expand mobile broadband in rural Amer-
ica. 'm here on behalf of CCA representing nearly a hundred wire-
less carriers, as well as the companies that make up the wireless
ecosystem to say thank you, thank you to you and your colleagues
for making broadband services in rural America a priority.

Like this Committee, every CCA member has an interest in clos-
ing the digital divide for their communities, families and busi-
nesses. On this day 34 years ago the very first handheld cell phone
was sold for just under $4,000. Yes, wireless has come a long way
since the brick, and we depend on mobile broadband coverage for
every aspect of life, from jobs to public health and safety.

Tech companies recently announced plans to deploy 4G mobile
broadband on the Moon. Yet, too many in rural America are
unserved or underserved.

In 2016 Americans consumed 1.8 billion gigabytes of data per
month using wireless connections. This is more than 7,000 times
the t(})ltal of all information stored in the Library of Congress each
month.

Wireless usage will grow another fivefold over the next 5 years.
To keep up with this demand and ensure that rural areas are not
left behind, Congress should act on three key issues. One, provide
sufficient and predictable funding for high cost areas. Two, base de-
cisions on reliable data. And, three, streamline policies to site
equipment and access new spectrum.

Rural America must have mobile broadband as a centerpiece.
The 2009 stimulus package failed to fund mobility. We must in-
clude specific funding to support, preserve and expand deployment
where private capital alone is not enough to make the business
case for broadband service.

As Congress appropriates funds for infrastructure, significant
amounts should be made available for mobile broadband deploy-
ment. Funding sources for broadband should ensure this com-
mittee, with its vast experience, maintains jurisdiction and over-
sight over how the funding will be efficiently and effectively spent.
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Additional broadband funding is a must, but it does not replace the
long-term need for ongoing universal service funds.

The FCC’s implementation of the USF must meet Congressional
mandates for reasonably comparable services in urban and rural
areas and provide sufficient and predictable support. I thank Sen-
ators Hassan and Capito for addressing this issue in their legisla-
tion. The FCC should define what is reasonably comparable service
and design USF, as Wayne Gretzky once said, to skate where the
puck is going, not where the puck has been.

Second, we cannot afford to distribute funding based on a ready,
fire, aim approach. You cannot manage what you cannot measure.
Current data on mobile broadband coverage does not reflect the re-
ality on the ground. You, as you travel your states, you know the
job is not done.

I agree with concerns raised by members of this Committee last
week that a recent FCC eligibility map misrepresents the existence
of wireless service. It is so flawed that a challenge process may not
be sufficient to correct it. In this regard I thank the Senate for
passing the Rural Wireless Access Act, acknowledging the critical
need for accurate, reliable data. Whether appropriated resources or
ongoing support for the Mobility Fund II, funding distributions
must be made on informed decisions.

Third, deployment and spectrum. Today’s carriers face a maze of
regulatory red tape to build and upgrade both towers and smaller
cells with fees and delays at each step, and I thank the Committee
for its steadfast focus and strongly support legislation introduced
to streamline the siting process including the Mobile Now, the
SPEED Act, Dig Once and the Rural Deployment Act. We also en-
courage the FCC to act swiftly to vote to update procedures for
modern deployments. Remember, small cells are not just for big cit-
ies.

Just last week I was with FCC Commissioner Carr in the Shen-
andoah Valley examining how smaller cells and deployments are
actually bringing new, latest services to rural America.

All carriers need access to high-, mid-, and low-band spectrum,
the invisible infrastructure, if you will. The FCC should move
quickly to auction spectrum currently available for mobile services,
including high band spectrum. For low band access we must repack
the 600 megahertz spectrum within the approved 39 month
timeline, and if additional funds are needed, then they should be
made available immediately.

And, finally, access to broadband is the opportunity equalizer in
the modern mobile economy. Policies established by Congress and
implemented by the FCC will determine whether rural Americans
are part of the new economy or will they be left behind in the pur-
suant of a 5G IoT world.

Thank you and I welcome your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Berry follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF STEVEN K. BERRY, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE
OFFICER, COMPETITIVE CARRIERS ASSOCIATION

Chairman Wicker, Ranking Member Schatz, and members of the Subcommittee,
thank you for the opportunity to testify about closing the digital divide and the poli-
cies necessary to provide ubiquitous mobile broadband throughout the United
States.
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I am testifying on behalf of Competitive Carriers Association (“CCA”), the Na-
tion’s leading association of competitive wireless providers. CCA is made up of near-
ly 100 carrier members ranging from small, rural providers serving fewer than
5,000 customers to regional and national providers serving millions of customers, as
well as vendors and suppliers that provide products and services throughout the mo-
bile communications ecosystem.

I commend the Subcommittee for its continued focus on closing the digital divide.
Building infrastructure for the next generation of services and technologies includes
preserving, upgrading, and expanding existing mobile broadband services. CCA is
pleased that mobile broadband deployment in rural America is a top priority for
Congress, the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”), and the Administra-
tion.

Consumer demand for mobile broadband services is undeniable. In 2016, Amer-
ican consumers used 1.8 exabytes of data on their smartphones, tablets, and other
devices connected to wireless networks each month. That amounts to 1.8 billion
gigabytes, or by way of comparison, more than 7,000 times the total of all informa-
tion stored in the Library of Congress. This insatiable use demand for data will
grow exponentially, with projections of another five times growth over the next five
years.

Ever-growing mobile data use reflects the limitless potential for innovations
touching every industry and aspect of life in today’s mobile economy. For example,
mobile networks and next generation services are transforming healthcare through
remote monitoring and new health treatments, including in rural areas where pa-
tients must otherwise drive hundreds of miles to receive care. Precision agriculture
technologies allow farmers to become agricultural engineers, reducing economic re-
sources and increasing productivity on our Nation’s farmlands and ranchlands. Mo-
bile broadband supports distance learning and creates educational opportunities for
students unimaginable only a few years ago. All of these applications are powered
by mobile broadband today. As we move towards 5G technologies, applications once
considered science fiction will become reality, with networks supporting drones, au-
tonomous vehicles, and artificial intelligence continuing to change our lives.

However, reliance on mobile broadband networks only magnifies the problems as-
sociated with being on the wrong side of the digital divide. Indeed, the President’s
Interagency Task Force on Agriculture and Rural Prosperity recently presented a
report focused on e-connectivity for rural America, finding that access to broadband
“is not simply an amenity—it has become essential.” The Administration has al-
ready taken steps to support expanding broadband, including the Presidential Exec-
utive Order on Streamlining and Expediting Requests to Locate Broadband Facili-
ties in Rural America, finding that “Americans need access to reliable, affordable
broadband Internet service to succeed in today’s information-driven, global econ-
omy.” But more needs to be done.

CCA is proud of our members’ work to provide mobile broadband services in rural
and remote areas. While they have invested millions of dollars into their commu-
nities, Congress, the Administration, and the FCC must work together to enact poli-
cies that connect the unconnected. Technology companies recently announced plans
to deploy 4G LTE mobile broadband service on the moon—Americans living in rural
America deserve no less. To close the digital divide and advance deployment in
unserved and underserved communities, competitive carriers need sufficient and
predictable sources of funding, streamlined deployment processes, and access to
spectrum and equipment.

Legislative Proposals to Rebuild America’s Infrastructure Must Include
Funding for Mobile Broadband

Bipartisan infrastructure discussions from the campaign trail through the recent
Administration proposal to Congress focus on the need for broadband deployment
in rural America. As proposals move from ideas to concrete legislative language, it’s
clear broadband is the centerpiece driving economic growth and jobs in rural Amer-
ica. CCA agrees with this Committee and many other members of Congress that any
infrastructure package should include dedicated funding for rural broadband.

The Bipartisan Budget Act, enacted last month, included $20 billion over the next
two fiscal years for rural infrastructure. As Congress determines how to appropriate
these funds, it should dedicate resources specifically for mobile broadband deploy-
ment. The Administration also has proposed allocating an additional $50 billion for
rural infrastructure in its recent proposal. While the proposal provides funds as
block grants to governors and even permits 100 percent of funding to be used for
broadband projects—it does not require that any funds exclusively support
broadband deployment. The goal of building infrastructure for the next generation
cannot be met without specifically building broadband infrastructure.
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Funding also should be available on a technologically-neutral basis. The American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (“ARRA”) included a scoring metric for cer-
tain applications for support through the Rural Utilities Service’s (“RUS”)
Broadband Opportunities Program that placed the heavy thumb of the government
on the scale to disadvantage wireless carriers. CCA encourages use of grants instead
of loans due to the costly, unnecessary bureaucratic red tape that accompanies cur-
rent RUS loans; however, if loans are provided, they should not be comingled with
Universal Service Fund (“USF”) resources.

Further, to ensure that funding is well spent, it is important that this Committee
maintain jurisdiction over broadband funding programs. With oversight by this
Committee, Congress should make support available through the Department of
Commerce National Telecommunications and Information Administration (“NTIA”)
or through the FCC. If funding does flow through the FCC, any one-time invest-
ments should not jeopardize the critical and ongoing role of USF or place USF under
the appropriations process. Commerce Committee oversight of rural broadband sup-
port 1s extremely important, leveraging Commerce Committee expertise and pro-
viding a safeguard against waste.

All Programs to Disburse Funding for Broadband in High Cost Areas Must
Be Based on Reliable Data

You cannot manage what you cannot measure. Moving forward, it is critical to
accurately measure the extent of unserved and underserved areas across the United
States to implement practical, useful solutions to expand mobile broadband service
to all consumers. As an example, the National Broadband Map was funded through
ARRA. While important and well-intentioned, NTIA delivered the map after deci-
sions for deployment funding awards had been made. We cannot afford to distribute
funds in the future on a ready, fire, aim basis. Accurate data is an absolute for pre-
cisely targeting funds for future broadband buildout.

As another example, the FCC recently released mobile broadband data depicting
areas initially deemed eligible for the Mobility Fund Phase II (“MF II”) mechanism
of the USF High Cost Fund. While we understand that the map released does not
determine final eligible areas, the technological parameters selected by the FCC
were not sufficient to produce a map that would reflect the experience you have as
you travel throughout your states. CCA has long supported an efficient challenge
process that is robust and targeted without overly burdening small providers. Unfor-
tunately, the initial map released by the FCC falls short. CCA cautions against
using this data as the basis for MF II or any other funding program, including forth-
coming support for broadband infrastructure. We share concerns raised by Senators
Wicker, Hassan, Moran, King, Gardner, Klobuchar, Roberts, Blunt, Peters, and
Tillis last week that the map “misrepresents the existence of 4G LTE service in
many areas” and accordingly a challenge process may not be robust enough to cor-
rect it.

At the same time, CCA appreciates actions by the FCC and other Federal agen-
cies to correct the digital divide. In testimony last week, NTIA Administrator Redl
noted the need to improve broadband mapping data, including that data must be
more accurate, granular, and verified. The President’s budget request included $50
million to update the National Broadband Map, and as Administrator Redl high-
lighted the NTIA can also leverage relationships with state and local governments
to ensure accuracy. If other agencies lack the resources to establish parameters for
data collection to accurately reflect your constituents’ experience, NTIA should re-
visit the issue prior final to funding decisions.

CCA likewise commends the Senate for unanimously passing S. 1621, the Rural
Wireless Access Act, and thanks Senators Wicker and Manchin for steadfastly
championing this issue. We urge the House of Representatives to swiftly act to send
this important legislation to the President for enactment so that the information
used as a basis for USF decisions, or decisions for other similar programs including
new infrastructure funding, are grounded in standardized, reliable data that reflects
constituents’ expectations.

The Universal Service Fund Must Meet Congress’s Mandate

Regardless of any new support for mobile broadband through infrastructure ef-
forts, ongoing support through USF remains critical. Congress created the USF
high-cost program to provide Americans in rural areas with a “reasonably com-
parable” service as those in urban areas through support that is sufficient and pre-
dictable. In implementing this mandate, however, the FCC does not currently define
“reasonably comparable” service. CCA supports S. 2418, the Rural Reasonable and
Comparable Wireless Access Act of 2018 to establish this standard, and thanks Sen-
ators Hassan and Capito for introducing this important bill. If enacted, the FCC
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must promulgate regulations to establish this standard, which provides an impor-
tant step to clarify what services must be available to rural Americans.

Without a set standard, it is not clear that resources allocated by the FCC are
sufficient. It is widely understood that the $4.53 billion budgeted for MF II will not
ubiquitously expand mobile broadband networks. Reasonable and comparable stand-
ards can inform what parameters should be set for future data collections to revisit
the goal of reliable mapping data.

With the focus on securing immediate funds for broadband infrastructure through
appropriated resources, Congress also should consider directing the FCC to main-
tain current USF support for mobile broadband services and conduct the MF II auc-
tion after new infrastructure funds are disbursed. This practical action would allow
the FCC to more accurately assess the ongoing needs to preserve and expand service
after one-time infusions of support, and direct limited resources to areas in need.

Streamlined Infrastructure Siting Policies Increase Certainty and Reduce
Costs to Deploy Mobile Broadband

While consumers have come to rely on wireless connectivity, the network itself de-
pends on physical infrastructure, including towers, small cells, wires, and fiber, to
connect. Competitive carriers must timely and efficiently deploy this infrastructure.
Currently, however, providers must navigate a regulatory maze to gain approval to
serve their communities, facing significant application review delays and burden-
some, unforeseen fees while working through the federal, state, and local siting
processes. To visualize the multitude of regulatory steps it takes to site mobile wire-
less infrastructure at the local, state, and Federal levels, with potential costs and
delays at each step, please see the chart attached to this testimony.

Adding another barrier to infrastructure deployment, fees and administrative bur-
dens attached to historic and environmental review processes have escalated sharp-
ly in recent years, and these costs and permitting delays will continue to rise as
CCA members deploy to meet consumers’ increasing data demands. Without Con-
gressional and FCC intervention, deployment fees will become an increasingly exor-
bitant cost barrier to ubiquitous broadband deployment. For example, one CCA
member operating in portions of Kansas, Colorado, and Nebraska paid over
$107,000 to 36 Tribes for the deployment of just seven towers, in a seven-month pe-
riod. This is an average of over £15,000 per tower, solely for Tribal review fees. One
CCA associate member was assessed nearly $3 million in Tribal fees to deploy just
under 3,000 nodes across the United States in a one-year period, from 2017-2018.
It is not sustainable for carriers to continue expending these enormous funds, espe-
cially considering future networks will require denser deployment scenarios.

Fortunately, help is on the horizon. CCA applauds Congress’s focus on the issue,
and recent steps taken by the Administration and FCC to reduce regulatory bur-
dens, increase certainty, and eliminate needless costs. The bipartisan legislation
stemming from this Subcommittee alone demonstrates your commitment to closing
the digital divide and connecting all Americans. S. 19, The Making Opportunities
for Broadband Investment and Limiting Excessive and Needless Obstacles to Wire-
less Act or MOBILE NOW, led by Committee Chairman Thune and Ranking Mem-
ber Nelson, makes common-sense reforms to Federal Government siting process,
while freeing up valuable spectrum resources for commercial mobile use. S. 1988,
the Streamlining Permitting to Enable Efficient Deployment of Broadband Infra-
structure Act of 2017 or SPEED Act, spearheaded by Subcommittee Chairman Wick-
er and Senator Cortez Masto will make it easier to deploy small cells by exempting
them from repetitive installation reviews. S. 2381, the Streamlining and Investing
in Broadband Infrastructure Act introduced by Senators Klobuchar, Daines, Gard-
ner, and Gillibrand would ensure broadband conduits be included in highway
projects, a critical step in the rural buildout process. And S. 1363, The Rural
Broadband Deployment Streamlining Act offered by Senators Heller and Manchin
would establish best practices at the Department of Interior and Forestry Service
by enforcing accountability in the broadband application process with uniform appli-
cations, streamlined processes, direct points of contact with the agencies, and a
deemed granted provision.

Further, later this month the FCC plans to vote on a Second Report and Order
(“Order”) that will streamline infrastructure siting policies for mobile broadband. As
proposed, this Order will exclude small wireless facilities from the environmental
and historic review procedures that were designed for large macrocell deployments,
update the Section 106 Tribal consultation process, and adopt a shot clock for the
FCC’s own processing of Environmental Assessments. Under current siting policies,
the same regulations apply to tall towers and macro deployments as to small cells
and distributed antenna systems. Building the networks of the future cannot be
completed with yesterday’s rules and regulations. Updating these policies for small
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wireless facilities meets a key proposal from the Administration’s “Legislative Out-
line for Rebuilding Infrastructure in America,” which finds that small cells are ma-
terially different than their predecessors, regarding both size, and visual or actual
impact on historic or environmental property. CCA urges Congress to support these
efforts and stands ready to help ensure these policies are enacted.

To be clear, small cells are not only deployed in urban areas. In recent conversa-
tions with CCA members serving the most rural portions of our country, CCA has
heard stories of using small cells to enhance coverage in county seats, schools and
meeting centers, and even a popular boat ramp in a recreation area. Last week, I
joined CCA member Shentel and FCC Commissioner Brendan Carr in rural Shen-
andoah Valley, Virginia, to discuss the importance of small cell deployment to
Shentel’s network and to the communities it serves. Shentel’s customers use an av-
erage of 10 gigabytes of data per month and in some cases, wireless devices are
their only connection to broadband. Shentel plans to build out 20 small cells on their
network this year in an effort to meet growing consumer data demands. Eliminating
costly Federal reviews could provide Shentel enough savings to deploy an additional
13 sites, strengthening and expanding their network service area.

Shentel is not alone. Just two weeks ago, twenty-three other CEOs and senior ex-
ecutives from non-nationwide CCA member companies joined together to urge the
FCC to streamline infrastructure policies by providing regulatory certainty around
siting processes, timelines, and fees to deploy and upgrade mobile broadband serv-
ices. These companies serve rural populations represented by this Committee: from
the upper Midwest, across Appalachia, throughout the Gulf Coast, over the Great
Plains, into the desert Southwest and up to Alaska—each committed to bridging the
digital divide in their communities. A copy of that letter is attached.

It is important to underscore that infrastructure reform need not pit wireless car-
riers against the municipalities and states they serve. Instead, streamlined proc-
esses will save resources for both carriers and government agencies by eliminating
redundant and unnecessary reviews and spurring investment in local communities.
Enhancing access to rights-of-way, reducing and eliminating fees, and streamlining
siting processes will allow rural communities to connect exciting and innovative new
technologies, including precision agriculture, telehealth, and the Internet of Things.
Your constituents deserve nothing less, and CCA commends this Committee’s un-
wavering leadership to address these issues.

Next Generation Services Depend on Increased Access to Spectrum

Beyond funding and streamlined deployment policies, the next generation of mo-
bile broadband services depends on a myriad of spectrum resources. Spectrum is the
invisible infrastructure connecting users to towers and base stations. It also is a fi-
nite resource, and only available for use through a license or lease by the FCC. As
demand for mobile service explodes, all carriers must have access to low-, mid-, and
high-band spectrum to deploy next-generation mobile broadband and, eventually, 5G
networks. Competitive carriers, in particular, must deploy spectrum that is inter-
operable within bands to support an equipment ecosystem driven by the scaled
economies of the largest carriers. It is equally important that spectrum is auctioned
in sufficiently small geographic license sizes that balance local access to spectrum
and the laws of physics with regard to power levels and interference. CCA urges
Congress to consider the following policies to ensure that taxpayer-owned spectrum
is properly managed.

Auction Deposits. Absent Congressional action to allow depositing auction upfront
payments in the U.S. Treasury, FCC Chairman Pai has indicated that the FCC will
be hamstrung from auctioning spectrum in the near-term. Auctions are particularly
important for competitive carriers that may not have the size, resources, or access
to purchase spectrum licenses on the secondary market. While other nations are
moving forward with spectrum auctions, particularly to support 5G services, it is
critical that the United States does not fall behind. Congress must authorize this
change in the auction process and encourage the FCC to auction all bands suitable
for mobile broadband use as soon as possible, and the FCC should move forward
with a proceeding to begin the auction process.

600 MHz. The first-of-its-kind 600 MHz spectrum auction closed on March 30,
2017, with total bids nearing $20 billion and most of the winning bids coming from
CCA members. CCA commends this Committee for the leadership in authorizing the
auction and establishing a new model for spectrum reallocation now proven in the
market. Now that the auction has closed, both the wireless and broadcast industries
are in the midst of a Congressionally-based 39-month “repack” process to clear
broadcasters out of the 600 MHz band as safely and efficiently as possible to allow
winning bidders to put this spectrum to use to serve consumers and monetize their
investment. The propagation characteristics of the 600 MHz band make this spec-
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trum particularly important for serving rural America. For this reason, completing
the transition within the timeline or sooner is critical for economic stimulation and
job opportunities across rural areas, as well as setting important precedent for fu-
ture auctions. Any delay would be detrimental to competition, the public interest,
and the economy. CCA commends recent action by the House of Representatives,
which passed legislation creating a reserve fund to keep the process on time in the
event the allocated resources to repack broadcasters proves inadequate, and encour-
ages the Senate to swiftly consider similar legislation. It is important for Congress
to make funds readily available to ensure that delays do not prevent winning bid-
ders from putting this spectrum into operation as quickly as possible.

mmW. As carriers seek to densify their networks, and as standards are developed
for tomorrow’s 5G technologies, unique spectrum bands that are newly allocated for
mobile broadband use are in high demand. To ensure that competitive carriers are
not left behind, policymakers must rapidly auction several high frequency milli-
meter-wave (“mmW?”) bands, including the 24 GHz, 28 GHz, 37 GHz, 39 GHz, and
47 GHz bands. CCA commends Senators Gardner and Hassan for introducing S.
1682, the Advancing Innovation and Reinvigorating Widespread Access to Viable
Electromagnetic Spectrum Act or the AIRWAVES Act. This bipartisan legislation
sets a timeline for future auctions to keep the FCC focused and provide certainty
to carriers with regard to when spectrum will come up for auction. We support this
legislation and urge inclusion of all bands ready for mobile broadband use to ensure
sufficient spectrum is available for all carriers to have a meaningful opportunity to
bid and win licenses. The nation’s two largest carriers have a foothold in several
of these bands through secondary market transactions, necessitating an auction as
soon as practicable.

Demand for mobile broadband shows no signs of slowing down. Policymakers
must remain focused on promoting the efficient use of spectrum and reallocating fre-
quencies to ensure this finite resource is available for carriers of all sizes to access
for mobile broadband use.

All Carriers Require Access to Equipment

Finally, carriers cannot provide next generation mobile broadband service without
access to next generation equipment and devices. Even as iconic devices may seem
ubiquitous, many smaller carriers serving rural America continue to struggle to get
access to the latest devices and are often 12 to 24 months delayed as compared to
the largest providers. This harms competition, and results in technology denial for
certain rural Americans. As the industry shifts to next generation technologies and
5@G, competitive carriers need access to equipment that is available, affordable, and
secure.

As equally frustrating for consumers as it is for competitive carriers, lack of ac-
cess to devices and other equipment also can make it harder or nearly impossible
to comply with regulatory mandates that are premised on the latest technology, in-
cluding Next Generation 9-1-1 services and Wireless Emergency Alerts, two prior-
ities for this Committee. Even where rural and regional carriers have access to de-
vices or network equipment, they may face increased costs based on reduced econo-
mies and purchase order size. While competitive carriers have taken steps to help
themselves through business relationships, including CCA’s Device Hub, policy-
makers should ensure that rural areas are not left behind in the mobile world be-
cause of inaccessible equipment.

Today’s hearing on investing in next generation broadband provides a timely ex-
amination of important issues as Congress considers next steps for infrastructure
policies and the FCC seeks to solve the persistent digital divide. CCA looks forward
to continued collaboration with Congress, the Administration, and the FCC to en-
sure that rural America is not left behind without the critical mobile broadband net-
works of today and the eventual tectonic shift to 5G services in the future.

Thank you for your attention to these issues and for holding this important hear-
ing. I welcome any questions you may have.
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February 27, 2018
BY ELECTRONIC FILING

Ms. Marlene H. Dortch

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Re: NOTICE OF EX PARTE
WT Docket No. 17-79: Accelerating Wireless Broadband Deployment by Removing Barriers
to Infrastructure Investment;
WT Docket No. 15-180: Revising the Historic Preservation Review Process for Wireless Facility
Deployment;
WC Docket No. 17-84: Accelerating Wireline Broadband Deployment by Removing Barriers
to Infrastructure Investment

Dear Ms. Dortch:
We are CEOs and senior-ranking officers representing wireless carriers serving customers in cities,

small towns, and rural areas throughout the United States. Streamlined infrastructure reform is critical to
serving consumers in low density, hard-to-reach areas, and we support the Federal Communications
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Commission’s (“FCC” or “Commission”) work to address barriers to mobile broadband deployment. To bridge
the digital divide in rural America, we urge immediate action by the Commission to spur investment and
increase certainty as we work to preserve and expand service in the most challenging locales in the United
States.

Non-nationwide carriers serving rural and regional consumers are actively engaged in the
communities they serve. We connect critical services such as telehealth to patients for monitoring and
cutting-edge cures, and enable students to access the same educational resources as their peers in urban
centers. On farmlands and ranchlands, our networks often cover more cattle than people, and mobile
broadband helps farmers leverage modern farm equipment in today’s thriving agriculture community to
conserve resources and increase yields. And in times of emergency or disaster, we are the critical link to public
safety networks and services.

With the move towards next-generation technologies, the time is ripe to adopt streamlined
infrastructure policies that promote investment, expedite processes, and remove red tape. Specifically,
streamlined regulations should reflect advancement in technology, and regulations for tall towers should not
apply to small cells and Distributed Antenna System (“DAS”). The FCC should take immediate steps to declare
that small cells and DAS technology do not require duplicate and redundant review actions which slow or
cease mobile infrastructure deployments. Likewise, the Commission should adopt targeted policy reforms that
streamline historic and environmental application review processes, and encourage collaboration between
Tribal entities and state and local governments, to reduce or eliminate burdensome deployment procedures
for all stakeholders.

The Commission’s commitment to reforming mobile broadband infrastructure deployment processes
is shared by nationwide, rural, and regional carriers alike. We commend the work done thus far and remain
eager for continued collaboration with the Commission, Congress, Tribes, and states to streamline and update
infrastructure siting policies and help close the digital divide in rural America.

This letter is being filed electronically with your office pursuant to Section 1.1206 of the Commission’s
rules.

Respectfully submitted,

W. Allen Gillum
East Kentucky Network, LLC
d/b/a Appalachian Wireless

Ron Smith of Slayton Stewart
Bluegrass Cellular Ben Mo.ncrle Carolina West
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Senator WICKER. Thank you very much, Mr. Berry.

Mr. DeBroux, have I pronounced your name correctly?

Mr. DEBROUX. Yes, that is correct. Thank you.

Senator WICKER. Well, thank you for joining us and you are rec-
ognized.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT DEBROUX, DIRECTOR,
FEDERAL AFFAIRS AND PUBLIC POLICY,
TDS TELECOMMUNICATIONS, LLC

Mr. DEBrouUX. Thank you.

Chairman Wicker, Ranking Member Schatz, and members of the
Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation Sub-
committee. I am Robert DeBroux, Director of Federal Affairs and
Public Policy for TDS Telecom.

Thank you for the opportunity to share with you some insights
into how Congress can help close the digital divide in rural Amer-
ica. I am not only testifying today on behalf of TDS, but also as
a member of ITTA, a Washington, D.C. industry association that
includes TDS as a member.

TDS owns 108 separate telephone companies that provide broad-
band, voice and video services. We serve a mix of rural and urban
areas, such as the bottom of the Grand Canyon and islands off the
coast of Maine and Michigan, as well as the suburbs of larger cities
such as Madison, Wisconsin and Nashville, Tennessee. We also
serve communities such as Big Creek, Calhoun City and Sandhill
in Mississippi.

TDS has a long history of building and maintaining robust voice
and data networks in its service areas. Recently, the administra-
tion released the framework for its infrastructure initiative, which
includes a broadband component. Unfortunately, the framework
does not include dedicated funding for broadband projects in
unserved and underserved parts of the country.

The administration’s infrastructure plan appears to set forth a
process whereby rural broadband projects will compete against
other infrastructure projects, for example, roads, sewers and air-
ports, for 40 billion dollars in state-administered block grants. TDS
and ITTA do not think that this will be the most efficient and effec-
tive way to provide the dollars needed to close the digital divide
and move the Nation closer to rural and urban comparability.

Therefore, Congress should specifically designate funds for broad-
band deployment and ensure the money it designates follows the
course that other successful programs to date have followed. Those
programs, which include, most importantly, the FCC-administered
Universal Service Fund High-Cost program, have a proven track
record of success in turning funds earmarked for broadband into
broadband networks.

The FCC through the USF can maximize the impact of any infra-
structure funding while minimizing waste. The FCC has programs
in place that make sure that there are specific tangible obligations
associated with funding and that funding goes to the appropriate
areas. For example, areas that are not already served by another
broadband provider. One such program created by the FCC in De-
cember 2016 is the Alternative Connect America Cost Model pro-
gram. This program allows rate of return carriers the option to re-
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ceive USF support to serve high cost rural areas based on a for-
ward-looking cost model in return for their agreement to deploy
and maintain broadband to a specified number of households with
service standards as defined and enforced by the FCC.

TDS, along with 206 other rural rate of return carriers in 43
states opted into the 10 years ACAM program. In this program
TDS will receive over 75 million dollars annually to provide broad-
band to a 160,000 households in 25 states.

TDS has already begun the process of deploying fiber deep into
its network with this money thus improving consumer broadband
in various locations including, for example, in Wisconsin and south-
east Mississippi. Other ITTA members, including Ritter Commu-
nications based in rural Arkansas, have also been able to use
ACAM funding to deploy fiber closer to customers. In Nebraska,
Great Plains Communications has used ACAM dollars to increase
the broadband capacity to schools and libraries in Ponca, Nebraska.

There are hundreds of additional examples of ACAM funding
being used to bring broadband to consumers living in rural Amer-
ica. Congress can leverage the ACAM program, as well as the leg-
acy funding mechanisms in the High-Cost program, to increase
broadband deployment to rural America by instructing the FCC to
increase the High-Cost Fund budget and providing the funding nec-
essary for that increase.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today and I look toward
to answering any questions you may have.

[The prepared statement of Robert DeBroux follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROBERT DEBROUX, DIRECTOR, FEDERAL AFFAIRS AND
PusLICc PoLicy, TDS TELECOMMUNICATIONS, LLC

Chairman Wicker, Ranking Member Schatz, and Members of the Senate Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation’s Subcommittee, I am Robert
DeBroux, Director of Federal Affairs and Public Policy for TDS Telecom (“TDS”).
Thank you for the opportunity to share with you some insights into how Congress
can help close the digital divide in rural America. I am not only testifying today
on behalf of TDS but also as a member of ITTA, a Washington, D.C. industry asso-
ciation that includes TDS as a member. I recently also have had the pleasure of
serving on the Federal Communication Commission’s (“FCC’s”) Broadband Deploy-
ment Advisory Committee (“BDAC”) as the chair of its “Removing State and Local
Regulatory Barriers” work group. This workgroup was tasked with identifying bar-
riers to broadband deployment at the state and local level and providing policy rec-
ommendations to help eliminate those barriers. Its report, as voted on and approved
by the BDAC, is available on the FCC’s website.! While I am not here today to
speak on behalf of the BDAC, you may find the report useful. Serving on the BDAC
provided me with valuable insight into the challenges and barriers of providing
broadband in many localities across the country.

TDS owns 108 separate telephone companies that provide broadband, voice, and
video services. We serve a mix of rural and urban areas such as the bottom of the
Grand Canyon and islands off the coast of Maine and Michigan, as well the suburbs
of larger cities such as Madison, Wisconsin and Nashville, Tennessee. TDS has a
long history of building and maintaining robust voice and data networks in its serv-
ice areas.

Closing the digital divide has widespread bipartisan support in Washington. Gone
are the days of the “urban vs. rural” debate in telecommunications policy. Today,
we can all agree consumers living in rural America deserve exactly the same digital
opportunities as those citizens living in urban areas. How we close the digital divide
and what steps Congress can take in the short and long-term deserve policymakers’
full attention and commitment.

1 https:/ [www.fee.gov [ sites [ default / files | bdac-regulatorybarriers-report-012018.pdf
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Infrastructure Proposal

Recently, the Administration released the framework for its infrastructure initia-
tive, which includes a broadband component. Unfortunately, the framework does not
include dedicated funding for broadband projects in unserved and underserved parts
of our country. TDS and ITTA have been clear that if the Administration wants to
make closing the digital divide a top priority, dedicated funding for broadband
projects must be a key component of the overall plan.

The Administration’s infrastructure plan appears to set forth a process whereby
rural broadband projects will compete against other infrastructure projects (e.g.,
roads, sewers, airports) for $40 billion in state-administered “block grants.” TDS
and ITTA do not think that this will be the most efficient and effective way to pro-
vide the dollars needed to close the digital divide and move the Nation closer to
rural and urban comparability.

Therefore, Congress should specifically designate funds for broadband deployment
and ensure the money it designates follows the course that other successful pro-
grams to date have followed. Those programs, which include, most importantly, the
FCC-administered Universal Service Fund High-Cost program, have a proven track
recolgd of success in turning funds earmarked for broadband into broadband net-
works.

Ensuring the Correct Federal Agency is Tasked with Administering a
Broadband Infrastructure Program

TDS, along with our national association ITTA, supports directing any funding for
broadband infrastructure deployment to the FCC to be administered through its
Universal Service Fund (“USF”). As noted by FCC Chairman Pai in March 2017,2
the FCC, through the USF, can maximize the impact of any infrastructure funding
while minimizing waste. The FCC has programs in place that make sure that there
are specific, tangible obligations associated with funding and that funding goes to
the appropriate areas, for example, areas that are not already served by another
broadband provider.

Leveraging Existing Programs—FCC High Cost Program

One such program, created by the FCC in December 2016, is the Alternative Con-
nect America Cost Model (“A-CAM”) program.3 This program allowed rate-of-return
carriers the option to receive USF support to serve high-cost rural areas based on
a forward-looking cost model in return for their agreement to deploy and maintain
broadband to a specified number of locations with service standards as defined and
enforced by the FCC. TDS, along with 206 other rural rate-of-return carriers in 43
states, opted into the ten-year A-CAM program.

In this program, TDS will receive over $75M annually to provide broadband to
160,000 households in 25 states. TDS has already begun the process of deploying
fiber deeper into its network with this money, thus improving consumer broadband
speeds in various locations, including, for example, in Wisconsin and SE Mississippi.
This work is expected to stabilize the existing broadband delivery platform even in
times of peak demand. Other ITTA members, including Ritter Communications
based in rural Arkansas, have also already been able to use A-CAM funds to deploy
fiber closer to customers.4 In Nebraska, Great Plains Communications has used A—
CAM dollars to increase the broadband capacity to schools and libraries in Ponca,
Nebraska. There are hundreds of additional examples of A—-CAM funding being used
to bring broadband to consumers living in rural America.

Congress can leverage the A—-CAM program as well as the legacy funding mecha-
nisms in the High-Cost program to increase broadband deployment to rural America
by instructing the FCC to increase the High-Cost Fund budget and by providing the
funding necessary for that increase.

RUS

To be sure, TDS and many other rural broadband providers have enjoyed a good
working relationship with RUS.5 While our preference is that any broadband infra-
structure money be directed to the FCC for distribution through the existing USF
High-Cost program, we recognize that the RUS has the expertise and experience to

2 hitps:/ | apps.fee.gov /edocs public/attachmatch | DOC-343903A1.pdf

3See Connect America F'un&f) Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking,
31 FCC Red 13775 (2016) (Order and/or FNPRM).

4In the first year of the A-CAM program Ritter has deployed fiber in the economically chal-
lenged Mississippi Delta.

5Under the RUS Broadband Initiative Program (“BIP”), TDS was awarded 44 grants totaling
over $105M with specific buildout obligations. TDS exceeded those obligations, ultimately de-
ploying broadband to 27,125 unserved households in 20 states at a cost of almost $136M.
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be able to distribute funds wisely. If Congress decides that RUS should play a role
in distributing infrastructure funding, Congress should instruct that entities apply-
ing for funding meet the eligibility requirements and service standards applicable
to the FCC’s USF Program.

State Grant Programs

The FCC’s USF programs are successful because they are well defined in terms
of the dollars to be spent, the obligations which are required to be met with those
dollars, and the consequences for not meeting those obligations. TDS and ITTA are
skeptical of programs that simply send money to the states and then rely exclu-
sively on the states to determine how the money should be spent. While many states
may be committed to improving their broadband networks, there are many com-
peting interests for dollars that arrive in a state without specifics as to where the
dollars must be spent. If such a grant program is ultimately used for distributing
infrastructure funding, Congress should set forth specific parameters to ensure that
the funds go to areas that are most in need.

TDS has participated in 5 such state grant programs and has been awarded over
$28M to provide advanced broadband services to over 18,000 households. Based on
its experience, TDS believes that Congress should, in addition to specifically ear-
marking dollars for broadband deployment, set parameters for such programs that
include: (1) defining unserved and underserved areas; (2) setting criteria for select-
ing projects that include cost per location to deploy, economic impact, matching
funds, and network scalability; (3) awarding projects that are technology neutral
and not duplicative; and (4) setting the technical, managerial and financial capabili-
ties that private and public entities must possess in order to be eligible to receive
funding.

NTIA BTOP Program

Under the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (“ARRA”), carriers
could apply for grants through the National Telecommunications and Information
Administration (“NTIA”) to support broadband deployment in unserved rural areas.
As well documented through numerous Department of Commerce Inspector General
reports ¢ and a Government Accountability Office (“GAQO”) study, the BTOP program
had a number of shortcomings. For example, many awardees were public entities
with ambitious goals of building their own broadband networks. However, at the
time of approval of their applications, many of these entities did not have the exper-
tise or the infrastructure in place to build broadband networks capable of being
operational in relatively short order. In order to prevent a similar situation from
reoccurring, Congress should mandate that any broadband funding made available
through the infrastructure initiative go to providers that have the expertise and in-
frastructure in place to immediately deploy broadband. In addition, any Federal dol-
lars used to deploy broadband must be subject to the highest degree of scrutiny to
ensure that the money is not being used to overbuild existing broadband networks.

Streamlining of the Federal Permitting Process & Streamlining Regulation
at the FCC

It is beyond debate that the costs and time involved in securing state and Federal
permits to deploy broadband delay projects and increase costs. Congress should
work to create a “deemed granted” standard that places the burden on the applica-
ble government agency to approve, deny, or require more information from an appli-
cant within a defined period of time. While TDS recognizes that deemed granted
language presents jurisdictional issues among Congressional committees, I encour-
age the various relevant committees to work together to find a solution that protects
the integrity of our Federal permitting process and, at the same time, brings cer-
tainty and resolution to broadband projects that are tied up in bureaucratic red
tape.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I look forward to answering any
questions you may have.

Senator WICKER. Thank you very, very, much, Mr. DeBroux.
Mr. Gillen.

Shitps:/ |www.oig.doc.gov / OIGPublications/ OIG_Report_No_14-0480_West_Virginia_
BTOP.pdf
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STATEMENT OF BRAD GILLEN, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT,
CTIA

Mr. GILLEN. Thank you, Chairman Wicker, Ranking Member
Schatz. Thank you for including the wireless industry as part of
this important conversation. I want to particularly thank this com-
mittee for making sure that broadband is not only a national pri-
ority, it’s an infrastructure priority.

And from our standpoint there are two core challenges we face
together. The first is the digital divide. Despite billions invested
and years of work, there are too many Americans from northern
county New Hampshire, foot hills of West Virginia, I could go
across the dais today. There are too many Americans that don’t
have access to the wired and wireless broadband we all rely on
today. We commit as an industry to work with you on your efforts
to close the digital divide and provide more opportunities for more
Americans.

The second challenge, and Chairman Wicker alluded to it in his
opening, goes to our global competitiveness. We lead the world
today in 4G wireless. The LTE phone in your pocket today.

Right now we are on the cusp of 5G, the fifth generation of wire-
less, and we are in a race, it i1s a global race. The head of Nokia
2 weeks ago noted we are neck and neck with China to lead the
world in 5G. And this is a race that China wants to win. They have
seen what U.S. leadership has meant for us. They are investing bil-
lions. They have over a hundred active trials of 5G technology on-
going today.

We would like to win too and the United States is prepared to
invest in our next generation as well. We have trials ongoing and
all four national carriers have announced accelerated deployments
of 5G. Years have had to schedule starting later this year.

In all, the wireless industry is estimated to spend 275 billion of
its own private capital over the next 10 years to build these 5G
networks. So we are here today asking for help to modernize the
rules to reflect this new technology. Because 5G is going to be fun-
damentally different, as a number of the witnesses have already al-
luded to. It’s going to be built with these. They are called small
cells. They will attach to streetlights and the sides of buildings
throughout the country. Accenture estimates we will have 800,000
of these in place by 2026. To put that in perspective, over the last
30 plus years, we have installed a 150,000 total cell towers across
the country. So in about a third of the time we are going to need
five times the amount of infrastructure. It’s a daunting task.

And right now, the good news is a device like this only takes an
hour or two to install. The challenge we face is it can take a year
or two to gain approval. And that’s because at every level of gov-
ernment; local, state and Federal, these get treated as if they were
a 275 foot tower along the side of the highway.

And with your leadership, these new networks will have new
rules and there are a number of proposals before this Committee
that address the core impediments which give us—make us very
optimistic.

The first, Chairman Wicker, and—Chairman Wicker and Senator
Cortez Masto have the SPEED Act and the SPEED Act would up-
date Federal regulation for these type of devices. That common
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sense proposal would slash the costs to deploy these by a third and
would shave months off deploying each of these.

Senator—next turn to Senator Schatz and Senator Thune are
working on local siting with respect to how do we update the rules
and the guidance to local communities to do siting. This is some-
thing the Committee has done in 1992, 1996, and most recently
2012. What are the guardrails around local action?

And Senator Schatz and Senator Thune’s proposal addresses
what the proper rate structure, the timelines for devices like this
while preserving important local authority and retaining that au-
thority, as it should. Senator Heller and Senator Mansion are
working on Federal lands and making sure utilizing Federal assets,
particularly in rural America, to extend broadband in rural Amer-
ica where Federal lands is the place that makes most sense to site
on.
And I can’t have a conversation about infrastructure on wireless
without talking about spectrum. And Senator Hassan and Senator
Gardner’s AIRWAVES Act is a central proposal for the future of
our country in terms of spectrum policy. We want to win the race
to 5G. That gives us a roadmap on the spectrum we will need to
do so.

And if we get these policies right, 5G will be transformative. It’s
going to unlock telehealth and precision agriculture, connected cars
and the Internet of things. We are excited about the possibility of
jobs. We project 3,000 jobs in downtown Honolulu, three million
across the country. We are looking at places like Jackson, Mis-
sissippi gaining 140 million dollars to the local economy over next
the 10 years thanks to 5G, 500 billion across the country.

So we are excited about what 5G can do and we are excited
about your leadership and we think working together this year we
can help close the digital divide and win the 5G race together.

Thank you for the time. Look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Brad Gillen follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BRAD GILLEN, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, CTIA

Chairman Wicker, Ranking Member Schatz, and members of the Subcommittee,
on behalf of CTIA and the wireless industry, thank you for the opportunity to testify
today to discuss the critical role Congress plays in ensuring that wireless broadband
infrastructure can be rapidly deployed across the country.

We commend the Subcommittee for its leadership with the MOBILE NOW Act
that provides a bipartisan roadmap for future infrastructure and spectrum initia-
tives to help create new jobs and economic opportunities. MOBILE NOW was fo-
cused on promoting the deployment of wireless networks by making more spectrum
available for wireless use and facilitating deployment of infrastructure needed to
support these networks. We appreciate the opportunity today to address the next
set of infrastructure reforms needed to drive wireless investment.

This hearing is timely, as all four nationwide U.S. wireless providers have re-
cently announced plans to roll out the next-generation of wireless networks, 5G,
using a variety of spectrum bands. National infrastructure reform can greatly expe-
dite the millions of jobs and billions of investment that 5G deployment will bring.
Nations across Asia to Europe are investing heavily in 5G, but none of those coun-
tries can match the competitiveness of the U.S. wireless industry. Massive private
investment from the national providers and regional carriers will be unleashed in
the U.S. if the government modernizes its approach to infrastructure siting this
year.

We are confident that, with this Subcommittee’s continued leadership, we can win
the global race to 5G—as we did for 4G. We are equally confident that reforms can
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help the industry expand wireless coverage throughout the country, particularly in
rural areas.

The Wireless Industry Invests In Jobs and the Economy

Wireless networks and smartphones have become a central part of Americans’
daily lives. There are now more wireless connections in the U.S. than there are
Americans, and over the past two years, U.S. mobile data usage has more than tri-
pled. This rapid growth has been made possible by the wireless industry’s substan-
tial investment in our Nation’s infrastructure. To meet consumer demand, wireless
capital expenditures totaled more than $200 billion in the past seven years alone.
Overall, the wireless industry supports more than 4.6 million American jobs and
contributes roughly $400 billion annually to the economy.

Modernizing Regulation Promises 5G Investment and Jobs

The wireless industry is poised to play an even more significant role in our econ-
omy with the arrival of 5G—networks that are expected to be up to 100 times faster
than 4G networks, connect 100 times the number of devices, and respond five times
as quickly. This increased speed and lower latency will not only improve the way
we communicate, but it will unlock innovations in healthcare, transportation, and
manufacturing, help deliver the benefits of the Internet of Things, and enable smart
communities.

The overall impact on the economy from 5G will be remarkable. Accenture reports
that 5G will create three million new jobs and add approximately $500 billion to
the economy. To deploy tomorrow’s next-generation networks, wireless companies
will need to complement today’s large towers with small cells that can be the size
of a small pizza box and that will often be located discreetly on the side of a build-
ing or on a street light. It is estimated that wireless carriers will need to deploy
hundreds of thousands of these small antennas over the next few years in order to
meet America’s consumer demand. This will require a substantial infrastructure
build by wireless operators across the country at a projected cost of $275 billion.

Congress Plays an Important Role in Promoting National Wireless Policy

Congress has long played a critical role in setting nationwide guidelines for how
localities should treat requests for siting wireless infrastructure. By affirming wire-
less infrastructure siting as a national priority, just as it did in 1996, Congress can
once again ensure Americans benefit from global-leading wireless services.

The wireless industry works in collaboration with local and state governments to
facilitate the buildout of wireless infrastructure. Many are good partners, but too
often the wireless industry today is encountering policies—long delays, onerous re-
quirements, and excessive fees—that frustrate efforts to deploy new broadband and
expand wireless coverage. In too many instances, an installation that takes one to
two hours to complete requires one to two years of processing and application proce-
dures. Some cities refuse to allow wireless installations on streetlights, and still
other communities effectively foreclose deployment through excessive application
and monthly fees (e.g., charging $30,000 per pole per year, or a $15,000 application
fee per pole). The U.S. will not win the global 5G race if those timelines and costs
are not significantly reduced across the country.

More than 20 years ago, Congress made clear that localities play an important
role in the permitting process for wireless facilities, and that localities may not frus-
trate wireless deployment that will otherwise benefit our economy, and consumers.
Specifically, Congress established the rapid deployment of wireless infrastructure as
a national priority and set nationwide guidelines for how localities should treat
siting requests. Under that Federal regime, the wireless industry constructed
150,000 cell towers and rolled out service nationwide.

The transition to 5G necessitates updating Congress’s guidance to localities, as
the rules that applied to the infrastructure of the past are no longer appropriate
to support next-generation 5G deployment. The most meaningful step Congress can
take 1s to once again provide clear direction to—and guardrails around—state and
local government. CTIA is encouraged that Senators Thune and Schatz have cir-
culated a discussion draft that addresses three targeted reform areas that would
make a significant difference in promoting broadband investment while preserving
local authority. The discussion draft would:

1. Ensure Cost-Based Fees. Congress would make clear that localities retain the
right to charge for access to government property, provided that such fees are
fair and reasonable, competitively and technologically neutral, based on actual
costs, and publicly disclosed.

2. Set Reasonable and Enforceable Timelines. Congress would establish a reason-
able “shot clock” on handling siting applications and deeming applications
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granted if there is no action within that shot clock period. This could accelerate
deployment while still preserving state and local authority over zoning deci-
sions.

3. Clarify Permitted Conduct. Congress would clarify that local roadblocks—like
unreasonable, non-objective or discriminatory application review guidelines—
are forbidden by Congress’s long-standing directive to eliminate rules that
“prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting” the provision of communications
services.

These reforms, if enacted, would promote billions of dollars in the deployment of
new wireless infrastructure.

The SPEED Act Will Help Modernize Federal Requirements

Today, in order to install a new antenna or small cell, Federal regulations require
a cumbersome and costly Federal review process that generally disregards the size
or location of the new facility. For instance, wireless reviews under the National
Historic Preservation Act, or “NHPA,” and the National Environmental Policy Act,
or “NEPA,” can run into the tens of thousands of dollars per installation, even for
small wireless deployments that are dramatically different in nature than the larger
deployments for which these obligations were originally created. FCC Commissioner
Mignon Clyburn has correctly noted, “treating small cells differently than large
macrocells, that makes all the sense in the world. They’re not created equal.”

Yet today, NHPA mandates alone recently cost a carrier more than $170,000 to
install just 23 small cells in a parking lot. Another provider estimates that reviews
under NHPA and NEPA comprised, on average, 26 percent of its total small cell de-
ployment costs last year. And these costs are increasing; one carrier reports that
these costs have risen by as much as 2500 percent in some parts of the country
since 2010. The direct costs only tell part of the story: these reviews can take
months, which add delays and uncertainty to projects, keeping customers from en-
joying the benefits of better service.

To be clear, the wireless industry supports appropriate environmental and historic
preservation review for sensitive sites and major projects. The current regulatory
structure, however, fails to reflect the different impact of new small cells or installa-
tions in previously approved locations.

That’s why we're pleased with the common sense legislation—S. 1988—introduced
by Senators Wicker and Cortez Masto, which would modernize the NEPA and
NHPA review process for wireless facilities. While preserving key protections for en-
vironmentally or historically significant areas, the SPEED Act recognizes the need
to modernize the process to allow antennas in public rights-of-way and where new
facilities simply replace existing ones or do not significantly expand existing ones.
It also recognizes that a small cell should not face the same requirements as a 250-
foot tower. The FCC is also scheduled to consider reform to address modernizing
NHPA/NEPA review at its March 22 meeting. CTIA strongly supports the FCC’s
proposed action as well.

Congress Can Facilitate Deployments on Federal Lands

The Federal Government owns nearly 30 percent of the land in the U.S. and more
than 50 percent of the land in the 10 most western states. The Federal Government
also owns and manages key buildings in major cities and towns throughout the
country.

Leases to place new sites on lands regulated by the Bureau of Land Management
or the National Park Service can take two or three years to negotiate. Even simple
lease renewals can take 12—-18 months. In many parts of the nation, enhanced siting
on Federal lands will help wireless carriers more quickly deploy in unserved or un-
derserved communities. Today, the process to deploy wireless networks on Federal
lands is too often opaque with different applications requirements and timelines and
without guidelines to support timely deployment of new communications facilities.

We support Senators Heller and Manchin’s leadership with S. 1363 to streamline
and standardize the process by which broadband companies of all kinds obtain ac-
cess to Federal properties for siting facilities and also ensure that applications for
this access are processed in a reasonable period of time. These provisions, along
with use of common forms and master contracts, would bring much-needed predict-
ability to the process. S.1363 builds on key provisions included in MOBILE NOW.

The Wireless Industry Shares Congress’s Goal of Expanding Broadband’s
Reach

We are proud of the investment our Nation’s wireless providers have made to ex-

pand coverage across the country, including to rural areas, and look forward to

working with Congress to continue expanding the number of Americans with access
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to wireless broadband. The wireless industry—including both national and regional
providers—has made substantial strides in the past decade to expand wireless cov-
erage to reach more Americans. Today’s 4G LTE mobile broadband services were
first introduced in the United States in 2010, and in less than eight years, 4G wire-
less services are available to more than 99 percent of Americans. This is a remark-
able pace of deployment for a new technology in a very short window. And our Na-
tion’s wireless footprint continues to grow. In 2016 alone, wireless investment in-
creased coverage by more than 150,000 rural Americans and nearly 50,000 rural
road miles.

We share the Subcommittee’s desire to further expand broadband to more Ameri-
cans, and recognition of the important role infrastructure reform can play to do so.
Private capital has driven the vast majority of the expanded wireless coverage, and
there should be a renewed focus on the steps policymakers can take—like those de-
tailed above—to facilitate wireless providers’ investments in rural America by alter-
ing the investment calculus of some rural deployments from uneconomic to viable.
As FCC Commissioner Brendan Carr has said, reducing the cost of building new
networks can “flip the business case for [wireless] deployments in thousands of com-
munities in the U.S.”

The government also has the ability to expedite deployment in unserved areas
through direct funding. The upcoming FCC Mobility Fund II auction of $4.5 billion
over 10 years will be an important step to reach rural Americans currently unserved
by wireless broadband. And the bipartisan budget that passed last month included
$20 billion for infrastructure programs, including funds for the expansion of rural
broadband. Any new Federal funding should consider the increasingly critical role
that mobile wireless services play in rural consumers’ lives. Greater participation
by mobile wireless providers will lead to more effective use of public resources and
deployment of high-speed broadband services to more rural areas. Any new funding
should also ensure that reaching areas unserved by wireless is reflected in the pro-
gram’s objectives. In making funding decisions, data is key, and rural broadband is
no exception. CTIA appreciates that the Senate has attempted to address this issue
by passing the Rural Wireless Access Act (S. 1621), and we will continue to work
with both national and regional wireless providers to ensure the FCC has informa-
tion necessary to direct limited Federal resources appropriately.

The wireless industry is eager to work with this Subcommittee in a bipartisan
manner to advance U.S. innovation and investment in mobile broadband. CTIA
strongly supports this Subcommittee’s efforts to help clear the way for 5G and ex-
pand wireless coverage. The time for addressing these issues is now. America is in
a global race to 5G as China, Japan, South Korea, and the European Union are
hard at work accelerating 5G deployments. As Nokia’s CEO noted, “it’s a neck-and-
neck race between the U.S. and China to see who will be the first to deploy” 5G
networks. With the right infrastructure, spectrum, and other regulatory policies in
place, the U.S. can win this race, and Americans can further benefit from the eco-
nomic and consumer benefits that flow from continuing to lead the world in wire-
less. Thank you for the opportunity to testify today.

Senator WICKER. Thank you very much, Mr. Gillen.
Mr. Romano, you are recognized.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL ROMANO, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT,
INDUSTRY AFFAIRS AND BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT, NTCA—
THE RURAL BROADBAND ASSOCIATION

Mr. RomanNO. Good morning. Thank you, Chairman Wicker,
Ranking Member Schatz and members of the Subcommittee for the
chance to testify today.

NTCA and our 850 small, rural telecom provider members have
been singularly focused on the mission of rural broadband, making
great strides to reach hard-to-serve areas in the most rural parts
of the United States. But as everyone here has noted on the dais
as well, there’s much more to do to deploy and sustain networks
and we are eager to be part of a conversation about developing
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comprehensive, coordinated strategies to connect rural America
with the world.

My testimony highlights several principles and lessons learned to
inform future infrastructure efforts. These are based upon our
members’ efforts serving their rural hometowns and their experi-
ence with prior Federal and state initiatives.

First, no rural broadband effort can succeed if the business case
for investment operation does not exist. While rural broadband is
difficult, it is not hard to identify the primary barrier, the chal-
lenging economics of deploying and sustaining networks in rural
America.

Put simply, helping to make the business case for rural broad-
band is job one. Other measures will help only on the margins at
best if there’s no business case and dedicated funding in the first
instance.

Second, a proven track record of delivering real results in rural
areas is important. Finite Federal resources to promote rural
broadband are too important a gamble. Building and operating a
network in an NFL city is very different than doing so in western
Nebraska. We should leverage the experience and existing assets
of those that have actually deployed and operated a rural network,
to the extent possible, and must verify the technical capabilities of
proposals.

Third, we need to demand the best return in leveraging public
resources. Broadband networks are a long-term investment. They
must scale and be able to meet user demands over the decades long
lives of such assets. Investing in networks that seem cheaper up
front but cannot keep pace with escalating user demand represent
resources potentially wasted and risks leaving rural America be-
hind along the way. As an analogy, we should not be paying for a
two lane road when we know a four lane road will be needed in
just a few years time. The same is true for broadband.

Fourth, any resources made available for rural broadband should
go to where they are needed most based upon an accurate picture
of current availability and construction underway. This has been
one of the most vexing challenges, but this can be done better, as
explained in my testimony, and it’s extremely important to do so.

Fifth, and on a related note, we must coordinate new programs
and resources with existing initiatives. There may be no greater
waste of money or opportunity than dueling programs that over-
build one another where the market can’t sustain even one network
on its own.

To date most initiatives have complemented one another quite
well. But as new programs get created or older programs are
repurposed, the risk increases that Federal dollars may compete
with one another. Leveraging existing initiatives provides the best
means of avoiding such potential conflict and waste.

Sixth, streamlining of permitting is important to help remove
barriers and accelerate broadband deployment. This must be part
of a comprehensive package, however, and not seen as the singular
solution to overcoming our digital divide.

Moreover, any permitting relief must take into account that 5G
goals, which are very important, won’t be achieved in rural Amer-
ica without robust fiber necessary to connect those cells. It’s often
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said wireless needs wires and the new saying these days is 5G
needs fiber. Seventh, accountability is critical. Providers must dem-
onstrate that they have used resources to deploy networks that do,
in fact, deliver on the promises they have made.

With these principles in mind and lessons learned NTCA sug-
gclests three steps to take in pursuing a broadband infrastructure
plan.

First, any infrastructure package should direct resources for
rural broadband toward time-tested initiatives to the greatest ex-
tent possible. For example, the FCC’s universal service program is
a proven mechanism that with additional support in the face of
current shortfalls can deliver immediate results in the form of bet-
ter broadband to more places at more affordable prices. USDA’s
RUS programs could certainly use additional resources as well, and
such funds, if directed there, should be coordinated with FCC ef-
forts to avoid potential conflict and overbuilding.

Second, we must accurately identify where resources need to go,
as you said, Chairman Wicker. We suggest looking to how the
FCC’s universal service programs have done this. While not perfect
they at least contain processes intended to overcome mapping limi-
tations, which prior programs have not.

Until more precise and granular mapping is available these pro-
grams offer at least the best start in terms of targeting resources.
And we can do more to develop better maps going forward and to
develop better challenge processes.

Finally, streamlining of permitting is important. It’s true that
the business case for investment must exist in the first instance,
but once that business case is made providers need the opportunity
to hit the ground running, as Mr. Gillen described, to deploy net-
works and deliver services.

Discussions underway in the administration and Congress and at
the FCC all offer promise in this regard. The current infrastructure
debate represents an opportunity to make great headway on rural
broadband. A comprehensive, coordinated plan that leverages exist-
ing initiatives and know-how and takes stock of lessons learned can
make a significant difference in the immediate availability and sus-
tainability of rural broadband.

We look forward to working with you and we greatly appreciate
the long-standing and ongoing work of this subcommittee on rural
broadband concerns.

Thank you for inviting me to be with you today.

[The prepared statement of Mike Romano follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MICHAEL ROMANO, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, INDUSTRY
AFFAIRS AND BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT, NTCA—THE RURAL BROADBAND
ASSOCIATION

Introduction

Chairman Wicker, Ranking Member Schatz, and members of the Subcommittee,
thank you for this opportunity to testify today to discuss rural broadband infrastruc-
ture. My name is Michael Romano, and I am the Senior Vice President for Industry
Affairs and Business Development at NTCA—The Rural Broadband Association.

NTCA applauds the increasing focus on rural broadband from Congress and the
Administration. Our association and the approximately 850 small, hometown-based
rural telecom providers in our membership stand ready to work with this Sub-
committee and others in Congress on comprehensive, coordinated strategies that can
help connect rural Americans with the world. NTCA welcomes the prospect of much-
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needed additional resources for rural broadband deployment, but, at the same time,
it is critical policymakers closely examine not only what is needed, but also what
Federal initiatives are already working well and what lessons can be learned from
past and current broadband deployment efforts. Any new initiatives must build
upon—or at least take stock of—efforts already underway, and also draw upon les-
sons to be learned from earlier programs.

Background

NTCA’s cooperative and small company members live and work in rural America.
They operate in the “original unserved” areas—those areas left over when telephone
service was first deployed starting over a century ago. These are the most rural
parts of the United States, spread across more than 35 percent of the U.S. landmass
but containing less than five percent of the U.S. population. The average density
is about seven customers per square mile.

In the face of such distance and density challenges, these committed hometown
small businesses have nonetheless already made substantial efforts to deploy, up-
grade, and sustain advanced networks that connect rural America to the rest of the
world and to respond to demands for cutting-edge services. The rural telecom indus-
try has always been resourceful and innovative—leading the way in converting to
digital switched systems, deploying creative technological solutions to their hardest-
to-reach customers, enabling distance learning and tele-health applications, and ul-
timately deploying scalable broadband networks.

For all this progress and commitment, however, the job is not done in either the
areas our members serve or in the areas not fortunate enough to be served by a
small hometown communications provider. In the areas served by NTCA members—
again, many of the most rural parts of the country—13 percent of consumers still
cannot get 10 Mbps broadband, while 33 percent are unable to obtain 25 Mbps
broadband that is considered a threshold level today.! And the story appears worse
in areas that are not fortunate enough to be served by cooperatives and other small
hometown-based telecom companies like those in NTCA’s membership; in these
other rural communities, we know that many more consumers, businesses, schools,
and medical facilities lack access to even basic levels of broadband.

But to be clear, even where broadband is available in rural America, the job is
never done. Sustaining and upgrading broadband networks is essential because con-
sumers and businesses depend upon reliable and affordable services that will re-
main high-quality and keep pace with advances in technology and user needs. In-
deed, what was considered “high-speed” broadband just seven or eight years ago is
today considered antiquated, meaning that networks must be scalable and upgraded
over time to keep pace with consumer demand. Furthermore, in terms of compara-
tive operating costs between rural and urban areas, when an urban operator has
a “truck roll” to repair service, its technician might need to drive two miles; a “trou-
ble call” for a rural operator by contrast might entail driving two hours—in each
direction. Thus, even as we have successes to celebrate and roadmaps to look to for
proven track records of success, we as a nation have much more to do both to reach
unserved areas and to sustain robust and affordable rural broadband where it is
available today.

Key Principles for Broadband-Focused Infrastructure Initiatives and
Lessons Learned from Prior Efforts

As policymakers consider effective and efficient ways to include broadband deploy-
ment within broader infrastructure initiatives, it is important to take stock of what
has been tried to date—to build upon (or at least take account of) existing initiatives
and to draw upon lessons learned from prior initiatives. Based in large part upon
such prior experiences, there are a number of principles to consider in shaping pol-
icy and crafting infrastructure initiatives going forward.

1. Making the Business Case for Rural Broadband is Job One

While rural broadband is not an easy challenge to overcome, it is not terribly com-
plicated to identify the primary barrier to rural broadband—the economics of de-
ploying and sustaining broadband are difficult, if not impossible, in many rural mar-
kets. The rates that rural consumers pay are rarely sufficient to cover even the costs
of operating in rural areas, much less the upfront capital expenditures required to
deploy reliable, high-speed broadband in rural America. While obtaining permits to
build new infrastructure and navigating complex bureaucratic application processes
can often be difficult for small businesses in particular, the single biggest challenge

INTCA 2016 Broadband/Internet Availability Survey Report (2017), NTCA-The Rural
Broadband Association, Arlington, VA.
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in rural America is simply making the business case to build any broadband at all.
Put another way, permitting barriers and other impediments to construction are no
barriers at all if one cannot justify even building a network in the first place.

Without a reasonable business plan, providers are hard-pressed to justify bor-
rowing funds or using one’s own capital to build, and then harder-pressed still to
sustain networks in areas where densities are low, distances are great, and terrain
and topography complicate operations. Ongoing support from the High-Cost Uni-
versal Service Fund (USF) initiatives overseen by the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) has therefore been critical to making the business case for in-
vesting in and then sustaining rural broadband. The USF programs help providers
to keep rates more affordable and to justify either use of a provider’s own cash or
financing from the few lenders that tend to serve rural Internet service providers—
the Department of Agriculture’s Rural Utilities Service (RUS), the Rural Telephone
Finance Cooperative, CoBank, and some community banks.

For these reasons, it is essential that infrastructure initiatives include sufficient
resources to meet the challenges of deploying and sustaining broadband in rural
America. Without such resources, any effort is likely to be effective only on the mar-
gins or in very limited respects, leaving behind many areas that still lack broadband
access and/or putting at risk investments already made to deploy advanced
broadband networks in deeply rural areas.

2. The Importance of Proven Track Records and Technical Know-How

The operational challenges of deploying networks over great distances through
sparsely populated rural areas are quite different than any other network construc-
tion project. Just because an operator has constructed a network in a downtown
business district in an NFL city—where there could be more people in a single
building than in an entire rural town and surrounding areas—this does not nec-
essarily translate into success in rural broadband.

It is therefore important to seek a proven track record of delivering real results
in rural areas. For example, while both American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
(ARRA) programs asked for information on the capability of applicants to perform,
only one included an explicit preference for real-world experience in rural
broadband. Any finite resources put toward supporting rural broadband are too im-
portant to gamble. Although new infrastructure initiatives should consider the mer-
its of all comers willing and able to make the effort to deploy rural broadband, in
the first instance we should also look to leverage the experience and existing assets
of those that have in fact deployed and operated a rural network and then delivered
services atop that network.

This last point is particularly important. Our nation is not building networks just
for the sake of building shiny new networks. Congress and the Administration are
considering broadband infrastructure initiatives because they care in the end about
the consumers and businesses in rural America that will use those networks., and
they recognize the benefits to the Nation as a whole To this end, any initiative
should look first to operators that are currently in the business of rural broadband,
delivering high-quality broadband day after day to hundreds of customers spread
over dozens or even hundreds of miles in rural areas. If public resources are lever-
aged to help make the business case to deploy networks, the sustainability and
u}fability of those networks are just as important as the act of initially constructing
them.

On a similar note, it is important to ensure that any entity wishing to leverage
Federal resources to deploy a rural broadband network is technically capable of de-
livering on its promise. The FCC’s new Connect America Fund Phase II USF auc-
tion program, for example, includes a “screen” that will aim to test technical as-
sumptions of applicants prior to providing any funding; the State of New York’s
broadband grant program seems to have gone even further in ensuring that those
claiming to have solutions for rural broadband can in fact deliver on their promise
from a technical perspective. Similarly, the ARRA programs required network pro-
posals to include certification from a professional engineer that the proposal would
operate as designed and claimed. Robust but reasonable “technical screens” are es-
sential (ico establish that a particular solution can in fact deliver upon the promise
asserted.

3. A Long-Term Investment Strategy is Far More Effective and Efficient

Any resources provided in connection with an infrastructure plan will be finite,
and thus should aim for the best return. In the case of long-term capital invest-
ments such as networks that will last for decades, this means that networks must
be scalable and capable of meeting user demands over the full life of such assets.
Putting resources toward inferior infrastructure that might seem cheaper upfront
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but needs to be substantially rebuilt in only a few years’ time could turn out to be
resources wasted—and risks leaving rural America behind.

This concept can be referred to as “total cost of ownership”—estimating the total
costs of owning and operating (and needing to reinvest in) an asset over its economic
life, rather than looking merely at the upfront costs of procuring the same asset.
Policymakers should craft an infrastructure initiative with this in mind; it will do
neither the rural Americans that depend upon broadband nor the broader American
economy any good to spend billions of dollars now just to have another conversation
about the need to rebuild that broadband infrastructure five years from now. Like
bridges and roads, broadband networks are long-term infrastructure assets, and our
Nation should adopt a similar planning horizon based upon scalable networks that
can meet user demands now and over the useful lives of these valuable assets. Put
another way, sustainability is key. It is not just about getting broadband out there;
from the perspective of consumers and communities, it is about keeping broadband
out there, and keeping it affordable and up-to-date with user demand.

4. Targeting Resources for New Construction is Critical

It is important to target any resources made available to minimize the prospect
of overbuilding existing networks. Unfortunately, as discussed further below in con-
nection with broadband mapping, identifying where service is or is not available has
proven vexing. The ARRA programs did not contain effective processes to validate
existing service coverage, and in some respects their rules all but invited at least
limited overbuilding. For example, the Broadband Technology Opportunities Pro-
gram (“BTOP”) overseen by the Department of Commerce largely eliminated any
firm bars to overbuilding by the time of its second round of funding, instead merely
weighing projects by the degree of unserved areas reached. By contrast, the FCC
employs a variety of processes in its USF programs aimed at validating where serv-
ice is or is not already available in order to direct funding to where it is needed
most; these processes may not be perfect in scope or granularity, but each is an im-
provement upon the baseline data available in the FCC’s Form 477 availability
database or from any other current source.

5. Coordinating Efforts Among Federal and State Broadband Initiatives is Essential

Coordination among programs—both those that may be created as part of any in-
frastructure plan and those already in place—is essential to maximize the effective-
ness of finite resources and achieve the goal of robust and sustainable universal
broadband. In fact, to minimize the likelihood of “making new mistakes” (or even
repeating old ones) in the rush to stand up any new program, as discussed further
below, NTCA submits that it makes sense in the first instance to leverage existing
programs that have time-tested processes and procedures to direct funds to the right
places and already have experience in vetting proposals to deploy and sustain rural
broadband.

If, however, new programs are to be created, these programs should not only take
stock of the lessons learned and principles to be derived from prior experience as
outlined in this testimony, but such new efforts must also ensure that they com-
plement—and do not compete with—the existing efforts already underway. For ex-
ample, some providers receiving Federal USF support have complained that BTOP
funds were used to connect anchor institutions that already had broadband service
leveraging that USF support. Similarly, RUS resources should work in concert with
USF as described further below, rather than having multiple Federal programs
stimulate the construction of duplicative networks in rural areas where the costs of
deploying and operating even just one network are prohibitive. Any Federal re-
sources made available to promote broadband availability should therefore be di-
rected through existing programs to maximize their effectives, and sufficient “guard-
rails” should be put into place to ensure that any new efforts complement, rather
tharﬁlundermine, the good work that existing broadband-focused programs already
enable.

6. Streamlining Construction Processes is Necessary

Once the business case can be made for deployment and ongoing operation of a
rural broadband network, this is where impediments that can delay or deter a
project come into play. Steps can and should be taken to mitigate permitting delays,
complicated application procedures, and high costs of access. Such efforts are espe-
cially important to enable any Federal resources made available as part of an infra-
structure plan can begin delivering on their promise as soon as possible.

Smaller providers like those in NTCA’s membership have neither the staff nor the
resources to navigate complex agency structures in search of permits to build
broadband; for companies and cooperatives with an average of approximately 25 em-
ployees, time and money spent on such efforts translates to time and money not
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spent building broadband. At the same time, in serving many of the most remote
parts of the United States, our members have deep experience with the Bureau of
Land Management, U.S. Forest Service, National Park Service, and many other
land-owning and property-managing agencies across the Federal Government. Espe-
cially when crossing Federal lands or railroad rights-of-way, small rural providers
must address permitting concerns or contractual obligations that can delay projects
and increase their already high costs.

7. Accountability Must be Part of any Program

One final principle to consider in connection with any infrastructure plan is how
to hold recipients of any resources accountable for use of the support they may re-
ceive. Concerns have been raised in the past, for example, that it is difficult to dis-
cern the precise locations reached leveraging ARRA resources. Similar concerns
were raised in the past with respect to use of USF funds, particularly in areas
where broadband remained lacking notwithstanding the sums disbursed to certain
carriers. In more recent years, however, the FCC has established a robust account-
ability program that imposes specific buildout obligations and requires recipients of
USF support to capture the latitude and longitude of every new location to which
they deploy broadband using such support. The FCC is also in the process of devel-
oping measures by which USF recipients will verify the availability of services at
the levels required by the program. Similar measures should be considered in any
new program—or, yet again, this provides good cause to leverage existing efforts in
lieu of creating new programs and compliance measures from scratch.

Proposed Steps Forward Based Upon These Key Principles and Lessons
Learned

The principles and lessons learned described above can provide guidance in con-
sidering the most effective and efficient steps in addressing our Nation’s remaining
rural broadband challenges. I will next discuss a few steps that NTCA suggest
should inform and shape any infrastructure plan.

1. Leverage Existing Initiatives to the Maximum Extent Possible

a. Universal Service Fund

Standing up new programs from scratch is not easy, and if a new broadband in-
frastructure initiative conflicts with existing efforts, this would undermine, rather
than further, our Nation’s broadband deployment goals. For these reasons, strong
consideration should be given to leveraging—and supplementing—the FCC’s exist-
ing High-Cost USF initiatives as a primary means of implementing a broadband in-
frastructure initiative.

USF programs have been in place for years, and the FCC has recently reoriented
these efforts under the “Connect America Fund” banner to promote broadband in
high-cost rural areas. As discussed earlier in this testimony, the high-cost USF/CAF
initiatives are essential both in justifying the business case for broadband infra-
structure investment in the first instance, and then sustaining such investments by
keeping rates for services more affordable once networks are built.

Unfortunately, although the FCC is considering steps to partially address a cur-
rent USF funding shortfall, these otherwise effective broadband-promoting initia-
tives remain woefully underfunded to achieve their goals. More than $100 million
per year is still needed to fund a USF model that the FCC created to promote
broadband deployment. In addition, under a budget control mechanism included
within 2016 reforms that applies only to some carriers, many small rural telecom
operators have had their support slashed by an unpredictably escalating budget con-
trol that now equals 12.3 percent on average, translating into denied recovery of
more than $170 million in actual costs this year for private broadband investments
that they have already made.

Indeed, the impacts arising out of insufficient funding of the USF programs are
striking, and they underscore how more sufficient funding could yield compelling re-
sults. Because of the USF model budget shortfall, 71,000 rural locations will receive
lower-speed broadband, and nearly 50,000 may see no broadband investment at all.
Meanwhile, a NTCA survey found that 183 small business member companies were
facing annual USF support reductions of more than $500,000 on average, with a cor-
responding average decline in planned network investment of nearly $950,000 that
translated to delays or denials of upgraded broadband to more than 850 customers
on average. (This last set of figures would add up to an estimated $91.5 million in
reduced USF support leading to nearly $174 million in declined or deferred
broadband investment, and more than 150,000 customers estimated to remain with-
out access to upgraded services.) Moreover, NTCA members estimated that the USF



37

support reduction would contribute to standalone broadband prices $50 higher per
month than they would otherwise have been for rural consumers.2

The FCC’s High-Cost USF efforts therefore represent a logical focal point for fu-
ture broadband infrastructure initiatives. The FCC is the Nation’s expert agency in
telecom policy, and it is already tackling broadband challenges with respect to avail-
ability and affordability. Moreover, recent CAF reforms adopted by the FCC have
sought to: (1) reorient the USF programs toward broadband, (2) ensure funding is
targeted to where it is needed (i.e., to places where the market does not enable serv-
ice delivery on its own), and (3) define what the FCC considers an efficient level
of support in each area. The FCC will also be conducting an auction later this year
that will allow interested bidders of all kinds to seek USF/CAF support for unserved
areas. Finally, the reformed program rules compel significant accountability, to the
point that support recipients must meet specified deployment obligations and
geocode every new location to which they deploy broadband leveraging USF support.

The FCC’s various High-Cost USF programs offer a ready-made platform that,
with additional resources but with very little additional “heavy lifting” or process,
could satisfy the principles articulated above and yield immediate, measurable bene-
fits for rural consumers in the form of additional locations reached and higher-speed
broadband. By contrast, creating new programs would require more administrative
effort, and the rules for any such new programs must still be informed by the objec-
tives and “lessons learned” articulated above—while also making sure not to under-
mine the important work that existing programs are already undertaking.

b. Rural Utilities Service

Additional resources for rural broadband could also be directed to the Department
of Agriculture’s RUS programs that have likewise been important in stimulating
rural infrastructure deployment. The RUS has long played a crucial role in address-
ing rural broadband challenges through its telecommunications programs that fi-
nance network upgrades and deployment in rural areas, and these programs remain
just as vital today. If any infrastructure resources are directed to RUS rather than
to the FCC’s USF/CAF efforts, it will then be essential, however, to ensure that such
programs are coordinated effectively with and complement, rather than compete
with, the ongoing efforts of the Federal USF programs.

At times, some confuse the roles of RUS programs and the USF, thinking them
repetitive or redundant. But this reflects a fundamental misunderstanding of the
unique and distinct role each has played. USF does not finance networks; banks and
other lenders (including RUS programs) provide upfront financing necessary to con-
struct networks (although not too many banks lend to construct broadband infra-
structure in rural America where return on investment is typically measured in dec-
ades). On the other hand, RUS programs and other banks and financing programs
do not sustain networks or make services atop them affordable for consumers; again,
loans from private lenders or through the RUS programs focus upon upfront financ-
ing. It is the Federal USF program that is essential to ensure that consumers can
obtain reasonably comparable services at reasonably comparable rates atop the net-
works once financed and built. In other words, USF is the linchpin of making the
business case in the first instance to obtain financing from any lender—RUS or oth-
erwise—to build networks in rural areas.

It is essential that this long-standing complementary relationship between RUS
and the USF initiatives continue, rather than revising the programs or using any
new infrastructure plan resources in a manner that pits Federal efforts against each
other. RUS already has policies in place precluding its own programs from com-
peting with one another; it is important to take this a step further and ensure that
all federal programs work in concert rather than potentially undermining each oth-
er’s important pro-investment policies. To this end, NTCA suggests ensuring that
any Federal RUS program funds and new infrastructure resources not be used to
overbuild another provider’s broadband network if supported by Federal USF re-
sources, provided that the USF recipient is meeting its buildout obligations under
the USF program. Such a reasonable measure will ensure the ongoing complemen-
tary nature of these efforts, maximize the effectiveness of any Federal resources put
toward broadband infrastructure, and ultimately enhance the likelihood of success
of new infrastructure initiatives in reaching as many rural Americans as possible.

2. Conduct Better, Smarter Mapping of Service Availability

This Subcommittee’s attention to mapping is much-needed and appreciated by
NTCA and its members. We need more accurate, granular data on service avail-

2NTCA 2017 USF Budget Control Impact Survey Results (2017), NTCA—The Rural
Broadband Association, Arlington, VA.
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ability to ensure that government efforts to support broadband target resources as
efficiently as possible. Such data serve two important functions, in fact, in the con-
text of broadband infrastructure policy. First, better data will help ensure that Fed-
eral support is not withdrawn when still needed because there is no other network
in a given area. Second, better data can help avoid the prospect of federally-sup-
ported dléplicative infrastructure deployment in an area that might at first appear
“unserved.”

Unfortunately, there is no single, current, fully reliable source of data with re-
spect to broadband availability in the United States. The National Broadband Map
administered by the Department of Commerce has not been updated since June
2014—ages ago in the evolution of broadband network coverage and speeds. More-
over, depending on the state process that went into gathering such data, that map
appeared to contain anything from carefully vetted information to self-selected
claims of coverage based more upon marketing interest than actual network capa-
bilities. In the interim, the FCC has started to publish more tools showing the data
gathered through provider Form 477 submissions, but the underlying Form 477
process itself suffers from imprecision and an inherent lack of granularity. The
Form 477 is certified by the provider, but there is no means of validating the data
submitted. In addition, the Form 477 data is submitted by census block—meaning
that in a rural area, one consumer with service in a block can result in unserved
consumers miles away looking “served” nonetheless. It is for these reasons that the
FCC has engaged in substantial periodic data collections and additional “challenge
processes” in the context of its fixed and mobile USF proceedings, so that it can de-
velop a record of better evidence to validate where service truly does and does not
exist notwithstanding the face of Forms 477 received.3

Better methods to ascertain broadband availability exist. The FCC’s High-Cost
USF program requires recipients of support to geocode individual locations where
new broadband is installed (and, in some cases, for prior deployments, too). Such
measures—particularly the geocoding of new installations and upgrades going for-
ward—can bring us closer to identifying where broadband exists with much greater
precision, which would then allow targeting of support and other efforts to promote
broadband deployment where needed most. On a going forward basis, geocoding
could perhaps offer promise in transitioning from the current maps to better infor-
mation. Whatever means might ultimately be chosen to obtain more accurate and
granular data, however, it will be important to: (a) avoid unreasonable burdens in
the data-gathering process, including any duties to go back and geocode prior instal-
lations; and (b) reconcile and coordinate data-gathering and mapping efforts to avoid
duplicative reporting requirements for operators and the prospect of generating in-
consistent data due to differing standards among reports at different agencies.

3. Streamline Permitting

As discussed earlier in this testimony, the primary challenge to rural broadband
deployment is making the business case at all for rural broadband deployment.
Where such business case exists however, removing barriers to deployment through
streamlining of governmental permitting procedures can in turn drive more rapid
rural broadband deployment at relatively lower cost. Several steps can and should
be taken to address such concerns, and NTCA is encouraged that Congress and the
Administration continue to examine these issues on so many fronts.

As an initial matter, NTCA and its members have urged that differences in Fed-
eral agency policies and procedures with respect to installation of communications
facilities should be the exception rather than the rule, applying only where needed
to implement a unique statutory directive to the agency in question. A lack of co-
ordination and standardization in environmental and historical application and ap-
proval processes across Federal agencies increases the cost and further complicates
and delays the deployment of broadband infrastructure—especially for small pro-
viders. Several NTCA members joined NTCA’s CEO, Shirley Bloomfield on the
FCC’s Broadband Deployment Advisory Committee’s Streamlining Federal Siting
Working Group that put forth recommendations, which will hopefully be imple-
mented to further accelerate the broadband deployment permitting process. Those
recommendations included:

3See Connect America Fund, et al., WC Docket No. 10-90, et al., Report and Order, Order
and Order on Reconsideration, and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 16-33 (rel.
Mar. 30, 2016), [ 70-71 (directing a challenge process for recipients of model-based USF sup-
port) and {116-145 (creating a challenge process for carriers receiving cost-based USF sup-
port); Connect America Fund, et al., WC Docket No. 10-90, et al., Order on Reconsideration and
Second Report and Order, FCC 17-102 (rel. Aug. 4, 2017), ]27-64 (adopting a challenge proc-
9ss) intended to direct Mobility Fund support to rural areas that lack unsubsidized 4G LTE serv-
ice).
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o Standardize and publish fee schedules, and utilize revenue in a way that pro-
motes expediting Federal siting processes.

e Harmonize permitting processes across agencies to the extent feasible and ensure
the process is uniformly applied across regional and state offices.

Recognize and accept existing completed studies in previously disturbed areas.

e Harmonize environmental assessments across Federal landholding or managing
agencies, further streamline National Environmental Protection Act and Na-
tional Historic Preservation Act exclusions, and eliminate duplicative environ-
mental studies.

e Make current environmental and historic review streamlining mechanisms man-
datory for all agencies.

o There should be a single, easily accessible online-tracking mechanism at each
Federal agency for the permitting process. All agencies should regularly report
on permit status and the number of permitting applications they have processed.

e The common application form should accommodate changes to existing installa-
tions and applicable leases and easements. Agencies should accommodate and
incorporate new broadband infrastructure technologies into their review proc-
esses. 4

As Congress considers any permitting reforms, however, it is important to empha-
size that any changes and coordination with respect to permitting should be made
on a “technology neutral” basis. Much of the discussion with respect to streamlining
of permitting processes appears driven by a desire to promote the availability of 5G
wireless capabilities through the increased placement of small cells. This is under-
standable given the promise of faster mobile broadband services and the fact that
massively expanded small cell placement is critical to the availability of such serv-
ices.

At the same time, it is important to take realistic stock of whether, when, and
to what degree 5G services will be available on a widespread basis in rural America.
A technical paper released last year found that the full promise of 5G capability can
only be realized in rural America if small cells are placed every several hundred feet
apart,® and it will take significant amounts of backhaul capacity—“densification” of
fiber >—to manage the data loads that 5G is hoping to handle.” In short, the deploy-
ment of 5G-capable networks in rural areas where there are only a few households
per square mile would effectively seem to translate to a fiber-to-the-premise con-
struction. Put another way, the old mantra of “wireless needs wires” is quickly be-
coming “5G needs fiber.” In addition, it has been explained that taking steps to ra-
tionale 5G permitting alone “will not solve the problem in unserved areas;” it will
clearly take both permitting relief and additional resources if the promise of 5G will
come to rural America within the foreseeable future.8

In the end, for rural consumers to have a broadband experience reasonably com-
parable to that in urban America, they must have meaningful access to both fixed
and mobile broadband services. Placing too much hope on mobility alone without
recognizing “wireless needs wires”—or, these days, “56G needs fiber”—is a recipe for
insufficient access in rural America.

Conclusion

The current national infrastructure debate represents a significant opportunity to
make progress on rural broadband deployment, and we hope that the promise of
broadband will be recognized among the many other compelling infrastructure prior-
ities also in need of attention and resources. We look forward to working with you
and greatly appreciate the work of this subcommittee in helping to solve the chal-
lenges of rural broadband.

( 4Br)oadband Deployment Advisory Committee: Federal Siting Working Group, Final Report,
2018).

5 Evaluating 5G Wireless Technology as a Complement or Substitute for Wireless Broadband,
Vantage Point Solutions (2017).

6See Remarks of Federal Communications Commission Chairman Ajit Pai at the Mobile
World Congress, Barcelona, Spain, February 28, 2017.

7The Road to 5G is Paved with Fiber, Fiber Broadband Association, December 2017; Sean
Buckley, “Verizon’s McAdam: Our multiuse fiber approach offers more cost efficiencies,” Fierce
Telecom, May 22, 2017.

8Holmes, Allan, “5G Cell Service is Coming. Who Decides Where It Goes?” The New York
Times, March 2, 2018; see also remarks of CTIA during “Closing the Digital Divide: Broadband
Infrastructure Solutions” hearing, U.S. House of Representatives Energy & Commerce Commu-
nications and Technology Subcommittee, January 30, 2018.



40

Due in part to the leadership of this subcommittee, small, rural broadband pro-
viders like those represented by NTCA-The Rural Broadband Association continue
to make great strides in overcoming the challenges of providing broadband to rural
America. Your commitment to identifying and solving these challenges is greatly ap-
preciated. Thank you for inviting me to be with you today, and I look forward to
your questions.

Senator WICKER. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Romano. And
thank you all, gentlemen, you all submitted excellent written testi-
monies which will be included in the record and your 5 minute
summaries were just outstanding. So my hat is off to each of you.

Let’s begin, Mr. Gillen, with something you brought up and per-
haps others would like to comment on this. This race to win 5G.
You say we are in a race with China and Japan, for example, as
well as the European Union. What are the consequences of letting
someone else win this race? What if China wins the race and we
come in second? What does this really mean to Americans?

Mr. GILLEN. It’s a great question. Chairman, I think the easiest
way to think about it is looking backward. We lead the world in
4G wireless and that lead to things like the app economy devel-
oping here. You have global giants like Samsung and Erickson
have R&D facilities here in the United States because we have the
best networks to innovate off of.

So when we talk about 5G and the exciting things happening in
healthcare and transportation and education, we want that innova-
tion to happen here first. And if we aren’t first we risk that innova-
tion going overseas.

Senator WICKER. Would someone else like to talk about that? All
right. OK. If not, we will move on and I'll get all my questions in.

So do all of you agree with Mr. Gillen?

Mr. Berry.

Mr. BERRY. Yes, Senator, I agree that we do want to be in first
because we get the first mover of benefit in an economy.

I'm also concerned about as we move to 5G that we are also
ready for 5G in all of rural America. We need to get the 4G LTE,
long-term evolution technology, as well as VoLT, voice over LTE,
and the faster we get there the faster we can have the benefits in
rural America and urban/suburban America of a 5G world. Because
I don’t think we want to leave half the United States or half the
Nation behind this economic opportunity for the new mobile world.
And so that’s my concern. Yes, we need to be on the forefront of
innovation, but we also need to do it in a way that allows the en-
tire economy to benefit from this great opportunity.

Senator WICKER. Thank you very much.

Well, Mr. Berry, let me ask you then to elaborate on the concern
that I expressed and that you expressed about data collection and
broadband mapping. I think you said it’s just totally inadequate. So
if you would comment on that first and then anyone else would like
to follow-up, please do.

Why is the data so wrong?

Mr. BERRY. You know the simple answer is garbage in, garbage
out. And we are not asking—it’s clear that I had great hopes that
this next round of data request would actually produce a better
quality service maps. What we actually got though was very clear
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that the FCC requested the wrong perimeters in order to define a
granular map that has actual meaning on the ground.

Senator WICKER. When did that request go out?

Mr. BERRY. Well, it was a whole series of discussions and back
and forth with the FCC. You know, our carriers, FCC and our
members said, listen, you should measure signal strength and you
should measure those types of things that consumers expect for
usage on the ground. And we didn’t do that in this map.

What you have is a map that the FCC produced that says here
is the areas that we think are eligible for USF and all those other
areas, including like 99 percent of Mississippi is ineligible, and
until someone challenges that, it’s like having to prove a negative
and I—I am very concerned that the map is so disfigured in terms
of its reality on the ground that it’s almost impossible to have a
successful challenge because you’re going to have to challenge lit-
erally 98 percent of the United States in order to do so.

It’'s—we can do better. I would suggest that maybe we need all
the resources of the Federal Government to focus on broadband
data and information. NTIA just last—just a few days ago, David
Redl, the new Assistant Secretary of NTIA, suggested NTIA has a
great database and has access to local, state and governments and
that they can help build a better database that is rational and
more accurate about where is broadband and where it is not.

Senator WICKER. Mr. DeBroux——

Mr. BERRY. Not just wireline, but wireless.

Senator WICKER.—you seem eager to jump in.

Mr. DEBRrROUX. Yes. I think, and I'm not an expert on the wireless
side of this, but on the wireline side I think some good starts have
been made. We are not there, but take, for example, in the ACAM
program, the FCC was extremely careful to make sure that there
was no over building. That money wasn’t given to households that
already had other options available.

And we are in 25 different states and we looked very closely at
where the locations would be funded. We've actually engaged in
their challenge process in various areas and we actually lost some
of those challenges that we thought we should have won, but what
that meant was there was no possibility that any money would be
going for duplicative networks. And in that particular context, I
think the FCC had done a really good job using 477 data in terms
of precisely targeting the money that was available for broadband.

So I think there’s a start. I don’t think it’s all, you know, total
chaos out there. I think there are various agencies that are col-
lecting data.

In addition, USAC for each location that we build, each house-
hold that we build to we have to provide the geocode location to
them. So they are building a map as time goes on. So I think with
coordination among various Federal agencies, I think we are get-
ting there, but we are clearly not there yet.

Senator WICKER. There are better maps you say.

Mr. DEBroOUX. Well, there are better—there’s information that
hasn’t really made its way into the maps. When I looked at the
FCC map, there were definitely flaws with it and I think it’s the
way, partly the way the 477 data was interpreted.



42

For example, TDS Telecom, our parent company is telephone and
data systems. It’s also the parent company of U.S. Cellular and
there was confusion in the maps in terms of what was represented
as an area that telephone and data systems served that could have
been either our wireless or our wireline areas. So there’s refine-
n}llent that needs to be done, but I think the underlying data is
there.

So it’s a matter of evolving these maps and working on them and
seeing what needs to be done and moving forward.

Senator WICKER. Senator Schatz.

STATEMENT OF HON. BRIAN SCHATZ,
U.S. SENATOR FROM HAWAII

Senator SCHATZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you to all the
testifiers for being here.

I want to talk a little bit about tech infrastructure in the context
of this broader infrastructure conversation. It occurs to me that
Democrats are unlikely to support a shifting of responsibility for in-
frastructure from the Federal Government to State and local. They
are also unlikely to support the undermining of labor or environ-
mental protections. And, likewise, Republicans are unlikely to sup-
port, at least at this time, a big unpaid for straight up 1.5 trillion
dollar infrastructure plan and yet everybody likes the idea of fund-
ing USF to a greater degree.

You have a technical problem I think of just making a straight
appropriation into a fund which is—which has always operated
under a statute with fee revenue. So that’s context.

One more point of context is that the USF contribution factor
was five and a half percent in 2000. It’s 19.5 percent right now. We
have gone from three million broadband subscribers at the residen-
tial level to about 100 million now. And that doesn’t count anybody
who gets high speed Internet in some other way.

So you have this shrinking base of revenue from people who still
use traditional telephone service that is funding broadband infra-
structure across the country. We all support that, but the math
doesn’t work out.

And the beauty of this is that the difficulty that a legislative
body would normally have in assessing a fee for broadband, be-
cause everybody is freaked out about calling it taxing the internet,
is set aside because these are appointed officials, not elected offi-
cials. The FCC already has statutory authorization to do contribu-
tion reform.

And I can understand elected officials not wanting to stand up
and tax broadband, but it is actually unconscionable that we are
charging a smaller and smaller number of people who are primarily
rural in the first place, elderly, not as wealthy, who just have tradi-
tional telephone service to subsidize the rest of the world getting
on broadband.

We need contribution reform and we need the FCC to step up
and act like appointed officials for a quasi-judicial commission.

And, the FCC has already shown this year, without getting into
a separate conversation, an absolute determined willingness to do
unpopular things. This would be an unpopular thing that would ac-
tually make sense in terms of connecting all of our communities to
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the internet. And so I'll start with Mr. DeBroux and Mr. Romano
and see if you have any comments on that.

Mr. DEBroUX. Well, first of all, 'm not sure I've got much to add
to what you said because I could not agree with you more. The
base, the current base is shrinking. The need for broadband is
there. We have a law that says reasonable comparability. I mean
it’s not just a good idea, it’s the law.

And in order to obtain that, in order to get broadband out into
rural areas that is comparable it’s going to take a lot of money. I
mean there are a lot of things that can be done around the margins
in terms of, in terms of helping getting through rights-of-way, get-
ting access, all that kind of stuff.

But without actual dollars being spent we are not going to
achieve comparability and so I agree a hundred percent with your
analysis.

Senator SCHATZ. Mr. Romano.

Mr. RoMANO. Thank you, Senator. Yes. So, first, you are correct,
the FCC does have the authority, regardless of—and I know some-
times this gets into a question of what is broadband. Regardless of
what one considers broadband, the FCC has the authority under
current law to include some form of broadband within the contribu-
tions mechanism, whether it’s on a revenues or connections or what
have you basis. So that authority is there.

But you raise a fundamental point. This is about equity. We are
talking about funding broadband networks. We are talking about
finding a way to help make sure broadband gets deeper into rural
areas, to lower-income consumers, into schools and libraries. But
yet the one service that isn’t contributing to that goal of getting
more broadband out there, ironically, is broadband.

There’s an equity issue there. The consumers who are left paying
for this are the consumers who are not making use of broadband.
It’s a fundamental disconnect in that. Sustainability is critical to
these programs, especially with long-term investments like the
ones we are talking about here. If you don’t have a sustainable uni-
versal service mechanism itself in the form of sufficient funding,
predictable funding, we’re going to have a problem. We are talking
about potentially providing more support for broadband. Yet right
now the high-cost program operates on levels that were decided in
2011 just because that happened to be what 2010 distributions
were.

So we do need to approach this fundamentally as an equity issue
a]I;{i hopefully find a way to make these programs more sustain-
able.

Senator SCHATZ. Thank you to all of you.

Mr. Mayor.

Mr. RESNICK. Thank you, Senator. It’s a great question. In addi-
tion to being the Mayor and working with NLC on these issues, I
had the privilege of serving on the FCC’s Intergovernmental Advi-
sory Committee for 8 years including as its Chair through Decem-
ber 2016.

My committee supported the FCC reforming its programs to rec-
ognize that people are getting new technology and the programs
don’t work anymore based on the old technology, including Life
Line program which the FCC did reform to include broadband sup-
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port. So there’s no reason that these programs can’t be expanded
to cover broadband service.

Senator SCHATZ. I'm out of time so I'll take the rest of it for the
record.

Thank you.

Senator WICKER. Let’s go ahead and let Mr. Gillen and Mr. Berry
comment briefly.

Mr. BERRY. I'll give you one more factoid for your illogical ration-
ale on how we are spending more and more on broadband and less
and less contributions. Wireless is actually spending—making a
significant contribution to broadband. That’s the one area that’s
gone up.

Unfortunately, decisions in the last 4 years have reduced the
amount of funds that are available under the High-Cost Fund for
wireless. While we are paying 45 plus percent, we get about 8 per-
cent now. Five years ago we were paying 45 or 50 percent and we
were getting 23 and a half percent. So how do you get high speed
mobile broadband when—and you're right, in a fund that’s declin-
ing, when the policies have actually decreased the amount of funds
that are going to mobile.

Senator WICKER. What decisions, what policies?

Mr. BERRY. Within the FCC, when we restructured the USF, you
know, I represent wireless. So I think it’s a little broadband—I
mean I think it’s a little wireline biased, but now we are in a
broadband world and I think we do need to address the contribu-
tion reform issue. It’s been on the table for a long time.

We have a lot of companies out there, especially over-the-top
companies are making a heck of a lot more on the networks than
the people that build and operate and maintain the networks and
we need to address that.

Senator WICKER. Mr. Gillen.

Mr. GILLEN. Mr. Berry covered it well. It truly is, for us, a mat-
ter of technology neutrality as well. We are paying in roughly 50
percent of the fund, because we still have telecommunication serv-
ices that all of your cell phones pay into this. But we are only get-
ting 10 percent of the fund back. So I think some of the equities
we look at updated methodology is who is paying in and the fair-
ness of that program.

Thank you, sir.

Senator WICKER. Senator Blunt.

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

Senator BLUNT. It’s highly possible that I don’t understand how
5G is going to work. But what I think I understand about 5G
would mean that it would be likely to be even more slowly imple-
mented in rural America than what we are doing now. So here’s
a premise.

The premise is if that’s right and you have to have a 5G tower
every, you all can fill in the blank, but it all sounds like to me it’s
pretty close, it might work in Wilton Manors, Florida. It might not
work in the rural parts surrounding Wilton Manors, Florida as the
example. So the premise would be if—explain to me why 5G would
be implemented in those last people’s served, and if it’s not going
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to be implemented, would we be better off to focus on wired broad-
band for those kinds of locations knowing that there is likely not
to be a tower built for a long time every 500 yards. I think that’s
a big number based on what I have heard.

Mr. Berry, do you want to start? And, Mr. Gillen, I can see your
eyes are twinkling there. So, and, Mr. DeBroux too, I would be in-
terested in what you have to say.

Mr. BERRY. Thank you for the question. And it is real interesting
issue that I think technology is going to help us respond and ad-
dress some of those issues, but 5G IoT is a lot of different things
and a lot of different services.

There’s some new technology the NB, narrowband technology, on
the IoT Internet of things can roll out through an LTE and on top
of LTE networks. So narrowband LTE. It can reach as much as ten
times further than existing LTE technology. So it’s not necessarily
so that 5G IoT type of services and capabilities are going to be
rolled out in rural America last. I think what we may have is an
opportunity to actually enhance broadband service, narrowband
broadband service in some of the, you know, more cost-effective de-
ployments in rural America earlier. And so if we had——

Senator BLUNT. What do you mean by narrowband?

Mr. BERRY. It’s a type of technology that runs on a smaller slice
of spectrum and will—DISH technology, DISH is using narrowband
technology, as well as T-Mobile has just deployed a narrowband
technology running side-to-side essentially on the guardbands of
their own LTE network. So technology is giving us great opportuni-
ties here.

Senator BLUNT. All right.

Mr. BERRY. So if we have some revenue and dedicated resources
for mobile broadband build out I think you are going to see it soon-
er than you might otherwise expect.

Senator BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I'm going to have to take this
call.

Mr. GILLEN. It’s a 5G call.

Senator BLUNT. While—it’s a 5G call. It’s probably a 4G call. Go
ahead and answer the question and I will read your answer in the
record.

Mr. GILLEN. Absolutely, thank you, Senator. And I think 5G will
absolutely benefit rural America and it is going to start in the
denser parts, as any new technology does. So it’s going to first go
to college campuses like Missoula, it’s going to go to the town
square, places where you need to have the ability to have a hun-
dred times more devices and a hundred times the speed.

But 5G will have applications, as Steve noted, that require low
band spectrum to go distances like connect a car and other applica-
tions that is going to be different technology. So for us we separate:
there’s rural America that absolutely will benefit from 5G and then
there are Americans unserved by any broadband today, and those
are really two different challenges and we need two different sets
of solutions for that, but in terms of 5G benefiting rural America,
absolutely.

Senator WICKER. OK. Mr. Udall is next.
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STATEMENT OF HON. TOM UDALL,
U.S. SENATOR FROM NEW MEXICO

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

This topic of this hearing is timely and important. In New Mex-
ico we have companies, including tribally owned telecommunication
companies, rural electric co-ops and traditional rural, local ex-
change carriers that are working hard every day to serve the high-
est cost areas, but basic economics tells us they need more support
from Federal programs. And by support we mean dollars, not sim-
ply press releases and rhetoric.

As T sit here and listen to some of the testimony it is striking
as major wireless companies tout winning the race for 5G, too
many people in New Mexico and those living on tribal lands are
stuck without 1G. While carriers have been vocal about what they
see as delays, I hear from many rural areas and tribal communities
about these same carriers refusing to build towers or serve those
areas.

For example, the Village of Reserve, New Mexico was approached
by a wireless company in 2014 to build a tower within village lim-
its. Surveying was completed, but then the company has failed to
return a single phone call or e-mail from local officials. That was
4 years ago.

So as we hear from companies asking for more latitude to build
in mostly urban areas, everyone on this Committee must push
them hard to expand to rural areas where so many communities
still do not have adequate internet.

And at this point, Mr. Chairman, I would just seek to put in the
testimony of Godfrey Enjady, the General Manager of the Mesca-
lero Apache Telecommunications, Inc. in New Mexico. And he’s also
the head of the tribal entities

Senator WICKER. Without objection it will be.

[The information referred to follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GODFREY ENJADY, GENERAL MANAGER,
MESCALERO APACHE TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.

Chairman Wicker, Ranking Member Schatz and members of the subcommittee,
thank you for this opportunity to submit testimony. I am Godfrey Enjady, General
Manager of Mescalero Apache Telecom, Inc. (MATI) located in Mescalero, New Mex-
ico. I also serve as President of the National Tribal Telecommunications Association
(NTTA) which is comprised of the nine Tribally-owned and operated telecommuni-
cations companies that provide voice, broadband and other communications services
to their communities. Those companies are Cheyenne River Sioux Telephone Au-
thority, Fort Mojave Telecommunications, Inc., Gila River Telecommunications, Inc.,
Hopi Telecommunications, Inc., Mescalero Apache Telecom, Inc., Saddleback Com-
munications, San Carlos Apache Telecommunications Utility, Inc., Tohono O’odham
Utility Authority, and Warm Springs Telecom.

Mescalero Apache Telecom serves the entirety of the Mescalero Apache Reserva-
tion located in the remote South Central Mountains of New Mexico. Prior to MATI
purchasing its service area and building its network in 2001, 52 percent of the Mes-
calero Apache Tribe received no service, and 48 percent received only basic voice
service. Nearly 100 percent of the Tribe now has access to some level of broadband
service. MATI provides services in what is considered a rural, high-cost area and
serves an average population density of two customers per square mile. This situa-
tion causes the average cost per loop to substantially exceed the national average.
In addition, 84 percent of the Tribe is eligible for Lifeline Support, compared to the
national average of 21.8 percent.

The recent 2018 Broadband Deployment Report acknowledges that only 31.6 per-
cent of rural Tribal areas in the lower 48 states have access to 25/3 fixed broadband
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service. MATI attests that, in its specific case, extremely high costs are incurred to

build out its Reservation and maintain network operations to provide modernized

:ciele((:iommunications and broadband services to its community and close the digital
ivide.

The difficulties in serving remote, dispersed communities situated in hard to
serve, rough terrain has been thoroughly illuminated in Congressional testimony
and on the record at the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), and with
USDA’s Rural Utilities Service (RUS).

Access to capital is a major roadblock to network growth and viability. Because
most Tribally-owned carriers cannot collateralize their assets, RUS is our only lend-
er and I appreciate the work that they do. In 2015, my company received the first
RUS loan under the 2008 Farm Bill’s Substantially Underserved Trust Area provi-
sion. RUS loans and FCC Universal Service Fund (USF) support go hand-in-hand.
Feliable and predictable cash flow is required to get any sort of loan, including RUS
oans.

The National Broadband Plan, in numerous instances, outlined the need for great-
er efforts to be made to make broadband available on Tribal lands. There is a lack
of FCC development of broadband performance goals and measurements on Tribal
lands. We recommend the development of training, mapping, data collection, and
performance goals and measurements for broadband development in Native commu-
nities.

The arbitrary budget cap that has been established for the FCC’s USF high-cost
program does not allow for adequate funds to build and maintain the broadband
networks that are demanded by regulators, policy makers and consumers. There
continues to be a debate about broadband capacities and speeds, no matter what the
platform of delivery. Fiber optic networks, with the complement of wireless and sat-
ellite technologies, delivers the most rewarding Internet experience to consumers.
And that network requires a viable and predictable funding source, especially in
areas that are remote, sparsely populated and hard to serve. An examination and
reform of the USF contribution regime is long over-due, and may eliminate any need
for the arbitrary budget cap.

In June of 2015, NTTA went on record at the FCC with a proposal to adopt a
Tribal Broadband Factor (TBF) as part of the reform of the long term USF for rate-
of-return carriers. The TBF included a multiplier for targeted support on Tribal
lands, and had specific obligations for any carrier, Tribally-owned or not, that uses
the program. The proposal was straightforward and easily understood, and was nar-
rowly-tailored to address the specific need to promote broadband while causing very
little impact on the overall USF mechanism. The FCC did not adopt this proposal.
In February of last year, the FCC began circulation of a portion of the TBF proposal
that would allow funding relief for operational expenses for communications compa-
nies serving Tribal lands. To date, this proposal has not been adopted. We call on
this committee to weigh-in with the FCC to immediately act on this opex relief order
and work to bring stability and predictability to USF support for Tribal commu-
nities.

NTTA recommends that a pilot program be established to locate existing infra-
structure in Indian country. In many Tribal areas, current infrastructure facilities
(water, sewer, gas, electricity) are not properly identified or mapped. The preference
of burying new broadband infrastructure leads to unintended cuts and/or damage
to existing utility facilities that can prove to be inconvenient and possibly dangerous
to the local community as well as adding significant cost to a broadband build out.
There are numerous instances of Tribally-owned and operated telecommunications
companies using a major portion of their broadband project funding to repair dam-
aged infrastructure. For example, MATI recently incurred over $350,000 of addi-
tional construction costs resulting from hitting unmarked water and sewer lines
during its current fiber-to-the-home build. In the case of Tribally-owned companies,
this funding would be provided primarily through RUS loans. With aging infrastruc-
ture on Native lands, the scope of this problem is significant and unknown. A pilot
program, with adequate funding, would allow all parties involved to develop best
practices and methods to identify unmarked infrastructure to avoid damage and
unneeded additional cost.

We also recommend additional funding for the development of more robust middle
mile infrastructure and capacity. Most Tribally-owned telecommunications compa-
nies serve rugged and remote areas. Issues related to distance and capacity make
connecting to the “outside world” very costly. As Tribal companies build out
broadband to their communities, they add more customers and therefore more traf-
fic on their network. Customer usage has also driven the need for more capacity
(Netflix, YouTube, etc.). An injection of funds to build more middle mile capacity for
Tribal use would greatly benefit those communities.
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Also, there needs to be a reallocation of spectrum for Tribal use. The current proc-
ess of spectrum allocation makes it very difficult for smaller entities to access spec-
trum. This includes Tribal communities which need both wired and wireless services
to prosper. One way to address the scale of size issue is to establish a Tribal Spec-
trum Network to increase the capacity “buying power” of Tribal entities.

There are many other issues that can be addressed to enhance broadband deploy-
ment in Tribal areas: expansion and increased funding for USDA’s Community Con-
nect Grant program, the reduction of regulatory compliance reporting for small com-
panies, an enhanced Tribal Lifeline credit, and a better Tribal engagement and con-
sultation processes.

Mr. Chairman, much more work needs to be done on infrastructure growth in
Tribal areas, most importantly in the area of broadband deployment.

Senator UDALL. My question to Mr. Berry and Mr. Gillen, there
is much talk about the great future and capabilities of 5G, 5G wire-
less services and the need for more infrastructure to build out that
network. The FCC is currently examining sweeping changes to Sec-
tion 106 requirements that have been a good example of govern-
ment-to-government engagement between tribal entities and the
Federal Government.

How do your member companies view this Section 106 historic
preservation mandates and tribal consultation requirements in
light of the FCC’s draft report and order?

Do you believe these mandates should be weakened and are your
melrf})bers seeking to eliminate fees that cities and states charge as
well?

Mr. Berry and Mr. Gillen.

Mr. BERRY. Thank you, Senator. Thank you for the concern you
expressed on the local tribal issues, as well as the cultural heritage
issues.

I would ask sort of a success story to be entered into the record.
One of our carriers, Commnet Cellular, actually worked with the
Pueblo tribes there in New Mexico to actually provide a tower that
is commensurate with their historical and cultural acquisitions and
worked very closely with them to bring them their number one pri-
ority, which was service that was culturally acceptable in its appli-
cation.

So we very—most of our carriers are smaller carriers. They live
in the community. If they don’t like something, you may hear it at
church and you may hear it at the PTA. So we are very concerned
about that in the local context.

But, we do believe that we need a modifications of Section 106
and National Historic Presentation Act, as well as NEPA. As well
as some of those tribal review requirements should be focused more
on actual addressing historical, cultural antiquities and preserva-
tion.

It doesn’t make any sense, Brad just mentioned, sometimes you
file an application and 2 years later you get approval. The tech-
nology has moved so quickly that the antenna that you were going
to put up there is now no longer the antenna that works in your
network and so you have to refile.

So I think there are rationale, reasonable and logical progression
of how we can not only address those issues, but also speed them
up and bring that service to rural America and we are totally in
favor of that. And I'll share with you the story that I think was
a model of how we should address the tribal issues.

Senator UDALL. Thank you.
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Mr. Gillen.

Mr. GILLEN. Thank you, Senator. And we can and need to do bet-
ter in serving your residents in New Mexico. With respect to the
tribal question you raised, I think it’s important from the FCC’s
perspective what they are doing next week. It does not actually
govern actual tribal areas or reservation, it goes to the consultation
process of areas of significance.

And the challenge we face right now is there is an example, a
carrier wanted to site in Houston before the Super Bowl last year
23 small cells in an existing parking lot. That process cost $173,000
to site something on a parking lot.

And so I think what the FCC is trying to do is find the right bal-
ance to retain the important tribal rights, but also ensure we are
deploying in a timely manner. We think the FCC has struck the
right balance, but happy to work with you on that issue.

Senator UnDALL. Mr. Chairman, I think my time is up, but the
Mayor I think wanted to comment on this.

Mr. RESNICK. Just briefly. I just wanted to bring to the attention
of the Senator and the Committee that the issues with respect to
deployment are not only in rural areas. I happened to be at a pub-
lic hearing in Leon County, Florida, which is where Tallahassee is
located. I know the representative is here from Tallahassee.

And that when asked by a county commissioner whether a com-
pany would install 5G technology in inner city Tallahassee where
residents do not have affordable broadband, do not have reliable
service, frankly, the industry in a candid moment said, no, that
there’s not an economic case for that. We have absolutely no inten-
tion of deploying 5G technology in inner city Tallahassee and
there’s nothing in Florida law that allows the city to require a
buildout.

So it’s not just the rural and tribal areas that are going to suffer
from a lack of this technology, it’s the inner city areas as well.

Senator UDALL. Thank you.

Senator WICKER. Thank you, Mr. Mayor.

Senator UDALL. And thank you for your courtesies.

Senator WICKER. Thank you, Senator Udall.

Senator Fischer.

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

Senator FISCHER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

In Nebraska one-in-four jobs is agriculture related. I recently
held an Internet of Things, an agriculture roundtable, to explore
the needs of rancher and farmers leveraging new technologies that
increase efficiencies and enhance crop yields.

As we discussed precision agriculture technologies are estimated
to improve American farmer’s crop yields by an average of $40 per
acre.

Mr. Gillen, in your view, how will 5G networks impact precision
agriculture to increase productivity and better manage risk?

Mr. GILLEN. Thank you, Senator. And thank you for your leader-
ship on this issue. Absolutely, we are very excited what precision
agriculture can do.
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We tend to think about 4G made each of our lives easier, made
it simpler, made it more convenient. And 5G will do that for indus-
tries and agriculture is certainly one of them. You see the forty dol-
lar example you gave. There’s also examples of reducing water
usage by 50 percent thanks to sensors and better utilization of data
to keep farmers on farmland.

So we are very excited about what precision agriculture can do
and we have the challenge of deploying the networks to help Ne-
braska be better farmers.

Senator FISCHER. How do you think farmers can better manage
their risk through IoT?

Mr. GILLEN. I think you know better than I, but I think data is
key here, just like it is when we talk about maps that the more
data we can give farmers about their crops, about their land and
their yield, they, they know-how to do their job. So the more infor-
mation we can give them the better they will be.

Senator FISCHER. Great.

Mr. Romano, do you feel different metrics or approaches would
be needed to properly address network coverage on our Nation’s
ranch lands and the crop lands as well?

Mr. RomaNoO. Thank you, Senator. I do. I think there’s a—there
are two fundamental issues today with the mapping structures that
are in place. Now, the FCC’s Form 477 data right now is the best
available source we've got. But there are two primary I think
issues with it. The first is that it is not granular enough. If there
is one location served within a census block the entire location is
deemed served. And as we know in rural areas, those can be pretty
big census blocks, particularly when you have got agricultural com-
munities at issue.

The second issue is the fact that those are self-reported. There’s
no verification process behind it. They are certified. Providers have
to certify that they are doing it, but there’s no verification of that.
And as we seen in the mobility fund context, as Mr. Berry de-
scribed, as we have seen even in the ACAM process or other proc-
esses, statements of overcoverage lead to false positives of cus-
tomers being served. And that means, for example, that agricul-
tural community does not have the service throughout that is, in
fact, claimed to be. It might only be in the town and not to the sur-
rounding areas.

Senator FISCHER. How can we get better mapping? How can we
find those dead spots that are out there? Because in my area they
certainly exist.

Mr. ROMANO. So there are two things there. With respect first to
how do we get better data set beyond the 477? The FCC has sought
comment on that. One thing that we have suggested, and Mr.
DeBroux mentioned this a moment ago, is this notion of geocoding.

So we initially had actual questions about the process of
geocoding, but what we found is that on a going-forward basis with
respect to figuring out where customers were actually served it’s
not an unmanageable process as long as it’s done again going for-
ward. And it could help to provide a transition to actually figuring
out at each and every location does this customer have what the
provider says they have there.
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Senator FISCHER. And, Mr. Romano, in your testimony you ref-
erenced important distinctions in the FCC’s USF and USDA—
sorry, RUS programs in terms of persistent rural broadband chal-
lenges. You also stated that it is essential that these longstanding
complimentary relationship between RUS and the USF initiatives
continue.

How do you envision improved coordination going forward be-
tween the two Federal agencies? So that we can avoid possible be-
lieve overbuilding. So we can look for more enhanced accountability
and still maintain the integrity of these programs.

Mr. RomaNO. Thank you, Senator. RUS and the FCC have
worked very well together in the past, I believe. There have been
times where communication might have been improved as some of
the reforms were going through and one agency was moving
quicker than another or in different directions, but by and large I
think the communication has been highly effective and relatively
consistent.

The question now as we talk about branching into new programs,
potential infrastructure initiatives, farm bill coming up, what have
you, this is an opportunity to make sure we have got the right
guardrails in place. What we don’t want to have happen is have
two programs funding two different providers to operate broadband
networks to the same location.

We are going to be pitting programs against each other and you
are making use of resources that then could have gone to other
unserved areas or to help with the affordability of networks. So
having guardrails in place for affordability of services. Having
guardrails in place to make sure that a program recognizes, for ex-
ample, well, there’s a FCC CAF II build going on over here or an
ACAM build going on over here is going to be important and make
sure those two programs work in concert.

Senator FISCHER. And how are we going to make sure that this
is extended to the State levels so that those dollars can be maxi-
mized? Do you have any thoughts on that?

Mr. RomaNo. So, yes, Senator. We have been looking at the pros-
pect of potential State block grants. And this, to us, is one of the
most important questions to think about in the State process is the
states are going to be racing to get money out the door as fast as
they can and standing up a new program. We are going to have to
make sure that the same sorts of guardrails are in place.

So, for example, New York had to do this in their program. They
made sure that they coordinated their program with the CAF II
initiatives to avoid that very prospect of overbuilding. And I think
the same care needs to be taken if we go to the State route.

Senator FISCHER. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Senator WICKER. Senator Hassan.

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

Senator HASSAN. Thank you very much and thank you to all of
our witnesses for being here this morning. Look, since joining the
Senate connecting Americans to robust broadband service has re-
mained a central focus of mine. I thank both Mr. Gillen and Mr.
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Berry for mentioning a couple of the efforts I have been involved
in.

For starters, I work closely with Senator Gardner to introduce
the AIRWAVES Act which would free up more spectrum resources
to power our Nation into 5G. And the bill would also set aside a
portion of auction proceeds to invest in rural broadband initiatives.
Additionally, I worked with Senator Capito to introduce, and here’s
a name that just rolls right off the tongue, the Rural, Reasonable
and Comparable Wireless Act of 2018, which would help close the
digital divide and expand access to broadband in rural parts of the
country.

So I would just like to give you both, Mr. Gillen and Mr. Berry,
an opportunity to talk to us about how these bills would assist us
in reaching our connectivity goals and spurn growth in our econ-
omy.

Why don’t we start first with Mr. Gillen and then Mr. Berry.

Mr. GILLEN. Thank you, Senator.

Absolutely, airwaves and spectrum policy are key to solving this
puzzle. When you look at the low band spectrum we sold last year,
that’s enabling carriers now to reach rural America, including some
building out to Montana right now because that spectrum goes a
great deal of distance. So that spectrum is definitely a key part of
this puzzle.

And as you alluded to, one of the unique things in airwaves is
the idea of the rural dividend and that money raised through the
auction would go back into rural deployment. And that does get to
Senator Schatz point earlier where is this money coming from and
this is the wireless industry supporting the wireless industry bill
where you guys want us to build. So I think it’s a rather unique
way of doing this and you are able to do both spectrum and siting
policy in the same item.

Senator HASSAN. Great. Thank you.

Mr. Berry.

Mr. BERRY. Thank you not only for your interest in those two
bills, but generally in support of broadband deployment.

We totally agree the AIRWAVES Act gives a road map on the
type of spectrum you can reasonably expect to be coming up and
it will give carriers an opportunity to say this is where I'm going
to go in my deployment scenarios. We would love to see, you know,
band 24 and I think 47 included in that, because I think those two,
you know, usable high speed mobile broadband bands.

So I—we appreciate that and we also appreciate the ten percent
set aside that you included in the bill. I think it will focus a lot
of attention on how do we get that new service out there sooner
rather than later. So thank you for your help.

I think if the FCC had read your bill on comparable, reasonably
comparable wireless services, we might have had a little more due
thought to designing the perimeters around the data requests that
they made. Thank you.

Senator HASSAN. Well, I appreciate that. And I was just going to
add my voice to the chorus to speak about how inaccurate the data
and the maps are. At the end of last year, as I think you all know,
I held a field hearing to examine the state of broadband in the
Granite State and mapping came up frequently throughout the con-
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versation. It continues to be a serious challenge that throws off our
efforts at ensuring adequate coverage, particularly in rural areas.

Last week I joined a bipartisan group of Senators in a letter to
the FCC regarding their recently released map which shows that
most of New Hampshire is covered and, therefore, ineligible for fur-
ther support through the universal service program mobility fund.

I will tell you, you can drive from Concord, New Hampshire, our
State capital, to our biggest city in the southwest corner of the
state, Keene, along Routes 202 and 9 and you cannot get cell phone
coverage for most of that trip. I, as Governor, I had to try to re-
spond to public safety emergencies while traveling that route and
if it hadn’t been for a State Police radio in the car it would have
been extraordinarily difficult.

So your own members, Mr. Berry, testified at our field hearing
about their own lack of mobile service between Manchester and
Keene. So how can we work to address these issues so that small
carriers are not overburdened and states like New Hampshire are
not left to bear the brunt of the digital divide?

Mr. BERRY. Thank you for the question. You know, I think we—
years ago my grandfather owned an old two ton truck and every
time you wanted to take out a groundhog, meaning go a little fast-
er, you had to change the gears, but you had to double-clutch it.

Senator HASSAN. Yes.

Mr. BERRY. And I think we need to double-clutch this data access
requirement. We need to get the right data to put this thing in a
higher gear because our carriers want to build out. And so I think
we double-clutch that by getting all sources of Federal data and in-
formation included in it.

David Redl, as I mentioned to the Chairman Wicker, suggested
that NTI has a lot of data. They have good relationships with
states and counties, municipalities and they already have some of
that information that has not been tapped, not been utilized. I
think we can do a better job of that and hopefully we can come up
with a better map of where there is and is not.

One thing that I would mention on the data that Mr. Romano
mentioned is it’s a little easier to identify where you have a fiber
or a wire. Wireless is a lot different in their measuring devices and
their measuring scenarios are different.

I do want to thank the FCC for changing the wireless measuring
devices away from the centroid. So they finally recognized that
measuring the centroid, you know, whether it’s a part of the center.
So, you know, we are working on it. We are trying to do better, but
we could, I think we could use some help from some of the other
agencies.

Senator HASSAN. Well, thank you. I know that I'm over time, Mr.
Chair. So thank you and I look forward to hearing the rest of the
hearing.

Senator MORAN. Thank you, Senator Hassan. I now recognize
myself.

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

Senator MORAN. Let me direct this to Mr. Romano. The FCC is
in its finishing stages it seems of the high-cost program and as you
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have testified, as we know there has been insufficient funding
that’s resulted in cuts, uncertainty for small and local broadband
providers. We know it’s clearly true in rural Kansas.

So this lack of sustainability puts the investments that have
been made at risk, their future, and it creates an unwillingness or
could create an unwillingness for additional investment in the
arena.

This may be, you may have answered this question when in re-
sponse to Senator Schatz, but what is the long-term solution for
making certain that the investments made have a return and that
there is enough certainty that we will make future investments?

Mr. RomaNO. Thank you, Senator. So there are two parts to this.
There is the answer I gave to Senator Schatz, which relates to the
sustainability of the funding mechanism itself.

I think your question goes to a certainly related issue, which is
the sustainability of the networks that the providers are able to in-
vest in, their reliance upon the program ultimately to make their
investments. We are making investments here that they are talk-
ing about measuring in decades. These are assets that are going to
be long-term infrastructure assets over which there is going to be
cost recovery over the course of decades.

The FCC had tried to reposition those for broadband in 2016, the
mechanisms to support those. It rebuilt the engine, but it didn’t
put enough gas in the engine and that has been the fundamental
problem. We have seen in Kansas that the impacts have been
worse than average and unfortunately in terms of what it means
both for recovery of existing investments and in the ability to plan
for future investments.

We are deeply gratified that the FCC seems inclined to take
steps perhaps to mitigate some of the budget shortfalls that have
hit carriers hardest in Kansas and a number of other rural states.
We are hopeful those actions will come through.

But we are still going to be in a case, to your point about sus-
tainability, come July 1 the budget control hits again. And so we
are going to be right back in the same thing with providers looking
at it saying, can I make investments for the next year? Should I
hold off because I don’t know what the budget controls are going
to be? It’s an ever escalating set of cuts so far.

So we are hoping the FCC will act, stabilize the ground, and give
us an opportunity for a conversation as soon as possible about what
long-term sustainability really means in these programs.

Senator MORAN. Do you have any basis for that hope?

Mr. BERRY. The FCC has been talking about an Order that
would address some of these issues in the near term and imme-
diately address, mitigate some of the budget shortfalls that have
occurred for this 12 month period. And we understand that they
are going to be asking questions about what should the budget be
going forward.

Our hope is that that will meet the standards of the Act which
look for reasonably comparable services or reasonably comparable
rates and the standards for predictability and sufficiency.

Senator MORAN. Thank you, Mr. Romano.

Mr. Berry, I want to talk about spectrum incentive auction. Your
testimony indicates that CCA supports completing the 39 month
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broadcaster repack in a timely fashion with adequate resources
provided to broadcasters to expedite the transition and prevent
delays to the winning bidders.

I'm an advocate for that repack and for adequate funding. CCA
members made up most of the winning bids for this particular
spectrum. Can you confirm and explain how funding certainty for
relocated broadcasters translates into competitive wireless carriers
expeditiously deploying broadband?

Mr. BERRY. Thank you, Senator. Thank you for the question.
Thank you for sponsoring the Viewer Protection Act also.

Six hundred megahertz was the largest—second largest auction
that actually ever occurred in the United States and it is critical
for our members to get 600 megahertz deployed in their networks.
Its great propagation characteristics, networks in rural America.
That’s why 600 megahertz LTE is going to be, you know, a great
opportunity to get high speed mobile broadband. We need to repack
with a—we think the 39 month timeframe that Congress set is the
right timeframe. We were very supportive of the broadcasters’ ef-
forts to not only repack, but do it in a timely fashion and a safe
fashion.

So I think additional funds that, my understanding, is they have
identified the cost of additional funding need and I think it’s rea-
sonable to respond to that. We made, U.S. Treasury made probably
13, 14 billion dollars net on that. Almost seven billion dollars went
into the first responder program, as you will remember, out of that
auction. So I think that’s fair and reasonable. Let’s get that spec-
trum out there as soon as possible. Let’s build those networks.

Senator MORAN. Thank you very much. I won’t ask a question,
but I'll make a comment that there has been a theme about the
map or mapping or data accuracy. Senator Wicker led a letter,
which a number of us joined and if we can send a message through
this hearing to the FCC in regard to the accuracy of the map we
are particularly now talking about the Mobility Fund Phase II
map, and I heard what Mr. DeBroux said about there is a standard
there, a place to start we can work from, but let me, in particular,
complain about the appeals process or trying to get the map
changed. It puts a burden on people.

You start from, first of all, I think you start from a map that is
improperly determined, the accuracy or the value of the map is
nearly nil, in my view, but even if you start with the baseline, the
ability to modify the map, the actions that are going to be nec-
essary for a carrier or a community to get it changed, I don’t think
it’s going to be something that’s going to be easily done.

And so my hope is we start with a different map as compared
to trying to correct this one through an appeals process that I don’t
think will work and will leave behind the folks that we are des-
perately trying to provide service to.

Mr. Chairman, thank you.

Senator WICKER. We might as well say it, Senator Moran, that
the map is utterly worthless in terms of giving us good information.

Senator Tester.

Senator MORAN. You one-upped me, Mr. Chairman.
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STATEMENT OF HON. JON TESTER,
U.S. SENATOR FROM MONTANA

Senator TESTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And kudos to you, Mr. Berry, for the double-clutching getting out
of groundhog. We used to call it granny, but you are probably more
politically correct.

My first question is to Mr. Gillen, and that is it has been re-
ferred to before that we need to win the race to 5G. What con-
stitutes a win? Is that people covered? Businesses covered? Geo-
graphic area covered? What constitutes a win to 5G?

Mr. GILLEN. For us it is that next generation of innovation and
opportunity happened here first. So it is a matter of having enough
scale that we have enough entrepreneurs and innovators to build
off of that platform. And so absolutely it starts with a number of
people covered in a timely manner.

Senator TESTER. OK. So that and, by the way, that’s the defini-
tion of expect. The number of people covered in one block of New
York City is far more than the county I live in and my county is
bigger than most of the states. Not most of, but a fair number of
states at the table.

So the question is, is it—how do we get—how do we get 5G into
rural America? How do we get it there? The Senator from Ne-
braska talked about, you know, precision farming, but it’s more
than that. So how do we get it there?

Let me put it this way. I'll be more specific. Will you commit to
a pilot program for Montana on 5G?

Mr. GILLEN. I'm happy to work with your office and put some-
thing that looks like. I think for us 5G starts with the densest
area. So it is places like Missoula, it is town squares, and then it
goes go from there.

Just like 4G, and we continue to work on getting 4G more and
more in Montana. The job is not done by far.

Senator TESTER. OK. So, and I'm not picking on Verizon, but I
happen to have one of your phones in my pocket. OK. Have you
seen the map on the advertisement that Verizon puts up? And, by
the way, I think all of them are this way. I'm picking on you be-
cause I've got this.

Have you seen that advertisement?

Mr. GILLEN. Yes, sir.

Senator TESTER. Do you agree with that map?

Mr. GILLEN. I've only had the chance to be in Missoula, which
had great coverage, but I have not been in the rest of your state.

Senator TESTER. Well, let me tell you something, Missoula and
Big Sandy is a hell of a lot different. I'll just say that. It’s 75 mile
drive for me to Great Falls from my farm and I bet I don’t have
coverage 25 miles of that and yet that map is all red.

Do you want to talk about that?

Mr. RESNICK. Just, yes, sir. And I do appreciate the question and
this is something that National League of Cities and governments
across the country are facing is that there’s a real misunder-
standing as to 5G, especially when they ask states to preempt local
governments with respect to deployment.

So the industry comes in and says we will have 5G in your com-
munities and throughout the state and it’s the next generation
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broadband and we absolutely need it. Really, what they are doing
is densification of 4G networks in very dense city areas for the
most part.

Just to give you an example. The State of Nebraska is currently
debating a preemption small cell deployment bill, the same as Flor-
ida passed last year, and the cities, lead by the City of Lincoln,
talked about lowering their rates for attachment to city owned
polls, to city and county owned polls. They were willing to reduce
the rate from the market rate of about $2,000 per poll to $95 per
poll if the industry would agree to build out the entire state over
reasonable period of time with 5G service.

Senator TESTER. Yes, but that isn’t the problem. The problem is
you look at the bars on this phone, when I go home, there are none.

Mr. RESNICK. Right.

Senator TESTER. There are no bars on this phone. So we are not
even close to talking about 4G or 3G or any G where I live. We
are not even close. I might be able to get a text message, but unless
I'm standing in the right corner of my house with my mouth held
in the right direction this phone does not work. OK. And it’s that
way—I live in one of the more populated areas of the state.

Go ahead.

Mr. BERRY. Well, Senator, get back to the eligibility map which,
and you raise a really important point, it says it’s covered.

Senator TESTER. Yes.

Mr. BERRY. And it says a lot of places are covered.

Senator TESTER. Yes.

Mr. BERRY. What the FCC did was decide

Senator TESTER. So how do we fix that? The FCC is wrong, they
screwed up. We are getting screwed because they screwed up. So
how do we fix it?

Mr. BERRY. Well, you've got to get better data. What they decided
was to collect data that was not what I would call—

Senator TESTER. Who did they collect it from? Who did they col-
lect it from? Who did they collect it from?

Mr. BERRY. They requested perimeters for the data and informa-
tion from all the carriers and the carriers gave the FCC exactly
vxihat they requested. We suggested that that was the wrong con-
clusion.

What they chose was the recommendation from the two largest
carriers on how to measure coverage, and I'll tell you that in the
last 8 years, the FCC is time and time again under very—several
administrations said we had 98 percent coverage throughout the
entire United States.

Senator TESTER. You made the statement in your opening state-
ment, garbage in, garbage out. There has got to be a way to get
the FCC’s attention on this, Mr. Chairman, on this issue. It has
come up in almost every one of these questions.

We are not going to solve the problem of wireless, broadband,
anything in rural America if we don’t have good information. And
I would just say I've got 400 questions to ask you guys. I'm not
going to be able to do it. So put them in writing and you’ll have
a 1}(1)t of work to do, but the bottom line is if we don’t get this
right

Senator WICKER. Actually, you are limited to 300 questions.
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Senator TESTER. 300, OK. I'll par back to 299, with due respect,
but the truth is I know there is plenty of folks out there that say
things like, why do these guys even live in rural America, they
knew they didn’t have the coverage when they moved there.

I have got to tell you, I looked at my grandfather’s diary from
1915 and, you're right, he said, “you know, damn it, there is no cell
coverage out here.”

We have to do better, folks. It’s not working. Thank you.

Senator WICKER. Senator Klobuchar.

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

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Well, thank you very much. I think Tester
said it all down there.

But I want to start out, I noticed, Mayor, that you mentioned the
Dig Once bill that I've been leading for quite a while and we are
hoping we can finally get it done. It was included in the MOBILE
NOW Act and recently passed the House as part of the FCC reau-
thorization bill.

As you know, this allows for better coordination between state
departments of transportation and broadband providers during con-
struction. You want to, I know you, I think, have a comment on
this, but maybe, Mr. Berry, do you want to add anything? If you
want to add anything, Mayor, that would be great.

Mr. RESNICK. No, I appreciate it, Senator. You know it’s nice
when occasionally common sense makes its way into law.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Really?

Mr. RESNICK. And it doesn’t happen that often. So we do appre-
ciate it.

My city, for example, well this is around the country, received
Federal funds through our MPO to do about ten million dollars in
road improvements and I wanted to put in conduits. It’s very sim-
ple. It makes sense. We are digging up the roads. It’s no real extra
expense. And we were frankly told, because these were transpor-
tation and Federal dollars that we were not allowed to put in con-
duits.

So we appreciate the Dig Once bill and the new legislation and
I think that’s going to go a long way around the country to speed
up deployment of broadband.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Thank you.

Mr. BERRY. Same here. Not only thank you for that, but also
signing the letter to the FCC on the eligibility map. We greatly ap-
preciate that.

All of our, and believe it or not, it does have a real impact in
rural America also. When you are building that road if you can dig
once it makes a huge difference. And what we are talking about is
how do you get that initial Cap X investment down so that you can
use that money to build out.

I was just in Shenandoah Valley last week with Commissioner
Carr and Shentel, which is a small carrier—larger carrier for our
purposes—saying if they can decrease their cost of deployment to
comply with Federal rules and regulations they can put 13 more
towers just on that one area. So that’s significant broadband build-
out.
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Thank you.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Different subject.

Mr. Romano, we just got the Rural Call Quality and Reliability
Act passed, something I worked on with Chairman Thune as well
as Senator Tester. This is all these dropped calls that have been
going on in rural areas and the President just signed it into law
and it’s going to establish some basic quality standards and a reg-
istry at the FCC.

Can you talk about how that will be helpful?

Mr. RoMANO. Yes. Thank you, Senator. Thanks to all of you who
supported that bill. Thank you for introducing it.

To echo the Mayor’s comments, another case of common sense
making it into law. We should have reasonable expectation that
our calls are going to go through and that was an epidemic we
were seeing in rural America. Calls were not reaching rural Amer-
ica and they still aren’t today.

There have been efforts to try to improve the situation. And it’s
a bit like wild fire, you put it out and then all of a sudden it pops
back up in a different space. So what this bill will do and it’s crit-
ical, it brings transparency to this marketplace. It helps the FCC,
it helps states, it helps the industry to understand who is involved
in taking these calls, finds out—makes them register and finds out
are they doing the basic job of completing those calls.

We ask basic business registration for conducting business in ju-
risdictions. This bill simply does a similar thing in terms of calling
those people out and making sure that we can find them if we need
to to ask the questions and get the calls completed. So thank you.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. OK. Thank you.

Mr. Gillen, in the run up to Super Bowl LII, I like to mention
that we had Super Bowl LII whenever I can, hundreds of small
cells were installed to accommodate the increase in demand before,
during and after the game. The deployment effort will lay the
groundwork for 5G communications capabilities in the Twin Cities.
How do small cells help address surges in data usage?

Mr. GILLEN. Thank you, Senator. We should all visit Minneapolis
because it has the best wireless network in the country now as a
result of the Super Bowl.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Thank you.

Mr. GILLEN. And that really is the result of what Minnesota
state and Minneapolis as a city to create a rate structure and the
timelines to allow those small cells to be invested. So you have
5,000 more bio tons capacity in Minneapolis today than you did
this time last year and you saw 71 times more traffic during that
Super Bowl than you did just last year’s Super Bowl.

And so in terms of where Minneapolis is with that small cell in-
frastructure, they are ready for 5G in a way that other cities aren’t
today.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. And how could that be helpful at all in
rural areas? I can tell you we don’t have that coverage in the rural
parts.

Mr. GILLEN. Yes. Absolutely, Senator. I think it goes to part of
it is starting in the rural town centers, college campuses and areas
that are denser.
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When we are talking about truly unserved areas, we need to talk
about how the mobility fund and other programs work. And the
challenge, as we all said, is getting the data right in order to make
sure we are funding the right places. But truly unserved areas we
are going to need your help.

In areas more dense where there’s coverage today, 5G will abso-
lutely serve rural America as well.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. All right. Thank you very much.

hSenator WICKER. Now that item sitting on your witness table
there.

Mr. GILLEN. Yes, sir.

Senator WICKER. That alone won’t solve the question that Sen-
ator Klobuchar asked about rural coverage?

Mr. GILLEN. This will be rural coverage in a town square. There
is other more tradition technology that will be used for truly cov-
erage areas and more rural communities.

Senator WICKER. OK. Why is that going to work in a town
square and not five miles out of town?

Mr. GILLEN. Well, this is only supposed to go about meters in
terms of how far the actual signal will go. And when we are talking
about in terms of serving rural Mississippi we need to go miles.

Senator WICKER. OK. Well, darn.

Mr. GILLEN. The technology is getting better every year.

Senator WICKER. Mr. Romano.

Mr. RomaNoO. Thank you, Senator. That’s one point that I think
is important to make is there are many tools in the tool kit to solve
rural broadband challenges. Small cells may offer help in small
towns. You know, our average density of our membership’s cus-
tomer base is about seven people per square mile. So we talking
about 40 percent, 35 to 40 percent of the U.S. land mass. It’s going
to be difficult to get those small cells out there. We hope that they
will, but it’s going to require ultimately as well a densified—the
term densification has been used a great deal today.

Densified fiber network to feed those small cells. So at the end
of the day in rural America, you are almost talking about a fiber
to the home network because those cells will need to be several
hundred feet apart in order to achieve the promise of 5G in rural
areas. It’s going to take an integrated solution of wired and wire-
less networks to achieve the universal broadband that we are talk-
ing about.

Senator WICKER. Senator Capito.

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

Senator CAPITO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank all of you.

I think we worked with just about everybody on the panel, again,
for echoing what many of my colleagues have said, but I have now
figured out how to get rural broadband to West Virginia, host the
Super Bowl. It’s that easy.

But I was recalling the conversations, I was listening to your tes-
timony several years ago that I had with our major provider and
I said, what is it going to take, what is it going to take, insisting
like Senator Tester was. Two things, time and money. Well, you
know, I get tired of hearing the same thing, time and money.
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That’s what you all are telling us, time and money. So we try to
focus the money.

We have a rural broadband caucus that Senator Klobuchar is on.
It’s bipartisan. We have the desire, but you know I hear about 5G
development and I know 5G obviously the President’s decision this
morning to disallow a merger because of security reasons around
5G tells me how important that is on one, and, Mr. Gillen, you
have spoken to that.

But it also tells me when you keep talking about density in town
squares and college campuses, we are still not—they are going to
have 5G, but we are still not going to even have the ability to do
a lot of what we want to do. So I'm as frustrated, as I'm sure you
all1 are, and everybody else is to try to get to that last, that last
mile.

So let’s talk a little bit about the census track. We talked a lot
about that. We have that same issue. We actually have a broad-
band council in our state that has asked people to do a self-test to
see how fast. El flunko. I mean the results are terrible.

So we know the data is not reflective of, and better yet, what
they are paying their bill, the service to receive is not matching
with what their data test is. But so what would it take? Now it’s
like if one person is served in the census track, the whole census
track. So what would be a better metric, 50 percent, 51 percent?

Mr. Romano.

Mr. RoMANO. I would submit actually that this geocoding oppor-
tunity or geocoding method is a good opportunity. The FCC, as Mr.
DeBroux mentioned, is requiring those carriers that receive uni-
versal service support to geocode. Get the latitude and longitude of
every location to which they are installing fixed broadband.

And Mr. Berry mentioned about mobile. It’s a slightly different
case. But fixed broadband you are then required to show you actu-
ally have the service that you are saying you are delivering to each
of those locations. If we can get to that level and it’s going to take
time because there’s a transition. Trying to go back and geocode
every location where anybody ever installs is a huge burden.

Senator CAPITO. So would you consider that a third-party
verification?

Mr. ROMANO. It’s not. So this is—each carrier is going out and
geocoding when they do a new installation to a new rooftop, to a
premise, they are geocoding that they installed service there and
reflecting what they installed. So it is still carrier reported.

The verification process I think ultimately when you are talking
about universal service dollars or other infrastructure funds, for ex-
ample, you are going to need to to set up a more robust challenge
process, which is the issue we are now seeing with the mobility
fund and we have had with other funds before. Making sure that
you are not having to prove a negative. There isn’t service there,
but rather the provider who says there is service there comes for-
ward to validate, yes, there is service there such that you should
not then put Federal dollars toward a program to invest there.

Senator CAPITO. So the other thing is money. We talked a lot
about the Universal Service Fund and the Connect America Fund
and where those dollars are going. We had the stimulus package,
the West Virginia stimulus package was a 126.3 million dollars,
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and guess what, a lot of it was wasted. It was a wasted opportunity
for our state and sort of embarrassing too in some ways when some
of the stories came out.

So I put together an Act called the GO Act, a Gigabyte Oppor-
tunity Act, which is trying to use the tax code to drive investment
to these last areas. So the Governor could designate, much like he’s
going to be doing under these opportunity zones that we created in
the tax reform bill, but the Governor designates these deserts of
development.

So you could, the Governor could designate an unserved area in
the broadband area and you could create a fund that would draw
investment through the tax code into those gigabyte opportunity
zones. So I would ask you all to take a look at that if you haven’t
looked at that to try to drive more private investment into these
areas before we give 5G to everybody else and we are still sitting
there with very little and no service.

My last question is, Mr. Gillen, you mentioned telehealth. That’s
really important to an elderly state. Chronic conditions can be
monitored so well to people who lack transportation, mobility, you
know, physical mobility themselves or any family members nearby
to take them to their healthcare provider.

How do you see that rolling out into the really remote areas?

Mr. GILLEN. And, thank you, Senator. It goes exactly to the chal-
lenge you just faced. Those that need the telehealth the most are
the ones we still need to reach often.

Senator CAPITO. Right.

Mr. GILLEN. And so, absolutely, what you talk about on a global
scale it’s a huge amount of savings and better outcomes for pa-
tients and the challenge is connectivity in places like West Vir-
ginia. But that we do see a great promise in the ability to really
revolutionize healthcare and drive down costs by bringing
healthcare closer to you and not having to have to drive to Wheel-
ing, or anywhere else, to get care. It will be transformative when
we get there.

Senator CAPITO. I know the VA is moving in this direction too,
which I would highly encourage and I think that would be good
sort of test drive how, I mean I know it’s being done everywhere
because I've actually been to a couple demonstrations, but really
important.

And, last I'll say, Mr. Chairman, one of the biggest phenomenon
with our elderly is loneliness and connectivity can help with that.
You know, it’s not waiting by the mailbox to get a letter. Just think
if you could Facetime with your grandchildren or something like
that to try to help with all of the other issues that go with your
mental health as you age. I think it holds great promise.

So thank you all very much.

Senator WICKER. Thank you, Senator Capito.

Senator Peters.

STATEMENT OF HON. GARY PETERS,
U.S. SENATOR FROM MICHIGAN

Senator PETERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
And, Senator Capito, thank you for bringing it up, the statement
about the elderly. I will tell you I think the person that is most
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skilled at Facebook is my 93 year old mother. She is amazing with
it. And it is about being connected, it’s transformative to her life
and countless other seniors. So thank you for bringing that up.

Each of the folks for your testimony, thank you today for that
and certainly I think it is clear from the panel here we all agree
that broadband Internet and high speed internet in rural areas is
absolutely critical.

In fact, I really equate it to our country’s effort in the last cen-
tury to make sure that everybody no matter who you are or where
you lived you had access to electricity, that it was absolutely crit-
ical that we make sure that everybody had access to it. In today’s
age high speed internet is in that same category.

Certainly that’s why I'm disappointed that it seems as if Presi-
dent Trump doesn’t necessarily share that in the fact that the in-
frastructure package that was put before us doesn’t include any,
none, zero, dedicated funding for rural broadband, which I think is
a big mistake.

My question for you though is that I've heard from many local
business leaders in Michigan that have reached out to me about
the rural utility service community connect to grant program which
prioritizes grants to communities that have zero or very little ac-
cess to broadband. Certainly an important goal, but they have iden-
tified a problem with that grant and I want to run that by you and
get your thoughts on it.

As it currently stands, if any one household within the appli-
cant’s defined geographic area has broadband service at or above
4/1 megabytes per second speeds, the entire community becomes in-
eligible to be considered for those funds. And while it’s important
for these grants certainly to target communities most in need, the
4/1 speed threshold has not been updated in years. It’s substan-
tially below FCC’s definition of broadband coverage at 25/3.

So what I'm considering now is some legislation that will mod-
ernize the grant program. The eligibility cutoff is intended to be
the base minimum for broadband coverage and preserve the pro-
gram’s ability to prioritize the most underserved and unserved
rural communities. However, it’s my understanding that 4/1 is sim-
ply no longer a bare minimum.

Do you think that the 4/1 speed threshold currently used by the
USDA should be updated? And that’s to anyone. What do you think
about that?

Mr. DEBroUX. Well, I'll start out. Thank you for your question.

You know I do think we need to take the law seriously. And the
words, reasonably comparable, there’s a little bit of fuzziness on
the edge, but there’s no way 4/1 is reasonably comparable to what
you can get in major metropolitan areas.

The FCC tracks speeds and prices in major metropolitan areas
and I think that there needs to be something in place that makes
sure that the speeds in rural areas get ratcheted up as those go
uﬁ:) in metropolitan areas. So there needs to be a connection in
there.

Senator PETERS. Any others agree?

Mr. RomaNoO. Yes, Senator, thank you. We do agree. Our mem-
bers have actually made effective use of the community connect
grant program as it’s constituted so far. But I think a refresh, an
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update would be helpful to make sure that we are continuing to
raise the bar.

Your question also goes again to this point do you disqualify an
entire area, an entire community simply because one location may
be lucky enough to be served? In fact, there are some cases, and
this goes to the homework gap. You have a school that happens to
have gotten a State regional network together, but the surrounding
community doesn’t have service. That would disqualify it, if I un-
derstand the parameters of community connect grant appro-
priately.

So it’s a good point and one well taken and we look forward to
working with you on that.

Senator PETERS. Mr. Berry.

Mr. BERRY. Again, I go back to reasonably comparable service,
but also data. I mean how can you set a standard? How do you
know what it is unless you have qualified data?

We may be to the point that a third-party verifier, collector and
verifier of data may be. NTIA has put fifty million dollars in their
budget for data collection and producing a new broadband map.
Maybe the time has come so we have a third-party verifier that
would actually collect the data and information, authenticate it and
provide that information to every agency in the Federal Govern-
ment saying this is where there is and is not broadband coverage.

And you can put the speeds with it. And, you know, 4/1 in most
urban/suburban areas would not be considered useable video
streaming capability. So you have some definitional problems
there. And I think the data is the key to whether or not you can
make that happen.

Senator PETERS. So it’s pretty clear that that is simply a worth-
less standard to have 4/1 right now as part of it. That we should
be modernizing that. Any idea as to where we should set that
threshold or any advice?

Mr. BERrRrY. Well, I would say—I wouldn’t say it’s a worthless
standard when you have no connectivity at all.

Senator PETERS. Well, yes.

Mr. BERRY. It’s a pretty important standard. So we are still going
back to no connectivity versus, you know, 4/1. 4/1 sounds pretty
good.

But it would be nice if you knew where those speeds were and
where that connectivity level was and have that in a map that you
could utilize for all different types of funding programs. Not only
the RUS program, but the FCC program and the other two sources
that you’re going to make available, which is under the budget act,
20 billion dollars there.

And then you've also identified additional funds that will be in
the infrastructure bill. We don’t know what they are right now, but
wouldn’t it be nice to have the ability to put all these programs to-
gether on a map that says here’s how we can reach those most
unserved areas in the United States.

Senator PETERS. Right. Thank you so much.

Senator WICKER. Thank you, Senator Peters.

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

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, thanks for
having this hearing.

I want to talk a little bit about urban areas which, in my view,
are as important as rural areas in lack of adequate service. Ellen
Katz, who is the Consumer Council for the State of Connecticut, re-
cently testified at the House Energy and Commerce hearing on
closing the digital divide with regard to the gap in Hartford. She
called it “the homework gap.” I think that’s a common way of put-
ting it.

Her report observed that many students lack adequate broad-
band at home. They go to fast food restaurants or they sit outside
in all kinds of weather trying to pick up Wi-Fi from another build-
ing in order to do their online school work. If this problem exists
in Connecticut where fiber services are available in excess of 90
percent across the state they must be even a bigger problem in
other urban areas around the country.

So let me begin with Mr. Resnick. Would you agree that the dig-
ital divide certainly exists in urban as well as rural areas?

Mr. RESNICK. Yes, Senator. Thank you for the question.

I actually included that in my testimony earlier today that we
are seeing within the urban areas lack of broadband access by so
many people simply because it’s just not affordable. As I indicated,
the library in my city, the libraries in our areas are packed after
school with children just trying to get online to do homework. We
actually, through the National League of Cities, had a conversation
with FCC Commissioner Rosenworcel about this very issue and
she’s from Connecticut and she made very strong statements con-
firming that there are so many children that just do not have ac-
cess to needed broadband simply to do their homework and they
are being very creative.

They are, as you indicated, going wherever they can find a good
Wi-Fi hot spot, but that’s certainly not the answer. And this is hap-
pening not just in inner cities, but in suburban areas, like my city,
throughout the urban areas. So this is a significant problem to ad-
dress as well.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. What’s the best way of meeting that
urban need?

Mr. RESNICK. Well, I think we need to focus on ways to possibly
reduce the cost of broadband. Currently to get ten megz of broad-
band service costs many families over a hundred dollars a month.
That’s just not affordable.

Communications costs for a family now easily are over four hun-
dred dollars. My neighbor who is a retired, 88 year old gentleman,
talk about connectivity for seniors, I mean of course he wants to
have Facebook to stay in touch with his grandchildren across the
country, to stay involved in the community. He spends over four
hundred dollars a month for communication services and he’s not
getting anything special, he’s getting basic service. So I think we
have to address the affordability.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. The Connecticut office of state broadband,
which is a division of the office of consumer council headed by
Ellen Katz assessed this homework gap in Hartford and the report
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noted that a lot of Connecticut families are frustrated that a smart
phone is regarded by policymakers and the public as a substitute
for a home connection for broadband Internet access.

Of course smart phones are typically expensive and difficult to
use to complete written school work or write papers. I don’t know
how anyone could possibly use a smart phone to do a paper.

Would you agree that a smart phone is no substitute for a home
connection for broadband access?

Mr. RESNICK. Yes, sir. And we were actually disappointed that
some members of the FCC wanted to include wireless broadband
service as satisfying the requirements for meeting broadband de-
ployment.

As you indicated, children cannot do homework on a mobile de-
vice, especially on a smart phone. It’s just impossible to do papers,
to do significant research. It’s really going to create more of a dig-
ital divide if some students will be relegated solely to that tech-
nology as opposed to have full broadband access to do the work
that they absolutely need to do. It’s just no substitute. So we do
recognize that.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. It’s a form of sort of second class citizen.

Mr. RESNICK. Exactly.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. In the broadband world.

Mr. RESNICK. Exactly.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Thank you.

Senator WICKER. Thank you, Senator Blumenthal.

Senator Sullivan.

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

Senator SULLIVAN. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate
the panel’s insights on a lot of the tough issues for us.

You know, I’'m going to go back to the rural focus which has been
a lot of the discussion here in this hearing and, you know, some-
times we talk about rural and then we can talk about my state,
which is I'm not sure how you would define it, but extreme rural.

In terms of size we are about almost one-third the size of the
continental United States and have 730,000 people and dozens and
dozens of communities that are not connected by roads. If you can
put yourself in the shoes of Alaskans right now, you know, hearing
like this talks about 5G siting and cells and, you know, a lot of my
communities don’t have 2G yet. So excuse us if we are not kind of
getting fired up about 5G when we are not far down the line at all
on some of the previous technology.

So I'll start with you, Mr. Romano, but really open it up to any-
body. What would, what would be some of the most important ways
in which to address this, just, I mean we are a big country obvi-
ously and Connecticut is a lot different than Alaska. But what
would be ways to really address, kind of, the challenges that we
have in the most extremely rural parts of America, whether it’s
Alaska or some of the other communities that you heard here?

I always look at this some ways as kind of a balance between
streamlining the permitting to actually get technologies out and
not delay, delay, delay, which is an enormous problem with infra-
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structure in America whether it’s telecommunications or roads.
And, of course, funding.

But, again, looking at some of the extreme rural communities
like we have in Alaska, what would you say are the big issues and
what are the problems? Is it NEPA? Is it the National Historic
Preservation Act?

I mean where do we need to focus to really get to, you know, deal
with communities that have been left behind? Unfortunately, I
have thousands if not tens of thousands of my constituents who,
they never talk about 5G because they are still waiting for 2G.

Mr. RomaNoO. Thank you, Senator. Yes, we have 13 members that
cover a significant footprint in your state.

So we are very familiar with the challenges they face that your
constituents face.

Alaska has some very unique challenges, but generally speaking
with respect to rural challenges we believe an infrastructure pack-
age could contain at least two maybe three key elements. First is
funding, second is permitting and the third is tax incentives.

There are going to be different tools in the tool kit depending on
what the particular challenge is that’s faced. I would suggest with
respect to Alaska in particular funding is a big issue. There’s just
no way around it.

The fact is that these remote villages are going to be very tough
to connect and build and your build season is short, supplies are
costly. All of those things drive higher cost in Alaska for sure.
Never mind distance and density alone.

So infrastructure funding and in that regard we believe looking
and leveraging existing initiatives is going to be critical. Those
places in Alaska where we have seen the best success have been
those places where there has been predictable and sufficient uni-
versal service funding for those carriers that can invest there.

The villages that are left behind are in many respects those
areas where universal service has not worked as well, although the
FCC has tried to recalibrate it to do so. The one last piece I'll just
mention quickly is middle mile. This is a challenge that is often
overlooked in universal service context because everybody always
thought about local telephone service, that’s where universal serv-
ice started. But we need those connections to connect rural Alaska,
rural Montana, rural New Hampshire, everywhere else to the rest
of the world.

And those are connections that are today not supported at all.
Those are connections that are going to be critical, increasingly
critical as you are sending mission critical data across those com-
munications in terms of agricultural data, connectivity, streaming
video, whatever it is, that’s a big challenge in Alaska in particular
of course.

Senator SULLIVAN. So just on that your kind of three areas,
would you kind of place one above the other or kind of all, all of
the above; taxes, streamlining, the permitting process and funding?
What would you say, is there a hierarchy there or just got to attack
all three?

Mr. RoMANO. There is a hierarchy. Financing, funding is first.
Because if you don’t have the business case to invest it doesn’t mat-
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ter that I can get permits more quickly, I can’t build the network
to begin with.

So that’s going to be first and foremost where it is needed. If the
business case is not there you need funding to help make the busi-
ness case. Then if the business case is there, whether it’s through
funding or through the ability to make it on its own in the market-
place you then move to permitting. The ability to hit the ground
quickly, remove barriers, cost of deployment, and get those net-
works working for consumers.

And then the third piece is tax incentives. To be candid, tax in-
centives are an interesting tool in the tool kit but in deeply rural
areas you are not going to move the margins very much because
they are areas where it’s hard to make any money investing in the
first place. If you are not going to make money you don’t need a
tax break on the money you are not going to make.

Senator SULLIVAN. OK. Thank you very much.

Senator WICKER. Thank you.

Senator Gardner.

STATEMENT OF HON. CORY GARDNER,
U.S. SENATOR FROM COLORADO

Senator GARDNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Gillen, and
thanks to all of you for your time and testimony today.

Mr. Gillen, you talked a lot about infrastructure for the future.
Today’s hearing spectrum is obviously a critical piece of this and
that infrastructure for wireless, the juice that is going to keep inno-
vation running; satellite, Wi-Fi and other technologies.

This Committee has done a lot of great work under the Chair-
man’s leadership and I'm grateful for his leadership on this issue
including the MOBILE NOW Act that recently passed the House
as part of the Ray Bonds Act. And I just want to say something
about the name of that bill.

Ray is a, was a beloved figure in the House and a great person.
Just need this recognition to have happened.

I believe we have got to continue to keep up the pressure to free
even more spectrum and help close that digital divide. That’s why
Senator Hassan and I introduced the AIRWAVES Act to free up
more license and unlicensed spectrum and to invest in the buildout
of rural broadband networks.

Do you agree that we should consider legislation like the AIR-
WAVES Act as we continue to evaluate future spectrum policy?

Mr. GILLEN. Thank you, Senator Gardner. I think we should—
it should be airwaves. Airwaves is the road map for the future of
our country when it comes to spectrum policy. In one place we have
low, mid, high band spectrum license and unlicensed and the op-
portunity to make a difference in terms of a 5G race.

And the other thing that you guys have done, including that bill,
is the rural dividend to ensure that money coming in through the
Treasury will go back out to serve rural America, to serve the
plains, to serve the parts of Colorado that don’t have coverage
today. You get to do both spectrum and infrastructure policy and
that’s not we have seen before.

Senator GARDNER. Thank you, Mr. Gillen, for that. And following
up on kind of that rural comment. Mr. Berry, the FCC recently re-
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leased a new map for the dispersal of mobility fund Phase II sup-
port. I appreciate the FCC’s attempt to improve the map and I con-
tinue to have—but I continue to have concerns that it doesn’t re-
flect actual coverage on the ground in my home state of Colorado
and I can tell you that because I can tell you the mile markers
south of town that, according to the map, has excellent coverage,
but somehow I don’t have coverage for mile upon mile upon mile
when I'm driving it.

On the eastern plains, for example, nearly the entire region is
shown that it is served when I know firsthand large service gaps
exist. And so pleased about this decision, but are many of your
member companies planning to participate in the challenge proc-
ess? What would that look like and what do you expect?

Mr. BERRY. Thank you, Senator. And thank you for the AIR-
WAVES Act.

Also, I could add two additional bands in there if you would like
to add 24 and 47 gigahertz in there.

Senator GARDNER. Get the bands together, that sounds good to
me.

Mr. BERRY. You got it. You're absolutely right. I was going to
congratulate you on getting a hundred percent coverage in Yuma
because that’s what the map says you have, but obviously I was
premature in my congratulations, but——

Senator GARDNER. My neighbors think I'm nuts because I have
to walk to the end of the block to get a cell phone signal.

Mr. BERRY. Yes. Many of our carriers are going to participate in
our challenge process. The problem is the map is so distorted in
terms of reality of the coverage that it will be exceedingly difficult
for smaller carriers to challenge vast territories of the map.

And this is one thing that we mentioned today, and I think Sen-
ator Hassan also mentioned it, if you don’t challenge it then you're
not going to be eligible for USF for 10 years. Because that reverse
auction is going to occur.

They are going to make a decision. Those areas that are not
deemed eligible, if they are not challenged, the auction will occur
4.53 billion dollars will go out over the next 10 years.

Senator GARDNER. How do we fix this? How do we make sure we
get this right?

Mr. BERRY. I suggested earlier that you need to utilize all the re-
sources that we have available at the Federal Government. I mean
the NTIA indicated, David Redl, new Assistant Secretary, said they
have information, they have data, they have data points that can
contribute and inform the FCC on that and I think we need to do
that. The problem is, the 2009 Stimulus Act, the money went out
the door before the broadband map came in. We should not, you
know, commit the same error this time.

Let’s try to get the data right as we are getting ready to provide
the funds available. And I think those are some of the areas, inno-
vative ways that we can inform the database.

Senator GARDNER. Thank you, Mr. Berry, for that.

Mr. Romano, when the BTOP program was created in 2009 many
people were hopeful about the money that it would bring into rural
infrastructure, underserved, unserved areas. A hundred million
dollars went to an outfit called Eagle Net in Colorado. I strongly—



70

and obviously they overbilled existing providers, failed for years to
meet their service obligations and now are gone.

I strongly support including specific funding for broadband in
any infrastructure package, but I also want to make sure that we
never again have a situation like we did with Eagle Net. Both from
a competition standpoint and the fact that somehow the Denver
Cherry Creek School District was unserved and underserved under
its definition.

Will you commit to supporting strong oversight of any new
broadband dollars and robust buildout obligations for providers?

Mr. RoMAaNO. Thank you, Senator. Absolutely, yes, sir. In fact,
that’s one of the reasons we suggest leveraging existing initiatives
such as the Universal Service Fund. While it has shortcomings in
terms of the data that’s available and the challenge processes, it
is by far the best way of ensuring that we are targeting the money
in the right places that exists right now.

It also has great accountability on the back end in the form of
measuring where broadband is actually being deployed and wheth-
er the provider’s network can do what 1t actually says.

Senator GARDNER. Thank you, Mr. DeBroux. I'm out of time.
Thanks for the work you are doing in Colorado.

Thank you.

Senator WICKER. Thank you, Senator Gardner.

Senator Baldwin.

STATEMENT OF HON. TAMMY BALDWIN,
U.S. SENATOR FROM WISCONSIN

Senator BALDWIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Mem-
ber Schatz for holding this hearing, and to our panel of witnesses
for sharing your expertise. And I want to particularly welcome Bob
DeBroux, fellow Wisconsinite, from the Madison-based TDS
Telecom. I'm really pleased to have a Wisconsin voice at the table
today and thank you also for your membership on the FCC
Broadband Deployment Advisory Committee.

I also want to associate myself, Mr. Chairman, with remarks of
my colleagues earlier during this hearing who have emphasized the
need for dedicated funding for broadband as part of any infrastruc-
ture measure that moves forward. Like a number of my colleagues
on the Subcommittee, from both sides of the aisle, I wrote to Presi-
dent Trump urging him to include dollars specifically for broad-
band and particularly in rural America.

And while I’'m disappointed that he chose not to do so, the Senate
Democrats in putting forward our own infrastructure proposal did
include broadband. And I think as Congress advances on an infra-
structure package that we must address this critical need for our
communities.

Now, we are not starting from scratch regarding Federal support
for broadband deployment. In fact, we have current or historic pro-
grams of the FCC, USDA and Commerce that have supported ex-
pansion of broadband including in rural areas.

These can inform how we make future investments. So, Mr.
DeBroux, TDS telecom is a significant recipient of funds under the
Phase II of the FCC’s Connect America Fund specifically through
the it’s alternative connect America model program, and I'm won-
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dering if you can tell us how you believe your company’s experience
with this program should inform how any new resources are em-
ployed with the goal of ensuring the most effective deployment of
broadband to areas that are currently unserved or underserved?

Mr. DEBROUX. Well, thank you, Senator Baldwin, and thank you
for, apparently you have a lot of clout, because not only was I put
on the BDAC, but I was made Chair of a work group. So it only
tripled my work, but that was OK. Yes, I think there are a lot of
things that the FCC got right. I think their programs have evolved
and I think the accountability that’s built into their programs, and
especially the certainty. I mean, one, it’s difficult, I think, for com-
panies under the old universal service programs where how much
money you got depended on a lot of things like how much your
neighbors spent on their programs and things went up and down
to really make predictable investments.

With the ACAM program and now with some of the improve-
ments that hopefully are coming with the legacy program it will be
easier to have more certainty in terms of how many dollars you
have. And with the ACAM program, the number of locations are
specified and with each extra dollar that goes into there the num-
ber of locations that get higher speed broadband go up.

So it’s a program that is scalable in that sense that you can feed
more money into it and you automatically get more broadband and
at the end of the day you have to report to USAC how many loca-
tions you served including the exact location, within feet, of where
those locations are. So USAC is collecting that data and they will
then know going forward what is served.

So the program, it did utilize the 477 data in order to make sure
that we weren’t building duplicate networks and I think that
worked in the context of that program. People have pointed out
issues with the maps, but I think at least that was a good starting
point. So I think those are the types of features, I think, that are
critical that any programs, if money goes to RUS or to NTIA in
terms of having—and in addition having specified dollars set out
for infrastructure specifically.

Senator BALDWIN. Thank you.

Last year I had the opportunity to meet with a variety of commu-
nity stakeholders in different regions of the State of Wisconsin:
Washburn County, Green County and Eagle River, the community,
and Vilas County, Wisconsin, which is in the far northern part of
my home state. One thing I heard from participants in this par-
ticular roundtable was their frustration that the local and state
planning efforts like the one they undertook in Eagle River which
helped identify the unique needs of an area and how best to ad-
dress them aren’t necessarily taken into account when distributing
Federal supports for broadband deployment.

So, Mayor Resnick, do you agree that there should be more en-
gagement with local and State planning processes and, if so, what
steps can Congress take to ensure local communities are a part of
the broadband deployment process?

Mr. REsSNICK. Well, thank you, Senator. And thank you for your
support of so many members of my community.

It’s tremendously important that local governments, counties,
and cities have a seat at the table. I appreciate being invited here
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to be part of this panel, but so often in this discussion we are not.
Look at, for example, and no offense to my colleague at the table
who is part of BDAC and we appreciate his work on that, its ratio
of industry members to local government members is ten to one.

They drafted a model code for states without the input of any
single local official. So we do not feel right now that the FCC is
serious about engaging in dialogue with local governments and we
think that that’s going to result in bad broadband policy frankly.

So we do—any efforts that you can make to try and ensure that
local governments have more of a voice and a seat at the table we
would appreciate. Also, you cannot forget, you know, we have heard
throughout the hearing today about the frustration of getting af-
fordable broadband available in every area.

Rural areas, inner city areas, et cetera, and the Federal pro-
grams apparently are not providing enough incentive to make the
business case for the private investment that the industry is look-
ing for, but municipal broadband does have a way of solving the
needs of their communities.

Local governments are very good being creative coming up with
ways of solving of the needs of their communities. Mayors like to
get things done and if a problem exists in available broadband for
my community we are going to get it done. If we have to build a
municipal network to do it, we are going to try and undertake ef-
forts to do it.

So when you are talking about ways to engage local governments
and make sure that the needs of our communities are met, we
should not forget about the possibility of municipal broadband sys-
tems. Too often we are preempted from doing so, especially at the
State level.

There’s a situation, or an example, I think Wilson, North Caro-
lina, where they actually passed a referendum. The taxpayers sup-
ported building a municipal network. It was built. It was operating.
It was providing great service and because of State law they had
to discontinue using it.

So there are plenty of examples like that where municipalities
and counties want to take the effort and spend their residents’
funds on these networks and State law simply does not allow them.
If there’s something you can do with respect to that, we would ap-
preciate it.

Senator WICKER. Thank you very much, Senator Baldwin, and
thank you to the members of the panel and to the members of the
Subcommittee. I will tell you that almost one-fifth of the U.S. Sen-
ate attended this hearing today. I think that tells us of the interest
we have in this subject.

Now, according to our procedures the hearing record will remain
open for two weeks. During this time Senators are asked to submit
any questions for the record. On receipt, the witnesses are re-
quested to submit their written answers to the Committee as soon
as possible. So we invite your cooperation there.

Again, thank you for very excellent testimony and for valuable
information provided to the members.

This hearing is now adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:06 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]



APPENDIX

PREPARED STATEMENT OF UTILITIES TECHNOLOGY COUNCIL

The Utilities Technology Council (UTC) thanks the Subcommittee on Communica-
tions, Technology, Innovation and the Internet for the opportunity to submit these
comments for the record regarding the above-referenced hearing. As the Sub-
committee considers policies on America’s broadband infrastructure, UTC members
are supporting broadband deployment by both providing access to utility infrastruc-
ture for third-party broadband providers and, where allowed, deploying broadband
services in unserved and underserved areas. UTC therefore supports the develop-
ment of policies which promote utility broadband deployment and infrastructure ac-
cess.

Established in 1948, UTC is the global association representing energy and water
providers on their needs related to the deployment of reliable and resilient informa-
tion and communications technology (ICT). Energy and water providers use ICT net-
works as the backbone for the infrastructure that delivers safe, reliable, and secure
energy and water services. These networks are essential for reliability, safety, resil-
iency, and security.

UTC applauds the Subcommittee for holding this important hearing. Our mem-
bership represents energy and water entities of all sizes and ownership types, from
investor-owned utilities to publicly and consumer-owned utilities located in small
towns and rural areas. Although our membership is diverse, they all share the belief
that access to affordable and reliable broadband is a key economic driver for our
Nation.

Indeed, electric utilities, in particular, enable broadband access in multiple ways.
In many cases, where not prohibited by state or local statute, a number of utilities
are actually providing broadband in locations where private firms have decided not
to deploy such services. Most of these locations are in rural, unserved or under-
served areas.

For electric utilities, the decision to provide broadband services to their customers
and beyond is a natural progression because in most cases these utilities have al-
ready built communications networks to enhance electric reliability and resiliency;
these networks include wireline and wireless services that have narrowband and
broadband features. Therefore, electric utilities can use both their existing knowl-
edge and, in some cases, their infrastructure to deliver broadband. As such, electric
utilities can deploy future-proof, often fiber-based, networks offering robust, afford-
able and reliable broadband to potential customers inside and outside their service
territories. Importantly, the services these electric utilities provide are reasonably
comparable to the cost and quality of broadband available in urban areas.

In addition, some electric utilities are willing and able to provide wholesale serv-
ices and infrastructure access to third-party commercial communications service
providers to enable broadband deployment. As stated above, electric utilities have
extensive infrastructure that includes wireline and wireless communications net-
works, as well as power poles and rights of way. Many utilities offer wholesale ca-
pacity and dark fiber services over their communications infrastructures at rates,
terms and conditions that are just and reasonable.

As this Subcommittee addresses broadband issues, we urge acknowledgement of
electric utilities as key partners in bringing broadband to all Americans. Utility-
owned infrastructure is an important piece of the broadband-deployment puzzle, as
power poles are not only essential for delivering electricity, they are also used by
third parties to enable voice, data, and broadband services. Power poles are de-
signed first to deliver electricity to homes and businesses, and in so doing they also
power the carrier-provisioned telecommunications services which cannot operate
without electricity. These poles are built to withstand tough weather conditions and
hold equipment that transforms high-voltage electricity into lower voltages safe for
homes and businesses.

With the advent of 5G wireless technologies, policymakers and industry are look-
ing at new ways to reduce pole-attachment costs and expedite the regulatory proc-
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ess. This “race to 5G” is seen as the next wave of broadband development that will
enable greater communications access to more people. Again, power poles play a key
role in the deployment of this technology, as small cellular wireless devices that can
be attached to electric infrastructure will be used to bring 5G service to the Nation.
These devices can weigh as much as, if not more than, a pizza oven or a full-size
refrigerator. In addition, different companies will want to attach their own “pizza
ovens” to power poles or other devices, not necessarily recognizing that adding so
much weight to a pole could interfere with its first responsibility—delivering the
electricity that fuels everything from our homes to the devices and systems 5G tech-
nology is intended to serve.

UTC recommends this Subcommittee, as it looks to encourage broadband deploy-
ment, consider the following:

e Supporting broadband-funding programs that promote the deployment of fu-
ture-proof networks which provide robust, reliable and affordable broadband
services to all Americans;

e Supporting pole attachment policies that promote safety, reliability and security
of electric utility infrastructure while accelerating broadband deployment; and

e Passing rights-of-way legislation that would clarify that electric utilities may
use their existing rights-of-way for communications purposes. Doing so would
promote broadband deployment by preventing class-action lawsuits against elec-
tric utilities that offer these services.

Ensuring that all Americans have access to affordable, reliable broadband is just
as important today as electricity was for the growth of the Nation a century ago.
Now as then, electric utilities are critical partners in doing so and stand ready to
assist.

UTC thanks the Subcommittee for holding this important hearing and appreciates
the opportunity to submit this statement. We look forward to working with you and
the full Commerce, Science, and Transportation Committee in ensuring that all
Americans have access to robust, affordable and reliable broadband networks and
services.

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. GARY PETERS TO
HoN. GARY RESNICK

Question 1. The next generation of technological advances—like self-driving vehi-
cles—depend on increased connectivity and massive amounts of data. I am deeply
concerned that President Trump’s infrastructure and budget proposals do not ap-
pear to mention or prioritize infrastructure needs of the future, particularly around
mobility, 5G, or connected infrastructure. What should Congress include in an infra-
structure package to support these initiatives? What Federal investments are need-
ed now to prepare for the future of mobility and 5G?

Answer. Cities agree that a national infrastructure framework must be forward-
looking, reimagining the infrastructure of the future while repairing and rebuilding
existing infrastructure networks. To that end, broadband deployment and planning
must be incorporated into other infrastructure projects and programs, such as trans-
portation projects that could incorporate deployment of fiber or wireless equipment.

Congress should avoid focusing on the deployment of small cell or 5G-focused
technologies to the exclusion of other broadband tools. Closing the digital divide and
enhancing mobile connectivity will require a mix of wired, wireless, and satellite
technologies. Even wireless technologies will require an enormous amount of fiber
backhaul to support their transmissions, and support for smart cities and connected
infrastructure will require fiber investments to make the wireless connectivity func-
tion. Congress must not be in the business of picking winners and losers in the
broadband industry.

Congress should also prioritize the inclusion of cybersecurity in major infrastruc-
ture programs. As we have seen repeatedly over the past several years, our increas-
ingly connected workplaces and infrastructure networks are much more vulnerable
to cyberattacks, and these attacks will have increasingly dangerous consequences.
Finally, Congress should prioritize digital inclusion efforts, not just the buildout of
physical broadband infrastructure. Too often, low-income residents are left out of
the benefits of our connected world, even if they live in neighborhoods with
broadband service. Without digital inclusion, low-income residents of smart cities
will be left further and further behind.
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Question 2. The omnibus spending bill provides $600 million to RUS for a new
pilot program of grants and loans for rural broadband deployment. How should the
RUS plan to use these additional funds?

Answer. Cities were pleased by the inclusion of $600 million for rural broadband
through the USDA’s Rural Utilities Service. To have the most impact, this pilot pro-
gram should coordinate closely with local and regional governing bodies, as well as
the Federal Communications Commission and the National Telecommunications and
Information Administration. This coordination must not only be focused on pre-
venting duplicative efforts across subsidy programs, but also sharing best practices
gleaned from existing or past subsidies, encouraging economies of scale where pos-
sible, and coordinating network build in adjacent communities or within regions.
For example, Congress should consider whether existing subsidized buildouts, such
as provision of E-Rate broadband service to a community institution such as a
school or library, can be expanded by a new infusion of funds to serve the sur-
rounding residential and business communities.

Congress should also ensure that rural service does not mean second-class service.
Federal support should be prioritized to providers who can actually offer minimum
upload/download speeds of 25Mbps/3Mbps or higher—the current Federal broad-
band standard—even in low-density rural areas. Without some equity in the stand-
ard of service available to all residents, rural communities will continue to fall fur-
ther behind in the digital economy.

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. GARY PETERS TO
STEVEN K. BERRY

Question 1. The next generation of technological advances—like self-driving vehi-
cles—depend on increased connectivity and massive amounts of data. I am deeply
concerned that President Trump’s infrastructure and budget proposals do not ap-
pear to mention or prioritize infrastructure needs of the future, particularly around
mobility, 5G, or connected infrastructure. What should Congress include in an infra-
structure package to support these initiatives? What Federal investments are need-
ed now to prepare for the future of mobility and 5G?

Answer. While it is important to lead the world in 5G technologies, we must im-
mediately focus on preserving and expanding mobile broadband services to those
who remain on the wrong side of the digital divide. To ensure that all consumers
have access to the latest mobile broadband services, Congress should focus efforts
on three critical elements: sufficient and predictable funding for services in rural
America based on reliable data, certainty regarding policies for deployment, and ac-
cess to low-, mid-, and high-band spectrum.

Question 2. The omnibus spending bill provides $600 million to RUS for a new
pilot program of grants and loans for rural broadband deployment. How should the
RUS plan to use these additional funds?

Answer. As RUS works to distribute $600 million through a new pilot program
for rural broadband deployment, emphasis should be on grants over loans. Addition-
ally, RUS should work with the FCC to ensure that future grants or loans do not
impose obligations on future USF decisions.

Question 3. The omnibus spending bill for FY 2018 allocated $7.5 million for NTIA
to use for the National Broadband Map, and the Administration has requested $50
million for FY 2019. Do you think the FCC or NTIA should be in charge of the Na-
tional Broadband Data Map? How should the FCC and NTIA leverage and coordi-
nate their resources to provide more accurate and granular data?

Answer. NTIA and the FCC should coordinate their expertise and resources to de-
velop a National Broadband Data Map that reflects the reality American consumers
experience every day.

Administrator Redl has noted the need for better broadband mapping data that
is more accurate, granular, and verified. Unfortunately, the parameters selected by
the FCC for the one-time data collection to determine initially eligible areas for Mo-
bility Fund Phase II have produced a map that fails to reliably reflect coverage.
Data collected to shape the National Broadband Data Map should balance real
world coverage without unduly burdening wireless carriers or state and local gov-
ernments.

Question 4. As noted during the hearing, I am considering legislative options for
modernizing the RUS Community Connect grant program. The program currently
sets an eligibility cut off that makes communities ineligible if a single household has
broadband service at or above 4/1 megabits per second. This speed threshold has
not been updated in years, and it is substantially below the FCC’s definition of
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broadband coverage at 25/3 speeds. In addition to my questions we discussed re-
garding the 4/1 speed threshold, do you have other recommendations for modern-
izing these RUS grants?

Answer. RUS grant programs should provide support for an increasing range of
speeds based on technology and spectrum availability. However, eligibility should be
determined from geographic coverage based on reliable data, not an outdated model
W%elre service available at one location could eliminate entire areas from funding eli-
gibility.

Question 5. Your testimony “encourages the use of grants instead of loans due to
the costly, unnecessary bureaucratic red tape that accompanies current RUS loans.”
Can you elaborate on what makes grants preferential?

Answer. Mobile carriers today rely on various funding models, especially to fund
deployments in rural and high cost areas. While carriers must already navigate bu-
reaucratic processes in the application and review process, additional steps to sat-
isfy Federal loan programs can add additional delays and costs compared to loans
available through commercial channels.

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. CATHERINE CORTEZ MASTO
TO STEVEN K. BERRY

Question 1. In Nevada we have the most public lands of any state in the Nation.
In some of these remote areas, Internet access is extremely slow or nonexistent.
This presents a number of challenges for both the residents who live in these areas
to the government employees who manage them, but there’s also opportunities in
these places.

Can you give an examples of any partnerships that have been done with land
management agencies that have increased access to high speed broadband for these
outposts?

Can you give examples of any of these partnerships being used to increase access
to high speed broadband to communities in these areas?

Answer. CCA is continuing outreach to members for examples of successful part-
nerships with land management agencies and will provide any additional updates
to your office.

Question 2. 5G will rely on small cells with short signal ranges. This raises ques-
tions about how they will be deployed and utilized in remote areas like those we
have in Nevada. Can you give examples of these cells being deployed and befitting
in rural areas?

Answer. Small cells are not only for big cities, and are being used in addition to
traditional macro-cell towers to provide coverage in both urban and rural areas.
Small cells can be particularly useful in rural areas with areas where people con-
gregate and need greater data capacity, such as schools and universities, local sport-
ing events, designated areas of commerce or government, rural areas of recreation
and sport, and events such as state fairs and festivals. Additionally, small cells may
be deployed in rural areas where other considerations may present challenges to de-
ploying traditional towers.

Question 3. Can you describe the approval process by which telecom carriers in-
stall components of their networks on Federal land?

Answer. Carriers must navigate a lengthy, complicated process to gain regulatory
approval to site mobile infrastructure, rife with potential for delays or costs. The
attached chart, produced by CCA, describes the siting process for telecom equip-
ment. CCA supports the SPEED Act and appreciates your leadership on these
issues, which will benefit both urban and rural areas.

Question 4. What improvements are needed to the process to ensure better con-
nections for our residents and visitors to many of our beautiful public land destina-
tions, like Great Basin National Park?

Answer. Enacting the SPEED Act will help streamline deployment and provide
improved mobile broadband services. Enhancing mobile broadband can also support
residents and visitors to national parks and public land destinations through allow-
ing connectivity when desired for social media and augmented reality experiences,
as well as critical connections to public safety and 9—1-1 if necessary. As policies
are updated, it is important that specific master plans are updated to allow for tele-
communications deployments, particularly if existing master plans stretch over a
decade or longer.

Question 5. The administration’s proposal includes no direct funding for rural
broadband but $50 billion for rural infrastructure, 80 percent of which comes in the
way of formula grants to the states who will have the discretion to doll that money
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out as they see fit. States often do not have institutions dedicated to allocating grant
money for rural broadband like they do for projects like water or highways. What
has been your experience in states prioritizing broadband over other projects like
highways or water?

Answer. While state focus on broadband deployment policies and funding varies
from state to state, traditional state infrastructure policies have not focused on
broadband deployment and have prioritized other projects. CCA supports Congres-
sional efforts to include direct funding for rural broadband programs in any infra-
structure legislative package.

Question 6. One issue of concern in ensuring that Federal funds that are included
in any plan are well spent and not wasted. How do we ensure we have the proper
oversight or metrics in place to ensure that Federal funds are well spent and reach
the intended people without adequate service?

Answer. You cannot manage what you cannot measure; reliable coverage data is
critical to structuring a program to provide funding to reach the intended areas. Ab-
sent reliable data, areas that should be eligible for funding will be left behind. Addi-
tionally, using lessons learned from Mobility Fund Phase I, oversight of disbursed
funds should not freeze capital through withholding reimbursement until after sepa-
rate USAC certification, and build out time frames should be flexible to accommo-
date for any delays outside a carrier’s control, including in the application process.
Balancing oversight with flexibility will encourage participation in programs, par-
ticularly in remote areas, to ensure that Federal funds are being used as intended.

Question 7. Is increasing the amount of resources to RUS and the FCC sufficient
to meet our Nation’s needs?

Answer. Congress directed the FCC to administer the Universal Service Fund to
provide eligible carriers with support that is both predictable and sufficient. To close
the digital divide in high cost areas, additional resources are needed to support a
business case where private capital alone may not be sufficient.

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. GARY PETERS TO
ROBERT DEBROUX

Question 1. The next generation of technological advances—like self-driving vehi-
cles—depend on increased connectivity and massive amounts of data. I am deeply
concerned that President Trump’s infrastructure and budget proposals do not ap-
pear to mention or prioritize infrastructure needs of the future, particularly around
mobility, 5G, or connected infrastructure. What should Congress include in an infra-
structure package to support these initiatives? What Federal investments are need-
ed now to prepare for the future of mobility and 5G?

Answer. Successful deployment of 5G requires more than just wireless “towers.”
It requires, for the most part, fiber connections to the network. In rural areas, espe-
cially, the business case for these connections, i.e., covering the cost of these connec-
tions, may require specific funding. Thus, any goal of deploying 5G broadly will need
dedicated funding.

Question 2. The omnibus spending bill provides $600 million to RUS for a new
pilot program of grants and loans for rural broadband deployment. How should the
RUS plan to use these additional funds?

Answer. The omnibus spending bill provided a solid framework for the RUS to fol-
low in establishing the new broadband pilot program. Most important is Congress’s
acknowledgment that government funded projects should be directed to unserved
areas and to only one entity per service area. I would recommend that Congress di-
rect RUS to not only consult with the FCC, but require that the RUS use the FCC’s
data to verify that areas are unserved. In addition, RUS can allow current Uni-
versal Service Fund (“USF”) recipients’ to have the right of first refusal prior to
funding any incumbent provider’s service area when applying for funding. The FCC
can also verify to the RUS which applicants are USF recipients.

Question 3. The omnibus spending bill for FY 2018 allocated $7.5 million for NTTA
to use for the National Broadband Map, and the Administration has requested $50
million for FY 2019. Do you think the FCC or NTIA should be in charge of the Na-
tional Broadband Data Map? How should the FCC and NTIA leverage and coordi-
nate their resources to provide more accurate and granular data?

Answer. The FCC should be the primary agency tasked with collecting and inter-
preting broadband data. However, Congress has designated that NTIA host and
maintain the National Broadband Map and it’s now up to Congress to make sure
that NTIA is not duplicating efforts taken by the FCC or using different standards
or benchmarks when collecting broadband data. I would also add that the Census
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Bureau can also be very helpful in providing broadband data to NTIA and the FCC.
For example, as the Census Bureau begins work on the 2020 Census, Congress
should direct the Census Bureau to geocode all parcel locations and provide that in-
formation to the FCC and NTIA so that rural broadband carriers can better identify
where households are located.

Question 4. As noted during the hearing, I am considering legislative options for
modernizing the RUS Community Connect grant program. The program currently
sets an eligibility cut off that makes communities ineligible if a single household has
broadband service at or above 4/1 megabits per second. This speed threshold has
not been updated in years, and it is substantially below the FCC’s definition of
broadband coverage at 25/3 speeds. In addition to my questions we discussed re-
garding the 4/1 speed threshold, do you have other recommendations for modern-
izing these RUS grants?

Answer. The Farm Bill must be reauthorized by Congress by the end of this year.
Reauthorizing the Farm Bill, presents a real opportunity for Congress to improve
not only the RUS Community Connect Program but also the RUS Rural Broadband
Program. TDS suggests that the Community Connect Program be rolled in the RUS
Rural Broadband Program to gain the greatest efficiency and to ensure better par-
ticipation by perspective applicants

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. CATHERINE CORTEZ MASTO
TO ROBERT DEBROUX

Question 1. 1 have heard from other people in your industry that personnel is a
major challenge. They feel that there is insufficient personnel at state and national
level agencies to review applications quickly. This gets at the heart of the problem
which is that this administration wants to roll back the time it takes to do these
reviews and permitting but has also neglected staffing many of these agencies re-
sponsible. How has, in your experience, staffing affected the speed of the process?

Answer. It has been our experience that in some instances, lack of staff has con-
tributed to delays in applications However, when staff has to comb through thou-
sands of Federal and state laws just to approve an application then it’s easy to see
why permit applications are delayed. By appropriately streamlining the permit proc-
ess and waiving some of the more onerous requirements that in most cases,
shouldn’t apply to broadband permit applications, the Federal government will be
making Federal agencies more efficient while at the same time promoting the stated
policy goal of expediting broadband deployment on Federal lands.

Question 2. How can we have “shot clocks” work if agencies are not staffed to
meet demand?

Answer. The alternative to not having “shot clocks” is what we have today, thou-
sands of permits pending before the Federal government. Congress needs to find the
right balance between providing adequate time for agencies to review applications
but not allowing the weight of Federal bureaucracy to ensure broadband permits are
never be approved.

Question 3. A recent Wireless Infrastructure Association report notes that engi-
neers and technicians need new training as we advance 5G infrastructure.

What workforce development challenges is the industry facing?

What is being done to ensure that women and minorities have the chance to fill
these well-paying and technical positions?

Answer. As a primary wireline company I do not have any insight into the chal-
lenges of 5G infrastructure.

Question 4. The administration’s proposal includes no direct funding for rural
broadband but $50 billion for rural infrastructure, 80 percent of which comes in the
way of formula grants to the states who will have the discretion to doll that money
out as they see fit. States often do not have institutions dedicated to allocating grant
money for rural broadband like they do for projects like water or highways. What
has been your experience in states prioritizing broadband over other projects like
highways or water?

Answer. To my knowledge, the Trump Administration’s proposal on infrastructure
would be the first time Federal broadband projects would have to compete against
more traditional infrastructure projects such as highways and bridges. So while
TDS doesn’t have any experience in competing against projects like bridges and
roads I would caution Congress and this Administration from establishing such a
precedent.
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RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. JERRY MORAN TO
BRAD GILLEN

Question 1. 1 understand that the next generation of 5G wireless networks will
require hundreds of thousands of small cells that will be placed on existing infra-
structure. I'm encouraged that the FCC recently released a draft decision that would
exempt some of these small cells from the burdensome and costly environmental
and historic process reviews that the FCC is required to conduct. Does CTIA favor
the proposed action?

Answer. Yes, consistent with the helpful direction in your legislation, the RAPID
Act, the Federal Communications Commission’s decision to update the environ-
mental and historic preservation reviews designed for large cell towers will accel-
erate 5G deployment, spur significant new investment, innovation and job creation
and help the United States win the global race to 5G.

The wireless industry is preparing to install 800,000 small cells in the next few
years to make 5G a reality. These small cells are roughly the size of a pizza box
and can be installed in an hour or two on a streetlight or utility pole, but it can
take a year or more to get the necessary siting permits due to rules designed for
200-foot cell towers.

The Commission’s March 22 decision to modernize some NEPA and NHPA per-
mitting reviews will mean tremendous time and cost savings that will boost network
investment and job creation, without impacting the environment or historic prop-
erties, as reviews will still happen when appropriate.

A recent Accenture report found that almost a third of the cost of next-generation
wireless deployments go to Federal reviews that the FCC modernized with their de-
cision. Accenture projects reforms like those the FCC adopted could bring $1.6 bil-
lion in savings, helping jumpstart 5G deployment.

In addition to these reforms, the most important thing the Federal government
can now do is update its nationwide guidelines for how state and local governments
treat siting requests.

Question 2. To win the global race of 5G, the wireless industry needs to rapidly
deploy small cells, but many of today’s rules were designed for the large macro tow-
ers. I appreciate the work that the FCC is doing this month to modernize the envi-
ronmental and historic preservation rules, but what should Congress do to ensure
the United States remains the world’s leader in wireless?

Answer. Congress can help the United States remain the world’s leader in wire-
less by focusing on two main issues: (1) infrastructure reforms and (2) building a
spectrum pipeline.

(1) To unlock hundreds of billions of investment in new networks, the U.S. needs
a modernized siting framework. The most meaningful step Congress can take is to
provide clear direction and guardrails to state and local governments for wireless
infrastructure siting. CTIA is encouraged that Senators Thune and Schatz have cir-
culated a discussion draft that updates congressional guidance to localities to reflect
how wireless infrastructure has evolved. The draft’s “shot clock” provision provides
reasonable timelines for states and localities to act on siting applications and cre-
ates an important enforcement mechanism—the “deemed granted” remedy. The
FCC has already had a “deemed granted” tool in place since 2014 for certain facili-
ties requests, but this should be broadened to cover all siting reviews to expedite
deployment decisions. The draft also clarifies that localities retain the right to
charge for access to public property, provided that rates are fair and reasonable,
competitively and technologically neutral, and based on actual costs. The impact of
excessive fees is real: disproportionate costs to site wireless infrastructure hinder
deployment, particularly in rural areas. These proposed reforms would promote
broadband investment, while preserving local authority in key areas like zoning,
safety, and aesthetics.

When it comes to the Federal review process and siting on Federal lands, we ap-
plaud recent reforms. The FCC’s action to streamline environmental and historic
preservation reviews designed for large cell towers, consistent with your common-
sense legislation, the RAPID Act (S. 2576) as well as the SPEED Act (S. 1988) intro-
duced by Senators Wicker and Cortez Masto will accelerate 5G deployment. In addi-
tion, the inclusion of a shot clock on Federal agencies and other provisions to
streamline wireless deployments on Federal lands in the Consolidated Appropria-
tions Act, 2018 was important progress. Congress can further facilitate wireless de-
ployments on Federal property by creating a deemed granted remedy for siting ap-
plications that are not addressed in a timely manner like that included in the Rural
Broadband Deployment Streamlining Act (S. 1363) introduced by Senators Heller
and Manchin.
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(2) We need a new schedule of spectrum auctions to support consumer demand
and 5G. Congress has already identified a number of bands including low-, mid-,
and high-bands for both study and auction, including those proposed by Senators
Gardner and Hassan in the AIRWAVES Act (S. 1682). The FCC has recently an-
nounced at least one high-band auction this year, and a clear schedule of additional
spectrum auctions would create certainty, encourage investment, and allow wireless
providers to plan and build their 5G networks to maximize efficiency and
robustness.

Question 3. Are Congress, the FCC, and the Administration doing enough to help
the U.S. win the race to 5G, or are we in serious danger of ceding the mantle of
wireless leadership to China, Japan, and South Korea?

Answer. The U.S. is in a very tight race to lead in 5G. China, South Korea, and
other nations are threatening to overtake our wireless leadership by investing bil-
lions, allocating huge blocks of spectrum, and conducting hundreds of 5G trials.

The good news is that America’s wireless industry is already investing in the next
generation of wireless with trials across the country and some initial 5G deploy-
ments planned for this year. According to Accenture research, the U.S. wireless in-
dustry contributes $475 billion annually to America’s economy and supports 4.7 mil-
lion jobs and the industry is poised to invest $275 billion of its own private capital
to build next-generation wireless networks. This will create more than 3 million new
jobs, and add $500 billion to our economy, according to Accenture.

The wireless industry will continue to invest, deploy, and innovate, but our con-
tinued global leadership depends on a committed and comprehensive spectrum and
infrastructure policy.

If Congress follows through on these key reforms in 2018, we will be well posi-
tioned to be the world’s leader in wireless:

o Address wireless infrastructure needs. Federal policymakers can help the U.S.
win the race to 5G by updating its guidance for state and local governments
on wireless infrastructure siting, and further build on recent reforms to stream-
line siting on Federal lands. The U.S. will not win the global race if timelines
and costs are not significantly reduced across the country.

o Spectrum pipeline. We are encouraged that congressional leaders and the FCC
are focused on the key spectrum bands we need for our future, and the chal-
lenge now is executing quickly on these priorities. The U.S. has no mid-band
spectrum (3-24 GHz) currently available for commercial use. The FCC is fo-
cused on finalizing more investment-friendly rules for the 3.5 GHz band, but a
timetable for bringing that spectrum to market remains unclear. While the FCC
is exploring other mid-band spectrum bands, including the 3.7-4.2 GHz band,
which is a key band for 5G globally, there is no clear timetable for a future auc-
tion. We applaud the FCC’s announcement that at least one high-band auction
will be held in 2018, and we encourage policymakers to ready additional high-
band spectrum for 5G networks. Additionally, underused Federal spectrum
should be reallocated for commercial use where possible. We strongly support
Senators Gardner and Hassan’s AIRWAVES Act, which provides a clear plan
for additional spectrum across a wide and diverse range of frequencies.

Question 4. A growing number of states have adopted legislation to accelerate the
deployment of small cells. Are any of these new state laws a particularly good model
for us to follow if we undertake an effort to create a Federal framework for the de-
ployment of small cells?

Answer. A new Accenture study shows the powerful impact of wireless investment
and innovation across all 50 states. In Kansas alone, the wireless industry contrib-
utes $7 billion to the State’s economy and supports 63,000 jobs. Fifteen states, in-
cluding Kansas, have enacted legislation to modernize rules impacting the deploy-
ment of small cells, with other legislatures actively considering bills. The key provi-
sions of the state bills that make the biggest impact is the inclusion of clear time-
tables for government action on siting requests and setting cost-based rates for
siting. States that are the first facilitate wireless infrastructure deployment will
likely see the greatest benefit.

At the Federal level, Congress has repeatedly prioritized the rapid deployment of
wireless infrastructure as a national priority and previously set nationwide guide-
lines for how localities should treat siting requests. The race to 5G necessitates up-
dating Congress’s guidance to localities, as the rules that applied to the infrastruc-
ture of the past are no longer appropriate to support next-generation 5G deploy-
ment. CTIA is encouraged that Chairman Thune and Sen. Schatz have circulated
a discussion draft that seeks to provide clear direction—and guardrails around—



81

state and local governments, while preserving local authority over zoning, safety,
and aesthetics.

We support state and Federal efforts to provide reasonable access to rights of way,
reﬁsonable costs and fees, and streamlined processes for the deployment of small
cells.

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. GARY PETERS TO
BrAD GILLEN

Question 1. The next generation of technological advances—like self-driving vehi-
cles—depend on increased connectivity and massive amounts of data. I am deeply
concerned that President Trump’s infrastructure and budget proposals do not ap-
pear to mention or prioritize infrastructure needs of the future, particularly around
mobility, 5G, or connected infrastructure. What should Congress include in an infra-
structure package to support these initiatives? What Federal investments are need-
ed now to prepare for the future of mobility and 5G?

Answer. The key infrastructure reform for wireless is modernizing our siting rules
and regulations. Our industry stands ready to invest $275 billion in private capital
in tomorrow’s networks according to Accenture.

The good news is Congress already enacted several important reforms in the re-
cently passed Appropriations Act that will assist in the deployment of 5G networks
on Federal lands. These include shot-clocks for reviewing applications, the creation
of contracts and applications that would be consistent across Federal agencies, fur-
ther streamlining such applications, and adding information about facilities able to
support communications facilities to the existing Federal assets database. There is
more work to be done on Federal siting. First, the newly created shot-clock for the
review of applications for facilities on Federal property should include a “deemed
granted” remedy when the shot clock rules are violated. The shot clock has limited
utility if there is no enforcement mechanism at the end. In basketball, when the
shot clock expires, you lose the ball.

The most significant reform Congress can take is to update the guardrails on
state and local governments to prevent unnecessary delays or impediments to the
development of broadband infrastructure. Congress should also clarify that fees
charged for siting wireless facilities should be non-discriminatory and based on the
state or local government’s actual, direct, and reasonable costs to manage the right
of way or issue permits. These changes will go a long way towards reducing the
costs and speeding the deployment of 5G infrastructure.

Additionally, Congress should reallocate spectrum, the invisible infrastructure
that is necessary to power mobile networks, to the private sector. Not only is this
important in that it will help bring broadband to more Americans, but revenue from
auctioning Federal spectrum can help fund other congressional priorities. The AIR-
WAVES Act, sponsored by Senators Gardner and Hassan, would allocate 10 percent
of auction proceeds to fund mobile broadband in rural areas. These funds would go
a long way to ensuring rural consumers can benefit from mobile broadband.

Question 2. The omnibus spending bill provides $600 million to RUS for a new
pilot program of grants and loans for rural broadband deployment. How should the
RUS plan to use these additional funds?

Answer. RUS should use technologically neutral criteria and focus on the best
way to get rural Americans online. All technologies, both wireless and wired, should
be viable funding options, especially next-generation wireless networks that can
meet the broadband needs of consumers and businesses. RUS should also work co-
operatively with other agencies, including the FCC, to ensure funding is not duplica-
tive and is focused on those Americans that do not benefit from broadband access
today.

Question 3. The omnibus spending bill for FY 2018 allocated $7.5 million for NTIA
to use for the National Broadband Map, and the Administration has requested $50
million for FY 2019. Do you think the FCC or NTIA should be in charge of the Na-
tional Broadband Data Map? How should the FCC and NTIA leverage and coordi-
nate their resources to provide more accurate and granular data?

Answer. Good data is key to effective program management and congressional
oversight and we applaud your focus on getting the right data for mobile wireless
coverage. NTIA and the FCC should work together on the broadband map, incor-
porating data that both agencies have as well as data commercially available from
third parties. Any new information collections should be carefully balanced in light
of the significant data our industry provides the government today. We are hopeful
that Congress gets the data needed without the need for any additional burdensome
collection mandates.
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Question 4. As noted during the hearing, I am considering legislative options for
modernizing the RUS Community Connect grant program. The program currently
sets an eligibility cut off that makes communities ineligible if a single household has
broadband service at or above 4/1 megabits per second. This speed threshold has
not been updated in years, and it is substantially below the FCC’s definition of
broadband coverage at 25/3 speeds. In addition to my questions we discussed re-
garding the 4/1 speed threshold, do you have other recommendations for modern-
izing these RUS grants?

Answer. RUS should gear the program to what consumers’ and businesses’
broadband needs are, then determine what technologies and services can meet those
demands. Today’s wireless broadband services should be an option for funding.

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. CATHERINE CORTEZ MASTO
TO BRAD GILLEN

Question 1. In Nevada we have the most public lands of any state in the Nation.
In some of these remote areas, Internet access is extremely slow or nonexistent.
This presents a number of challenges for both the residents who live in these areas
to the government employees who manage them, but there’s also opportunities in
these places.

Can you give an examples of any partnerships that have been done with land
manager})lent agencies that have increased access to high speed broadband for these
outposts?

Can you give examples of any of these partnerships being used to increase access
to high speed broadband to communities in these areas?

Answer. Last year, NTIA produced a report on the use of public-private partner-
ships to expand broadband access to rural areas. It strongly endorsed those partner-
ships, and included several examples of successful partnerships. These partnerships
can be an important tool in promoting broadband deployments to rural areas using
all available technologies, including developing 5G networks, which will offer speeds
and latency comparable to or better than wireline networks. In addition to partner-
ships with land management agencies, Internet access can be increased if wireless
companies have better access to Federal lands. That will allow those companies to
provide service both on and adjacent to Federal property. Recent changes to the
process required by the 2018 Appropriations Act will help, but more work is nec-
iessgry to reduce the time it takes wireless companies to site facilities on Federal
and.

Question 2. 5G will rely on small cells with short signal ranges. This raises ques-
tions about how they will be deployed and utilized in remote areas like those we
have in Nevada. Can you give examples of these cells being deployed and befitting
in rural areas?

Answer. While much of the discussion surrounding 5G networks has focused on
high-band frequencies that will use small cells, 5G will operate in a variety of dif-
ferent bands and will also take advantage of the 150,000 cell towers across the
country. For example, CTIA member T-Mobile has announced that it is rolling out
5G service using the 600 MHz band spectrum it won in the FCC’s landmark Broad-
cast Incentive Auction. 5G networks using 600 MHz spectrum will not necessarily
use small cells because that spectrum can propagate further, making it useful to de-
ploy in rural areas. But there will be 5G small cell use in rural areas as well. Small
cells will be employed to provide additional capacity and coverage in targeted areas
like school campuses, town squares, and areas such as tourist destinations and
other high-traffic outdoor recreation areas. So, in rural locations, 5G will be deliv-
ered using a variety of facility types.

Question 3. Can you describe the approval process by which telecom carriers in-
stall components of their networks on Federal land?

Answer. Unfortunately, there is no single approval process by which carriers in-
stall components of their networks on Federal land. The process for companies to
site facilities on Federal land remains slow and unpredictable. Different agencies
have different siting approval processes and even within agencies, procedures may
be inconsistent between different organizational units. CTIA is encouraged that in
the recently passed Appropriations bill, Congress took several important actions to
facilitate siting on Federal lands. First, agencies are now required to act within a
uniform 270-day period on siting applications. Second, GSA is required to develop
common forms and applications for siting facilities on Federal property, which will
standardize the process of obtaining permission to deploy these facilities. Third,
GSA is required to update and make public the existing Federal property database
in order to make it easier to find available sites for these facilities. Finally, GSA
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and NTIA will work with the relevant Federal agencies to produce recommendations
on how to streamline these processes even further.

Question 4. What improvements are needed to the process to ensure better con-
nections for our residents and visitors to many of our beautiful public land destina-
tions, like Great Basin National Park?

Answer. CTIA is encouraged by the actions that Congress recently took to ensure
better connections on and near public lands. However, more work must be done.
CTIA looks forward to working with NTIA, GSA and others to develop the new com-
mon forms and agreements required by the Appropriations Act and to consider other
actions, as Congress has directed, to streamline siting on Federal lands. For exam-
ple, Congress could direct that relevant agencies implement new regulations to re-
form the process of considering applications for siting on lands under their jurisdic-
tion. These reforms could focus on making the process more uniform across different
parts of an agency, tracking application reviews, setting cost-based fees, and speed-
ing the review of applications with minimal impacts on protected lands, such as
when the facilities will be located in existing rights-of-way.

I would also like to note that the SPEED Act, which you sponsored with Sen.
Wicker, is the type of smart, targeted streamlining measure that the Federal gov-
ernment should continue to explore. The legislation wisely balances the need to ex-
pand the deployment of broadband while ensuring the environmental impact is
minimized. This is especially relevant in places like the Great Basin National Park,
where both visitors and public safety officials rely on broadband for communica-
tions.

Question 5. 1 have heard from other people in industry that personnel is major
challenge. They feel that there is insufficient personnel at state and national level
agencies to review applications quickly. This gets at the heart of the problem which
is that this administration wants to roll back the time it takes to do these reviews
and permitting but has also neglected staffing many of these agencies responsible.

How has, in your experience, staffing affected the speed of the process?

How can we have “shot clocks” work if agencies are not staffed to meet demand?

Answer. The wireless industry recognizes that budget constraints exist for all gov-
ernment agencies and that delays in review of applications may stem from lack of
resources. This is why CTIA has supported actions that would permit government
agencies to charge cost-based fees for processing siting applications and for siting
on government land. While fees should not be revenue-generating tools for govern-
ments, they can and should account for the cost of reviewing and processing applica-
tions to ensure that reviews are completed within any periods required by shot-
clocks. The industry is committed to working with state and local governments to
ensure deployment 1s efficient and timely.

Question 6. A recent article in the Las Vegas Review Journal reports that large
areas of Las Vegas still have spotty access to cellular coverage.! This is not accept-
able in a major metropolitan area.

Some have accused providers of “redlining” certain neighborhoods, can you pro-
vide a comment on this, including how you ensure it doesn’t exist?

Can you speak to any other challenges to LTE access facing larger cities, particu-
larly in low income and minority communities which are disproportionately affected?

Answer. Wireless coverage gets better every year and we all work hard to improve
that coverage. One of the amazing things about the wireless industry is the vast
competition: competition to find new customers and meet their demands. As a result
of these market dynamics, wireless providers compete every day to serve new mar-
kets and consumers, and according to the FCC’s best available data, more than 99
percent of Americans have access to 4G LTE networks and nearly 97 percent having
access to three or more LTE providers. Not only are nation-wide carriers, rural and
regional providers, and resellers of wireless services competing to reach these con-
sumers, but they also offer competitive service plans that fit within consumers’, in-
cluding low-income consumers’, budgets. To further facilitate wireless affordability,
CTIA is a strong supporter of the Lifeline Program, which provides support to those
consumers who may not be able to afford voice and broadband service.

In order to further reduce disparities in coverage and ensure that more consumers
have access to and can afford wireless services, Congress should continue to support
policies that lower the cost of deployments and support targeted funding mecha-
nisms like the Mobility Fund. As FCC Commissioner Carr has said, shifting the
business case can spur carriers to invest in areas that were previously uneconomic.

1Dead spots remain for many cell customers in Las Vegas Valley. Las Vegas Review Journal.
Available at:  hitps:/ /www.reviewjournal.com [ business | dead-spots-remain-for-many-cell-cus-
tomers-in-las-vegas-valley /
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Smart reforms such as reducing barriers to accessing public rights of way, estab-
lishing shot clocks and enforceable remedies for the entire permitting process, and
promoting cost-based fee methodologies can help bring the benefits of these net-
works to more Americans, including those in low-income communities, whether in
rural or urban areas.

Question 7. A recent Wireless Infrastructure Association report notes that engi-
neers and technicians need new training as we advance 5G infrastructure.

What workforce development challenges is the industry facing?

What is being done to ensure that women and minorities have the chance to fill
these well-paying and technical positions?

Answer. The wireless industry prides itself on the opportunities it provides to all
Americans to have well-paying jobs that will continue to be vital for decades to
come. As a recent report from Recon Analytics showed, America’s leadership in 4G
LTE connectivity brought $100 billion to the U.S. GDP and spurred an 84 percent
increase in wireless-related jobs. Today, wireless underpins much of our economy,
supporting 4.6 million core wireless-related jobs and creating 6.5 more jobs for each
direct wireless job. And next-generation 5G is expected to produce three million new
long-term jobs for Americans of a variety of skills and backgrounds.

Further, a snapshot of publically available data shows that the wireless industry
values diversity in its workforce. AT&T was ranked number 3 on Diversity Inc.’s
2017 Top 50 companies for diversity; as of September 2017, 62 percent of T-Mobile’s
workforce is comprised of minorities; and 6 of 12 of Verizon’s board members are
women and/or minorities.

Question 8. In your testimony you said, “NHPA mandates alone recently cost a
carrier more than $170,000 to install just 23 small cells in a parking lot. Another
provider estimates that reviews under NHPA and NEPA comprised, on average, 26
percent of its total small cell deployment costs last year. And these costs are in-
creasing; one carrier reports that these costs have risen by as much as 2500 percent
in some parts of the country since 2010.” Can you provide more detailed information
and background on these statements?

Answer. These examples come from public filings made by wireless carriers with
the FCC, summarized in a February 2018 CTIA ex parte presentation.?2 The first
example is from Sprint, which described the situation it faced in deployments lead-
ing up to the 2017 Super Bowl in Houston, Texas in a filing with the FCC in May,
2017. The second example is from Verizon Wireless, which noted this figure in an
ex parte presentation filed with the FCC in February, 2018. The third example is
from a submission by AT&T to the FCC in February 2018.

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. GARY PETERS TO
MIicHAEL ROMANO

Question 1. The next generation of technological advances—like self-driving vehi-
cles—depend on increased connectivity and massive amounts of data. I am deeply
concerned that President Trump’s infrastructure and budget proposals do not ap-
pear to mention or prioritize infrastructure needs of the future, particularly around
mobility, 5G, or connected infrastructure. What should Congress include in an infra-
structure package to support these initiatives? What Federal investments are need-
ed now to prepare for the future of mobility and 5G?

Answer. Preparing for 5G infrastructure means preparing for broadband infra-
structure generally. We will need densification of fiber for small cells; the data de-
mands and throughput necessary to realize the promise of 5G services will require
placement of small cells every several hundred feet, and substantial new fiber
connectivity to connect those small cells to one another and the rest of the world.
It will therefore take a mix of dedicated funding resources and common-sense per-
mitting reforms to ensure that rural Americans share in the communications revolu-
tion for both mobile and fixed services, all of which are enabled by and dependent
upon a robust underlying fixed network.

Question 2. The omnibus spending bill provides $600 million to RUS for a new
pilot program of grants and loans for rural broadband deployment. How should the
RUS plan to use these additional funds?

Answer. RUS should target the funding to areas where no provider is currently
operating, or for use in areas where only one provider is currently providing service

2CTIA Ex Parte Presentation to FCC, WT Docket nos. 17-79, 16-421 (filed Feb. 26, 2018),
https:/ | ecfsapi.fec.gov/file | 10226219719241 | 180226%20CTIA %20Ex%20Parte%200n%20Costs%
20Associated%20with%20NEPA%20and%20NHPA%20Reviews.pdf.
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below speeds of 10/1. Additionally, RUS and the FCC should coordinate on how new
pilot program funds can best work in concert with the Universal Service Fund
(USF). It would be a waste of taxpayer resources if multiple government programs
fund competing networks in high-cost rural areas that can barely sustain even a
single network, while leaving other areas entirely unserved.

Question 3. The omnibus spending bill for FY 2018 allocated $7.5 million for NTIA
to use for the National Broadband Map, and the Administration has requested $50
million for FY 2019. Do you think the FCC or NTIA should be in charge of the Na-
tional Broadband Data Map? How should the FCC and NTIA leverage and coordi-
nate their resources to provide more accurate and granular data?

Answer. NTCA is agnostic to what Federal agency is charged with creating the
map, so long as providers only must report once. We would also strongly encourage
the mapping entity to consider geocoding new installs. The best way to get data that
can drive informed decision-making and funding decisions in particular is to get as
granular as geocoding new installs. Even then, a robust challenge processes will also
be needed thereafter to ensure self-reported data are correct and legitimate, so that
we do not leave unserved locations behind based upon self-proclaimed “false
positives” of service availability.

Question 4. As noted during the hearing, I am considering legislative options for
modernizing the RUS Community Connect grant program. The program currently
sets an eligibility cut off that makes communities ineligible if a single household has
broadband service at or above 4/1 megabits per second. This speed threshold has
not been updated in years, and it is substantially below the FCC’s definition of
broadband coverage at 25/3 speeds. In addition to my questions we discussed re-
garding the 4/1 speed threshold, do you have other recommendations for modern-
izing these RUS grants?

Answer. We urge RUS to use more granular data and robust challenge processes
to avoid “false positives” that deny support/loans where needed despite the fact that
much of a community may in fact be unserved. Speeds of 4/1 should be updated to
10/1, but once areas lacking 10/1 are identified, providers should be required to aim
for even higher speeds, with the goal of making the new networks that are built
leveraging this program “future-proof”—that is, built for effective, scalable use by
consumers over the entire life of the network asset. Finally, as noted in other an-
swers, it is important however to coordinate RUS and FCC efforts, so that program
efforts are working in concert rather than potentially overbuilding one another in
the form of duplicative, competing networks operated by two different providers.

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. CATHERINE CORTEZ MASTO
TO MICHAEL ROMANO

Question 1. All of our infrastructure pushes in the past outlined a bold vision,
such as connecting our communities with railroads and highways. I believe that
smart, interconnected communities should be that vision in the 21st century, obvi-
ously broadband is a critical component of that. I recently saw that NTCA an-
nounced four Smart Rural Community Collaboration Challenge grants as part of the
annual Smart Rural Community initiative. What are the major issues that rural
communities are trying to overcome with smart technology?

Answer. Many rural areas face the same exciting opportunities and challenges as
urban areas as the incorporation of technology into all facets of life expands. In
rural areas, however, these advancements are even more critical, as broadband-en-
abled telehealth, tele-education, and Internet-enabled commerce enable rural re-
gions to reach resources that would be otherwise unavailable. Small rural high
schools might lack a critical mass of students to justify the offering of certain niche
or advanced courses. Residents of rural areas may be so far from comprehensive
health care facilities that they either must take a full day for a medical appointment
or may defer care altogether. This not only risks losing the benefits of preventative
medicine, but also increases the likelihood of greater expense if untreated chronic
or acute illnesses advance.

The goal of the Smart Rural Community initiative and, in parallel, our members
who engage these efforts, is for rural broadband providers to work with other com-
munity leaders to ensure that broadband is leveraged to improve educational oppor-
tunities, health care, public services and other vital aspects of life. The innovative
efforts of our Smart Rural Community and other NTCA members strengthen their
rural areas and, as studies exploring the interdependencies of rural and urban
America have demonstrated, the Nation as a whole.
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Question 2. Can you provide examples of interesting things that have been done
with this funding?

Answer. In Princeton, Missouri, a Smart Rural Community grant supports a busi-
ness incubator designed to train area high school students in business development;
the facility will be staffed by senior citizen volunteers.

In Havre, Montana, a Smart Rural Community grant supports a Tribal-owned
economic development agency’s establishment of a virtual workplace suite and train-
ing center to provide educational resources and training for call center and other
telework industries.

In Brandon, Minnesota, an NTCA member relied upon a Smart Rural Community
grant when partnering with a faith-based hospice to deploy Mi-Wi technology that
enables social and medical connectivity for patients.

Question 3. What are some challenges, besides the obvious lack of high speed
broadband, that face rural areas when implementing smart technology?

Answer. According to our most recent survey, 41 percent of NTCA members’ cus-
tomers enjoy fiber to the home, and about 80 percent enjoy speeds 10 mbps and
above (67 percent enjoy speeds of 25 mbps). More than 100 NTCA members have
been certified as Gig capable. But, we have many members whose deployment plans
are not yet complete; and all members face the on-going challenges of maintaining
and upgrading networks. Beyond those issues, NTCA members are meeting the
challenges of introducing their customers to new technologies and demonstrating
how the integration of those devices and applications can help assure rural vitality
and viability. These are critical as rural demographics change, and as traditional
employment opportunities advance to middle-skills jobs and other careers that re-
quire greater technical education. NTCA, working with its members, champions col-
la}goration among our rural providers and local K-12 and secondary education pro-
viders.

Question 4. In Nevada we have the most public lands of any state in the Nation.
In some of these remote areas, Internet access is extremely slow or nonexistent.
This presents a number of challenges for both the residents who live in these areas
to the government employees who manage them, but there’s also opportunities in
these places. Can you give an examples of any partnerships that have been done
with land management agencies that have increased access to high speed broadband
for these outposts?

Can you give examples of any of these partnerships being used to increase access
to high speed broadband to communities in these areas?

Answer. Navigating byzantine application and review processes within individual
Federal land-managing and property-managing agencies can be burdensome for any
network operator, but particularly for the smaller network operators that serve the
most rural 35 percent of the U.S. landmass. The review procedures can take sub-
stantial amounts of time, undermining the ability to plan for and deploy broadband
infrastructure. For ways to improve the process and promote partnerships, we sug-
gest reviewing the Broadband Deployment Advisory Committee’s Streamlining Fed-
eral Siting Working Group report for recommendations on improving the process of
building broadband on Federal lands; an overview of some of those recommenda-
tions was included with my submitted testimony.

Question 5. The administration’s proposal includes no direct funding for rural
broadband but $50 billion for rural infrastructure, 80 percent of which comes in the
way of formula grants to the states who will have the discretion to doll that money
out as they see fit. States often do not have institutions dedicated to allocating grant
money for rural broadband like they do for projects like water or highways. What
has been your experience in states prioritizing broadband over other projects like
highways or water?

Answer. Several states, including New York, Minnesota, and Wisconsin, have es-
tablished successful broadband programs that direct limited resources to areas in
most need in an effective and efficient manner. These programs focus, however, pri-
marily upon defraying some of the upfront costs of network construction, and do not
specifically address the ongoing need for support to sustain service on networks once
built or to ensure the affordability of services provided over those networks. Sepa-
rately, 22 states have established state universal service programs to help provide
additional cost recovery for telecommunications networks and services in high-cost
areas. However, at the end of the day, the only program that helps enable reason-
ably affordable and comparable rural broadband services in most states—and pro-
vides much-needed additional support even in those states that themselves provide
some level of funding—is the Federal Universal Service Fund.

Question 6. One issue of concern in ensuring that Federal funds that are included
in any plan are well spent and not wasted. How do we ensure we have the proper
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oversight or metrics in place to ensure that Federal funds are well spent and reach
the intended people without adequate service?

Answer. To ensure proper oversight and metrics, strong consideration should be
given to leveraging—and supplementing—the FCC’s existing High-Cost USF initia-
tives as a primary means of implementing broadband infrastructure initiatives. The
FCC is the Nation’s expert agency in telecom policy, and it is already tackling
broadband challenges with respect to availability and affordability. Moreover, recent
reforms adopted by the FCC have sought to: (1) reorient the USF 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. At the very least, such prin-
ciples and practices should guide any program that distributes Federal funds, re-
gardless of which agency administers the program.

Question 7. Is increasing the amount of resources to RUS and the FCC sufficient
to meet our Nation’s needs?

Answer. Additional resources are needed to meet our Nation’s broadband goals.
For example, broadband-promoting initiatives remain woefully underfunded to
achieve the goals for small, rural broadband providers. More than $66 million per
year is still needed to fund a USF model that the FCC created to promote
broadband deployment. In addition, under a budget control mechanism included
within 2016 reforms that applies only to some carriers, many small rural telecom
operators have had their support slashed by an unpredictably escalating budget con-
trol that now equals 12.3 percent on average, translating into denied recovery of
more than $180 million in actual costs per year for private broadband investments.
Although the FCC took steps to mitigate this budget control for the most recent
twelve months, the budget shortfall will begin anew as of July 1, resulting in tens
of millions of dollars per month in denied recovery for broadband infrastructure in-
vestment.

Beyond these concerns, there are many areas—especially in rural America—where
broadband remains lacking, and there is no prospect of the private sector stepping
in to fill that gap given the challenges of distance and density that make a business
case for investment impossible to justify. Additional resources to help defray the up-
front costs of construction and/or provide ongoing support that helps to make the
business case for investment and operation are needed if we will realize the goal
of universal broadband access.

O
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