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SUMMARY

The Alliance for PLblic Technology I a coali ton of 105 public

interest organization~ ands more then 200 individuals, comments to

the Commission and tl e Joint Board on the questions raised in its

Notice of Proposed F ulern.aking to implement the universal service

provision of the Telec:)mmunications Act of 1996.

APT's vision of universal access to advanced telecommunication

servcies at the ear Lie~;t possible time is the focus of these

comments. Section 70f of the Act endorses the APT vision of advanced

universal service, lorr::lwing language directly from APT policy

papers, describing it "without regard to any transmission media or

technology, as high spe2d, switched, broadband telecmmunications

capability that enabl ~s 1.:sers to originate and receive high-quality,

voice, data, graphi :s, and video telecommunications using any

technology."

APT urges the Commission and the Joint Board to measure all

proposals for universil :;ervice against whether they will speed the

day when there is widespread deployment and use of advanced

telecommuications ser riCE s. We urge them to establish a path for

migration from the lore limited definition of a telephone based

universal service to dva:1ced universal service.
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Our comments als:J endorse a funding mechanism that is fair and

equitable, but we p' lint out the Act's mandate that funding for

universal service b,~ f rom carriers. Thus, we encourage the

Commission to focus )n collection and administration methods that

result in contribut ons by all carriers to universal service

obligations. It should be left up to carriers, once there is

effective local compe ition, on how to recoup their costs from their

customers.

Finally, APT bf~lieves that. Sect ion 706 of the Act, which

authorizes the Commission and the States to utilize regulatory and

deregulatory mechani3ms to incent c.he deployment of advanced

infrastrcuture and s~rv=.ces applies to the instant proceeding.

Specifically, the Comnission would be authorized under Section 706 to

develop regualtory ir cen::ives in this proceeding to encourage more

rapid deployment of advanced

II

telecommunication services.



I. Introduction

The Alliance fOl Public Technology (APT) 1 is a Washington, DC

based nonprofit, tax-~xenlpt coalition of public interest groups with

diverse grassroots member-ship and of individuals that is concerned

with promoting polic es that foster a maximum contribution by the

telecommunications and information services to the quality of life of

all Americans, especi3.lly in fields like education, health care, and

democratic processes. T:1e Alliance therefore fully agrees with the

Commission on the grEat importance of this proceeding and others to

follow in this area In that respect, we call the Commission 's

attention to the APT' s d~claration of principles, Connecting Each to

All, and to its imp ,.. ementing proposals contained in Principles to

Implement the Goal ot Advanced Universal Service. Both documents have

previously been supp} Led to t.he Commission in other proceedings. 2 We

believe strongly that AP1"s principles, particularly those related to

the universal dep oyment of an advanced telecommunications

2

The Alliance was founded in 1988 and now has over 325
members, including 1C S o:::ganizational members.

A courtesy ·oP} is being supplied under separate cover
to the Commission ard m2mbers of the Joint Board. Copies of the
reports are available t~ the public from the Alliance for Public
Technology, PO Box ;8578, Washington, DC 20038-8578.
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infrastructure and TIf,twor:-k, are most pertinent to the Commission's

task in this proceeding.

We shall focus lere on four facets -- the concept of universal

service; the appropr ate recipients of universal service subsidies;

the administration >f the concept in the new "pro-competitive,

deregulatory , 3
envlronnent, " and the Snowe-Rockefeller provisions

dealing with schools, lil:raries, and rural health providers.

II. ~Concept of Universal Service

The Alliance his articulated a vision for this country of

universal access by c'verl American to an advanced telecommunications

system and its serv i.ce~; at reasonable rates. Our vision closely

parallels t.he defirition of advanced telecommunication services

contained in Section 70E; of the Act, to be "without regard to any

transmission media cr technology, as high-speed, switched, broadband

telecommunications cdpability that enables users to originate and

receive high-quali 1', voice, data, graphics, and video

telecommunications wing 4any technology. /I We urge the Commission

Not ice of Pr opo~;ed Rulemaking and Order Establishing Joint
Board, FCC 96-93, releasE!d March 8, 1996, at par. 30 (herein Notice)

APT particulirl} applauds the critical element in this
definition that user: must be able to originate as well as receive
so that the future does not entail large commercial companies simply
dumping on a one-way basis vast quanti:.ies of entertainment,

2



and the Joint Board t ) errbrace this vision and evaluate each proposal

and rule against the sta:1dard of whether and to what degree it will

promote the rapid dl~plcyment of such a nationwide and worldwide

advanced telecommuniCi,tion system.

We recognize that the goal of universal advanced

telecommunications to eVE~ry home at affordable rates cannot be fully

and instantly implemelted today. The concept of universal service

as Congress has recognizE!d -- is an evolving one, and necessarily so

in light of the dyn~mic technology, market and societal needs as

Section 254(c) has la d down.

We believe that the structure of the new Act, including the

requirement in Sectim 254 (b) (3), the policy contained in Section

706, and the manda ._e to deploy advanced services to schools,

libraries and health cal~e facilities, dictates that the Commission

and Joint Board map out a strategy and migration path from the

immediate, limited t ~lefhone based universal services suggested in

the Notice, to the time when the advanced network and services

envisioned by Secti(ln 254 (b) (3) and Section 706 are universally

deployed.

shopping channels, etc.)n consumers with no capability for two-way
symmetrical transmis~ion of high speed data-- so essential for the
delivery of educatior al, health care, publ ic information
transactional and te econmuting services.
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We urge the C:)mmission and the Joint Board to address how

universal service mee han:.sms can be directed to foster these goals

and to implement a S1 rategy for accelerating deployment of advanced

telecommunications st~rvices . We believe such an approach is

consistent ",lith 254 (b (3) and also can be justified as a "regulatory

mechanism designed to rerrove barriers to infrastructure development."

(Section 706).5

The dilemma is p3.tent -- how can a service or functionality meet

principles ii and i ~ widespread availability and adoption

unless the network it ;elf is capable of supporting the service.

We fear that a minirr3.1i~;t definition of universal service will not

provide sufficient in~entives for infrastructure investment necessary

Section 706 noes not leave the matter to the general public
interest standard. I is explicit: The Commission and each State
" ... shall encourage tle ceployment on a reasonable and timely basis
of advanced telecommulications capability to all Americans
(including, in particllar, elementary and secondary schools and
classrooms) by utilizLng, in a manner consistent with the public
interest ... price cap re~ulation, regulatory forbearance, measures
that promote competit __ on in the local telecommunications market, or
other regulating meth)ds that remove barriers to infrastructure
investment." The CommisEion is directed to institute an inquiry
within 30 months to d·~telmine whe:.her such advanced capability is
being deployed in a r~asclnable and timely fashion, and if it finds
that it is not, to tai.::e j mmediate act ion to accelerate such
deployment by removir..:f bc.rriers to infrastructure investment and
promoting competitior BL.t our point here is that the Section 706

process includes the l_nstant universal service proceeding.
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to foster the rapid deve:.opment and deployment of advanced networks

and services. 6

If the Commissio1 and the states do not act now to reasonably

promote investment in advanced telecommunication infrastructure, such

advanced services wil L n:::>t be timely available to be chosen by a

majority of consumers ard thus will not become timely available to

a.ll Americans under tre universal service concept. We recognize that

the Commission and st 3.te~ have great discretion in how they proceed

to meet this vital rE~spo:1sibility under the Act. But the Act does

settle some issues tl at have long been in dispute. Some consumer

groups have stressed that with declining costs because of dynamic

technology, the sole emphasis should be on corresponding declining

rates for consumers. While we are concerned that consumers not pay

unfair or unreasonabJ e rates, rates emphatically are not the sole

consideration: If, fo e~ample, price cap regulation can be utilized

to accelerat.e advance 1 telecommunication investment, that also is a

6 See Sec. 254(c). We, therefore, are concerned that the
definition in that sectio:1 may not be adequate: In deciding the
telecommunication sen. ice:3 to be supported by federal support
mechanisms, considerat ion is to be given to the extent to which such
services are (i) essertiaL to education, public health, or public
safety; (ii) have, thl0Ugl the operation of market choices by
customers, been subsclibed to by a substantial majority of
residential customers (iLi) are being deployed in public
telecommunications networ<s; and (iv) are consistent with the public
interest. We believe tha: an additional consideration should include
whether the service 01 fU:l.ctionali.ty is or will be necessary for
access to advanced se1vic es .
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most important contritltion to the public interest, and must be taken

into account by the pclic( makers.? We believe the 1996 Act settled

7

the dispute, and in a manner markedly favorable to the APT position.

And we specifically 1,rge that the Commission and the states move to

implement this facet (if the Act ~, beginning with this proceeding.

It would be most unsOl nd10t to take immediate action and to postpone

action until some timE three or more years from now. It is a truism,

but worhty of noting, that for every year wasted, the opportunities

lost are irretrievablE

This need can :)e :)ointed up by consideration of the role of

advanced telecommunic3.ticms in t:he education, health care, civic

information and tele"ommuting fields if our nation is not to be

irrevocably divided intJ information haves and have nots, and

significant segments of our population deprived of the ability to

participate in criticcl eLements of our society.

There is a naticnal consensus about the importance of educating

for the high tech fut ure, so that the current income disparities in

our society are not e){acE~rbated. Access to health care is an equally

critical concern for 'itizens particularly those without insurance or

in the lower income b~ackets. Participation in the democratic process

So also the Corrmission must be alert to promote advanced
infrastructure investnent by the cable television industry during the
three year period whet a substantial portion of that industry remains
subject to rate regul,tion.
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must obviously be as ::tccE~ssible for disadvantaged and lower income

citizens as it is tcday for the upper income technically

sophisticated citizem It must also be available to all citizens

regardless of income and10t simply to citizens lucky enough to live

in communi t.ies wit1 an advanced telecommunication network

infrastructure. As te ecommuting involving video connections between

home based w'orkers and their supervisors, peers and subordinates in

the office and home s3tting grows, access to jobs will increasingly

require access to advctnce:i telecommunications services in the home.

If all citizens do nc t have access to these services because their

communities are not wired up, we will have created one more

insuperable barrier ~or citizens to participate in main stream

society. That is one cf the main reasons why the 1996 Act places such

emphasis on the aVcilability of advanced telecommunication and

information services fo:::- schools and libraries (e.g. , Internet

access) . See Sect~ons 254(h), 706. Thus, the Commission can

designate "a separate defi.nition of universal service applicable only

to public institution!l telecommunications users" (Notice, par. 11);

section 254 (h) (1) cOLtem~lates federal support mechanisms to make

available services ad:iitional to the "core" ones already described,

and section 254 (h) (2) di:::-ects the Commission to adopt competitively

neutral rules to en1ance school and library access to advanced

7



telecommunication and inf:)rmation services to the extent technically

feasible and economically reasonable.

This means that t is much in the national interest to have the

universal service support mechanism kick in for advanced services as

soon as feasible. f?or this to happen under the Act, advanced

telecommunication sen ice:3 must be widely promoted by the Commission

and the states, so tlat they will be widely available and taken by

consumers. So onc'e again regulatory policies that promote

infrastructure invest :nen1: are crucial to the universal service

concept and the natior 03.1 :.nterest.

It is clear, the'efore, that universal service mechanism must be

developed to responc t:) the evolving telecommunication network

infrastructure as it s gradually deployed, Today, telecommunications

services have alreadr s i.gnificantly embraced high speed data and

graphics and have sta~ted to embrace video. Demand for higher speed

communications is bE,'}inning to mount. Since deployment of this

evolving infrastructu-e liTill be uneven from community to community

and region to region, it is essential that the Commission and Joint

Board not create stat c ml~chanisms on a one size fits all basis.

It is also like y that in the advanced telecommunication world

there will not be a liTidespread demand for one set of "basic
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services.,,8 Rather di ferent demands for services of critical public

interest and significc:nce will be generated by different segments of

the population at different times in their lives. A crude example of

this changing demand light involve demands by families with children

for educational servi:es, by working families for telecommuting and

by retirees and famil~es~ith aging realities for electronic delivery

of health care servi :es to the home. Thus, basic services in the

advanced telecommunicdtion world will probably embrace a series of

basic public service packages from which families can choose the

basic package they waJ It . This package will probably be a mixture of

bandwidths geared o different usage's which these various

applications may require.

The Commission ald the Joint Board must be careful to design its

universal service m,>chanisms to create incentives for advanced

telecommunication net'l1Ork deployment and develop flexible mechanisms

which can be adaptei as advanced networks and technologies are

deployed.

8 Indeed, these "services" may simply be a bundle of bits and
bytes with various kinds of instructions or capabilities built in.
(See Ie. g., Nicholas 'Jegroponte I being digi tal (Vintage Books, 1995))
The line between comm' mications and content are also going to blur.
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III. The App~ciate Targets for Universal Service

APT thus stresse: that all Americans should be the beneficiaries

of government policie'; ttat promote the infrastructure investment to

bring them advanced t~lecommunication services as soon as feasible.

See Section 706; abo\. e discussion. The issue here is that whatever

the level of basic un_versal service may be at a particular time (in

light of the four cri eria), how the universal service subsidies will

be made explicit and lisbursed in a way consistent with the Act and a

competitive telecommurica:ion industry.

The Act (Sect _on 254 (b) (3) , (h)) explicitly identifies three

groups - - (1) low inc :Jme consumers; (2) consumers in rural, insular,

and high cost areas: end (3) rural public or nonprofit health

providers, elementary and secondary schools, and public libraries.

We discuss (3) in Point V, infra. 9

As to (1), there is full agreement as to the need to extend

basic universal servi:e ~;upport to low income consumers and, indeed,

to do a much bette" job in this respect. The Commission has

9

determined that subs~ritership levels for low income persons fall

We also do DC t treat here the implementation of Section 255
concerning access by persons with disabilities. Implementation of
those provisions will be dealt with in other proceedings. Many of APT
member organizatiom clre groups advocating for people with
disablities. Sectiol 2: 4 and universal service mandates should be
viewed with respect :0 all consumers, including those people with
disabilities.

10



substantially below .he national average; 10 thus, 31% of all

families on food staml's have no telephone, and telephone penetration

for women with childrEn living at or below the poverty line is about

50%. The Commission Las noted some of the problems leading to these

depressing figures and we fully support the suggested efforts to deal

with these problems.

This brings us o the second group, support for consumers in

rural, insular and hi, rh cost areas. We certainly join in recognizing

the obvious desirabi~ i.ty of extending universal service support to

those in rural or higl. cost areas that are in need of such support.

When universal servi.ce support is viewed strictly from the

perspective of how much a:lY one individual is "subsidized" to receive

a particular set of services, there is a perception of unfairness

when support goes to he very affluent in ski resorts like Aspen and

Vail, to rich ranchel s or- casino owners, and to many others in not

the slightest need of a Eubsidy, as well as to low and middle income

residents. That is wilY an infrastructure investment perspective on

universal service may be a more appropriate view, providing financial

incentives to encouri,ge the deployment: of technology in a way to

assure these commurities have access to advanced services.

Ini tially, the Commis sion and Joint Board should examine the extent

10 See Subscribel..s.hi;J Notice, at 13003-04.
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to which eliminatio 1 (If artificial barriers to new entrants,

particularly the intE"rla:a restrictions, may enable more efficient

and affordable depl, )yment of technology to these areas. The

Commission and Joint Bc,ard should also examine opportunities to

foster the development of multi-state regulatory experiments and

compacts as a means cf fostering innovative solutions to delivery of

advanced services thr,mgh more efficient mechanisms than have existed

prior to the Act.

The Commission "s ':lware of the problems and, as shown in the

discussion in the Not ce, pars. 27-40, is seeking new ways that might

better comport with Congress' intent "to provide for a pro-

competitive, de-regul ctto:ry national policy framework

telecommunications mackets to competition" (par. 30)

opening all

We encourage

the Commission to exp_ore carefully avenues like the proxy models and

distributing high-cos. a~:sistance on the basis of competitive bids.

We also support the "lotion that any plan here should be technology

neutral (par. 32), ir light of the great promise of wireless to

eventually alleviate )rotlems in the high cost areas.

APT's position is simply stated: It favors most utilizing

Section 706 incentives for carriers to provide the most advanced

network and services to all areas of the country. We believe that

universal service sul::sid:.es and recovery mechanisms can qualify as a

12



Section 706 incentivE 10 do so will lower the cost of providing

services, ultimately minimizing the cost of traditional universal

service mechanisms, slch as life line and link-up.

APT recogr ize:3 the requirement of the Act to make

subsidies explicit. He believe, however, that the Act envisions that

these subsidies be ccntr i.buted by "carriers". The Commission should

consider the use of S'lstems (such a the "NeTrans" fee proposed by Eli

Noam) that assure t'1at all carriers contribute to the cost of

universal services. Once there is local competition, then the

Commission should pen'.i t carriers to decide how best to recover local

loop and other costs frorl their customers. Some may elect to utilize

a flat / subscriber li ne like fee, while others may average the cost

in the price of their se::-vices and others still might develop volume

discount systems or 01 her innovative pr~cing schemes.

It seems clear hat it will be decades before facilities based

local competition r~actes and benefits residential consumers.

Competitors will of nec,~ssity resell local loops under discounted

prices. These price:: should be the source of recovery of explicit

subsidy amounts. A lumber of different means of recovery have been

proposed. One plan, proposed by NYNEX, does not rely on a usage

sensitive element, bit instead is a flat fee per line ordered by

IXCs. APT strongly bel:.eves that all of those competitors who use

13



the public network mU3t contribute to the cost of providing universal

service. Similarly, t) U.e extent these competitors themselves become

eligible carriers, thEy should be entitled to receive the

subsidies. 11

IV. AdnUu~ration in the New Competitive Era

As indicat~d c.bove and in APT's policy papers, we support

a system that ensureE that carriers' contributions to fund universal

service support are : 011 :=cted "on an equitable and nondiscriminatory

basis" usin<j "specifi:, predictable, and sufficient mechanisms" (par.

118) (e.g., TRS (par 122) or contributions based on revenues net of

payments to other carriers (par. 123)

We touch only brit:fly on this topic to raise a matter germane

to the states rather than the basic federal universal service support

system. The 1996 Act (Section 254(f)) permits the states to preserve

and advance universa service so long as the state pays its own way

and does not conflic' with the federal system or rules. We believe

that the states can pl3.y a most important role in this field.

11 APT is concerned t:hat universal service policies not promote
the continuation of 1.nec~nomic business enterprises such as very
small telephone compa.nies. Small phone companies serving very small
populations do not er joy the economies of scope and scale inherent
in larger telecommun cations networks. Federal policies that
encourage the mainteranc2 of these uneconomic entities do not serve
to incent widespread deployment of advanced network infrastructure.

14



Experience shows that many States have been leaders in advancing

universal systems, end have admirably fulfilled their role as

laboratories by blazLng new trails for others to follow (e.g.,

inclusion of touch-to1e :.n universal service support) We strongly

hope that they play a leading role in promoting the earliest possible

use of advanced tele,:omrounication and information services by, for

example, formulating i process for aggregating demand through use of

community based cent ~rs in libraries, schools and other suitable

places (see discussior, ~~, at page 17)

Some stites have also been most innovative in the

administration of t! leir universal service undertakings. Thus,

Maryland, like most states, imposes a gross receipts tax on all

telecommunication car rie:~s, and it simply permits a carrier that

affords a designated un:.versal service package to a qualified low

income consumer (i.e. on welfarel to deduct that amount from the sum

remitted to the state treasury. This not only fits the competitively

neutral requirement, ; .'-'- ., available to all carriers, but most

important, comes fran t:le general treasury and thus promotes the

fullest and most eff .cient use of telecommunications services. We

believe that the Coromis~;ion and Joint Board, in addition to their

very important assigred tasks, can also act as a clearinghouse for

innovative t:echniques that might be employed on the state level.

15



V. Tl~Jowe-Rockefellerprovisions.

As \",e have a lrecldy stated, these provisions are of great

importance because of thE! critical relationship of education to the

future of our nation. Ir acting here, the Commission must take into

account not only the Lssues raised in Part IV of the Notice but the

desirability of surveying this requirement in the context of national

and statewide educaticnal reform efforts.

A. Education

While we would expect the Commission to rely most heavily on the

comments of schools, Libraries and health care provdiers in crafting

its rules, APT woule like to comment on at several points in the

context of Snowe-Rod efeLler. First, Federal policies designed to

accelerate educationc:L access to and uses of the NIl through

electronic linkages 0 "on/off ramps" to schools and libraries should

reflect the diverse ! eed3 of states and local communities. No one

technology or type 0: electronic service can address adequately the

complex and emerging needs of schools and libraries. Incentives in

the form of regulator{ incentives and waivers could stimulate states

and local municipalit ies to demand and negotiate services with the

competitive providErs they know and trust. Federal

telecommunications pc lie Les should be changed and implemented in

tandem with other fecera:. regulatory and spending policies. Schools

and libraries should be given the discretion to use and co-mingle

multiple categorical grant allocations to extend educational and

informational servic es electronically. Enabling schools and

libraries to communi 'ate and share services directly with families

16



and households may ha"e a far greater impact on education than goals

and strategies limitEd to a nation of wired classrooms. In the

immediate future, win les::; services may offer a practical alternative

to schools and libra Lie~;, particularly those servicing low-income

urban neighborhoods.

B. Community Ba~;e Organizati.ons and Snowe-Rockefeller

There is the clear :iesirabili ty of using schools and libraries

as the base for comnuni ty-based technology application assistance

centers. We have at .ached as an appendix an example of the great

worth and the process for such centers in California.

While the statut ~ provides definitions of eligible health care,

educational instituti ms and libraries, APT urges the Commission to

clarify thateligible ins::itutions may partner with community based

organizations and sti 1 be eligible to receive discounted services.

While a non-profit, corrmunity based organization (e.g., a local

chapters of La Raza, )r LULAC or NAACP) might not itself be eligible

for the discounts fo ac.vanced services, they may well be partners

with eligible instit lticns in the delivery of health services or

providing educationa:: opportunities to the community. In those

circumstances, the pacticipation of the community based organization

ought not to result n disqualification of a project. Indeed, many

eligible institution; rray need to partner with community base

17



organizations to accomoli::h their own objectives. They test ought to

be that an eligible organization is order the services for a

qualifying purpose.

c. Aggregation of Demand

The goal of pr~vicling access to advanced telecommunication

services to schools, libraries and health centers as a means of

meeting universal serv:.ce needs and to foster the broader

availability of these services is laudable. The Notice anticipates

that by deploying ad' anc,=d services to these favored institutions,

the public may become TIore familiar and adoption rates increase.

APT has stated 11 its principles the following:

A federal c:)mmitment to an advanced universal service goal
must give a clea.r mandate to state and local governments to
develop even-harded incentives for competitors to aggregate
demand for ~omrrunity-based applications of advanced
telecommunicatioJ s technolo~fY (i. e. education, health care,
labor market orera:ions, and the needs for the disability
community. )

Snowe-Rockefelle p:~ovisions of the Act provide an important

opportunity to create these incentives. APT agrees that, in a

competitive environme lt :or modernizing telecommunications networks

and services, public roli~y must give the marketplace a major role in

deciding which advanc':!d ;3ervices are essential for participation in

society. Bllt. it must r,Qt_)e an unfettered role.

18



We embrace the m3.rkEtplace because of its unmatched capacity to

develop and deploy advanced technologies that are critical to the

nation's future. But it has limitations. It works best through

investment strategies trat are guided by the "effective demand"

perceived to be expl)i table in a market sense. The fundamental

challenge in extending universal service to include advanced

technology applicati lns is to find market-compatible ways of

overcoming the implic it "social engineering" of the marketplace in

developing and deplOying new technologies.

APT's principles st3.ted above embraces all the aspects of the

Snowe-Rockefeller foc~is cn community applications, but it does so in

a broader context of building community support behind the

aggregation of demand for technology applications which both address

community priorities dnd bring advanced applications within the reach

of a broader spectrum of :he society.

We believe that a:, the Commission and Joint Board develop

support mechanisms to encourage advance universal services, it should

include a specific financial incentive to the States to open

proceedings which an fc,cused on developing strategies and market­

oriented options wh ch are designed specifically to facilitate

competitive deploymen. oJ: advanced services to the full spectrum of

individual and commur ity·based needs. In the context of the current

19



proceeding, the Snowe Rockefeller provisions provide the best avenue

for achieving this mardatf~. 12

VI. CONCLUSION

APT applauds tte Commission's prompt and serious effort to

rapidly implement :he universal service provisions of the

Telecommunications Ac APT urges the Commission and the

Joint Board to keep iJ mind the ultimate goal of universal service to

advanced telecommuniclticns technologies and services a switched

broadband network tr every home in America at reasonable and

12

affordable rates capablE~ of high quality voice, data and video

communication into ane ou: of the home.

While advanced ~;ervices may not be widely deployed today, the

Commission and Joint Boa:::-d should be carefully crafting their rules

to incent carriers t) pr-ovide the functionality and technology as

Similar mancate:3 should be developed in the implementation
of Section 706.
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rapidly as possible, .~liminate barriers to infrastructure investment

and set the stage fO] the day when many of these services will in

fact be widely avai lab:_e and subscribed to by a majority of

consumers.
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Subcommittee ::3 of Cali6Jrnia EducatiQn TechnolQgy Task Force
(emF) --Draft Suggesticns for Recommendations on items referred

to me bv Subcommittee. Do Vial»

Draft Suggestion under 2.0--Technical Assistance

2...6.=.Establi sh community-based TechnQIQ~':'-3.p.plication

Assistance Centers as forums fQr discussiQn. and a locus for
information and software applicatiQns; and response centers to
m.ee.t the need'i-Df... jjfferentgI:.Qll.p.5

The restructuring and regiQnalizatiQn of technology
leadership ser 'ice; under CTAP. as initiated by the
Superintender t of Public Instruction, provide a solid
fraInew'ork for breathing life into man;.-' of the
recommendatl)ns advanced in this and other sections of the
Task Force's rE·pon. 'Nhat needs reinforcement in the
Superintender.. t's restructuring is hO\\i the development of
effecllire demand for applications of the new technologies is tQ
be fostered, a~ \veJ as supported, by the technical assistance
sen-ices that a re to be organized and provided through the ten
CTAP Regiona CO..lncils. Building and aggregating effective
demand (vvha drives the allocation of telecommunications
resources in a competitive, market environment) for deploying
advanced ted .nobgies in our financially-strapped schools is
essentially a Coromuni ty-based undertaking that transcends
the more imrr ediate interests of educators responsible for
school perfornarce. There is an inexorable link bet\\ieen the
development1.nd deployment of advance telecommunications
technologies' n our schools and the broader societal purposes of
an advanced :oromunications system.

AB 36..+) (Ch 278, Stats. 199-\.) mandates that education,
along with healtr care and other community and government
institutions, he "early recipients of the benefits of the
information <Lge" This mandate is omV' embraced in national
policy under the "Sno\v-Rockefeller" provisions of newly-


