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February 2, 2016 

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING

Marlene H. Dortch 
Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW  
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: ViaSat, Inc., WC Docket Nos. 10-90, 14-58, 07-135, 05-337, and 03-109; GN 
Docket No. 09-51; CC Docket Nos. 01-92 and 96-45; WT Docket No. 10-208 

Dear Ms. Dortch: 

As the Commission has recognized, the success of Phase II of the Connect America Fund 
(“CAF”) will depend in no small part on whether the Commission can effectively leverage the 
participation of a broad variety of service providers to stimulate competition for the limited funds 
available.  The ability and willingness of providers to participate will depend, in turn, on how the 
Commission structures the contemplated reverse auctions—a fact brought into sharp relief by the 
considerable debate on the record over a proposal that would create three different participation 
tiers based on the capabilities of different service providers (and include a 100 milliseconds 
latency requirement and a 25/3 Mbps speed requirement for certain tiers), and establish a 
“waterfall” of funding that, as a practical matter, could leave little or no funding available for the 
“lower” tiers.

ViaSat submits this letter to propose an alternative approach to structuring the reverse 
auctions, which would facilitate broad participation and ensure that advanced broadband 
capabilities are made available efficiently and expeditiously to consumers in those areas 
otherwise left behind by incumbent local exchange carriers (“ILECs”).  As detailed below, a 
qualified bid offering service at speeds of 50/5 Mbps that would satisfy a Mean Opinion Score 
(“MOS”) of four would be treated in the same manner as a qualified bid offering service at 
speeds of 25/3 Mbps that would satisfy a 100 milliseconds latency standard.  The sole 
determining factor in selecting between two such bids in the auctions would be the bid amount—
i.e., the amount of support requested.    

This alternative would increase the number of competitive offerings by minimizing the 
risk of certain providers deciding not to participate in the auctions because they would be unduly 
penalized on the basis of perceived technological limitations (as opposed to subscriber-
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determined value) and left unable to acquire the critical mass of households necessary to take on 
the long-term commitments associated with the CAF.1

As an initial matter, ViaSat believes that the structure of the Phase II reverse auctions 
should reflect the primary objective of the CAF program, which is to make high-quality 
broadband service available in as many parts of the country deemed “unserved” by the 
Commission as possible, in a cost-effective and expeditious manner.  ViaSat has explained that 
this objective can be achieved most effectively by utilizing a fully competitive process to identify 
service providers and technologies that offer the most “bang for the buck” in a given geographic 
area.  To facilitate that end, ViaSat has urged the Commission to design its reverse auctions in a 
competitively and technologically neutral manner that allows participation by all types of service 
providers.  ViaSat’s and other broadband providers’ mere presence in this proceeding has already 
spurred competition for Phase II funding, as reflected in the record.  More specifically, ViaSat 
has urged the Commission to ensure that satellite providers are not excluded from participating 
and are not relegated to a limited role, given the significant contributions they can make to the 
overall success of the CAF (e.g., offering speeds that meet and exceed the 25/3 Mbps standard 
adopted in the Section 706 context today and doing so sooner than providers using other 
technologies).  Consistent with this view, ViaSat has supported a reverse auction structure that 
would allow all bidders meeting minimum service levels to compete against each other for 
support on an equal footing. 

Recently, ViaSat has learned that a number of proposals have been made that would 
award bidding credits (or demerits) based on the characteristics of the services that would be 
offered by auction participants.  In particular, some participants in this proceeding have proposed 
bidding demerits for services that would not be capable of providing less than 100 milliseconds 
of latency.  As ViaSat has explained previously, and the Commission has acknowledged, 
services that do not satisfy the 100 milliseconds latency metric can still provide a high-quality 
experience to the end user (while satisfying that metric does not guarantee a high-quality 
experience).2  To the extent, however, that the Commission views 100 milliseconds of latency as 
a proxy for such quality, ViaSat reiterates its prior recommendations that the Commission either: 
(i) employ an alternative quality metric, such as the MOS; or (ii) apply the latency requirement 
only with respect to the very limited amount of latency-sensitive traffic that may exist, thus 
enabling the use of hybrid networks to deliver the most cost-effective broadband solution to the 
consumer. 3

If neither of those approaches is adopted, ViaSat recommends that the Commission allow 
bidders to offset any inability to offer latency of 100 milliseconds or less with a commitment to 

1 See, e.g., Comments of ViaSat, Inc., WC Docket No. 10-90, at 9 (Feb. 19, 2013); Reply 
Comments of the Satellite Broadband Providers, WC Docket No. 10-90, at 4-5 (Feb. 17, 
2012).

2 See Letter from ViaSat to FCC, WC Docket No. 10-90, at 7-8 (Aug. 21, 2015), attached 
as Exhibit A hereto (“ViaSat August Letter”). 

3 Id.
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provide speeds of 50/5 Mbps.  For the reasons detailed below, by providing download speeds 
(i.e., bandwidth) that are twice the minimum otherwise required, and satisfying a MOS of four, a 
bidder would more than address any policy concerns that underlie a latency requirement, as well 
as ensure the quality of the end-user’s broadband service.4

ViaSat’s proposal assumes that any qualified bidder also would need to meet minimum 
requirements with respect to pricing and usage allowances based on the urban rate survey (which 
establishes ranges meant to ensure “reasonable comparability” between urban and rural areas, as 
required by Section 254 of the Act), as well as satisfy build-out schedules no more demanding 
than the schedule applicable to price cap carriers exercising rights-of-first-refusal.  Similarly, this 
proposal assumes that compliance with relevant eligibility criteria and requirements (i.e., actually 
meeting the required performance metrics) would be measured, validated, and enforced pursuant 
to mechanisms otherwise adopted under Phase II of the CAF.5

The reasonableness of this “speed-for-latency” tradeoff is supported by generally 
available market data.  As ViaSat has previously explained, broadband service quality depends 
on a combination of service dimensions or characteristics that together determine the end-user 
experience.6  Chief among these is speed.  Even a cursory examination of the marketing 
materials of leading broadband providers reflects that speed is one of the two most critical 
elements used to market service to the consumer (along with price).7  In fact, ViaSat has found 
that the speed of an offered service has a greater impact on consumer adoption than any other 

4  A high-quality user experience can be ensured for voice traffic by requiring providers to 
offer service with a MOS of four—as the Commission previously has acknowledged. See,
e.g., Connect America Fund, Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, 29 FCC Rcd 8769, at ¶ 29 (2014) (finding it would be appropriate to use 
“other metrics” in lieu of the 100 ms latency standard to assess service quality in certain 
areas, and that, “[s]pecifically, any winning satellite provider may satisfy our 
requirements for quality of voice service by demonstrating it can provide voice service 
that meets a Mean Opinion Score (MOS) of four or greater.”).

5  To the extent that concerns may exist about using recorded messages to establish 
compliance with a MOS metric, see Letter from ADTRAN, Inc. to FCC, WC Docket No. 
10-90 (Dec. 30, 2015), ViaSat has no objection to the Commission’s clarifying that MOS 
must be established based on “live” communications.  

6 See generally Mark D. Dankberg, Thomas E. Moore, and Girish Chandran, Toward a 
National Broadband Plan: Ensuring a Meaningful Understanding of Broadband 
Capabilities and Facilitating Competitive Choices (Aug. 31, 2009), attached to Letter 
from ViaSat to FCC, GN Docket No. 09-51 (Aug. 31, 2009) (discussing the multiple 
dimensions of “broadband” service and cautioning against the adoption of restrictive 
standards that could artificially constrain the evolution of broadband service). 

7 See, e.g., http://www.verizon.com/home/fios-fastest-internet/#plans (last visited Feb. 2, 
2016) (listing Verizon FIOS plans and emphasizing, in bold type, speeds and prices 
associated with each offering). 
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factor.  And as ViaSat has explained to the Commission, and as shown in the following chart, 
ViaSat’s satellite broadband service—which currently offers speeds as high as 25/3 Mbps8—now
has an overall user satisfaction rating that is on par with that of leading cable-based broadband 
service providers, and exceeds that of leading DSL-based providers.9

FTTH: FiOS, FTTN: U-Verse, Cable: average score of CableOne, Charter, Comcast, Cox, MediaCom, 
Time Warner, DSL: average score of AT&T, Century Link, FairPoint, Frontier, Verizon, Windstream. 
ViaSat not ranked in 2013, data point is interpolated.10

Notably, consumer satisfaction with satellite broadband service has been rising, and is 
considerably higher, since ViaSat brought its current-generation broadband service into 
operation four years ago and began offering speeds that are leaps and bounds above those 
available previously by satellite.  This increase in available speeds helps to explain why about 
one-third of ViaSat’s broadband customers have switched to satellite from terrestrial broadband 
alternatives.   

The amount of speed (or bandwidth) actually provided to an end user has a significant 
and direct impact on the quality of the end-user experience for the vast majority of Internet 
traffic.  Notably, Internet video streaming and downloads alone account for over 60 percent of 
Internet traffic today, and are expected to account for 80 percent of all Internet traffic by 2019.11

8 See ViaSat Unveils Fastest Home Satellite Internet Service in the U.S. with the New 
Exede WiFi Modem and a 25 Mbps Plan (Nov. 18, 2015), available at 
http://investors.viasat.com/releasedetail.cfm?ReleaseID=943346. 

9 See ViaSat August Letter at 2-3. 
10  Source: Consumer Reports issues published February 2010, May 2011, June 2012, May 

2013, May 2014, and May 2015, available at www.consumerreports.org. 
11 See 2015 Measuring Broadband America Fixed Broadband Report at 7 n.3 (citing Cisco 

Visual Networking Index: Forecast and Methodology, 2014-2019 White Paper (May 27, 
2015), available at http://www.cisco.com/c/en/us/solutions/collateral/service-provider/ip-
ngn-ip-next-generation-network/white_paper_c11-481360.html (“Cisco VNI Paper”)). 



February 2, 2016 
Page 5 

5

The quality of the end-user experience when using these applications is tied to the amount of 
speed (i.e., bandwidth) available to that user.  Significantly, neither this video traffic (nor, for 
that matter, most web traffic or file sharing traffic) is at all latency sensitive.12

At the same time, higher speeds allow multiple users in a given household to access these 
and other applications.  Notably, the number of devices connected to IP networks is likely to be 
at least three times as high as the population in 2019, further driving the need for high levels of 
speed (i.e., bandwidth).13  It is no surprise that Cisco predicts that these demands will cause 
average broadband speeds to double to 43 Mbps by 201914 (although those speeds are unlikely to 
be available in areas of the country deemed “unserved” by the Commission absent Commission 
action to ensure that result).

Given these trends, ViaSat believes that sound policy warrants adopting a reverse auction 
structure that accommodates, and does not penalize, service providers that can provide robust 
broadband speeds to consumers, as well as offer very good levels of voice quality, even if the 
supported service would not provide less than 100 milliseconds of latency.  Notably, under 
ViaSat’s proposal, the 50/5 Mbps speed (i.e., bandwidth) threshold would be five times higher 
than the 10/1 speed required of price cap ILECs that exercised their rights-of-first-refusal, and 
also would be higher than the average speeds that Cisco expects will exist by the time auction 
winners likely would start to roll out service to the subject households.15

ViaSat continues to believe that a “unified” reverse auction structure would be most 
effective.  But if the Commission chooses to impose “latency-based” requirements on bidders, 
ViaSat’s approach at least would provide a way for the hardest-to-serve consumers to have 
access to much higher speeds than they otherwise might be able to obtain while ensuring a high-
quality end-user experience overall.  This approach also would facilitate greater inclusiveness of 
service providers, promote competition among all eligible services (as already evidenced by 
some of the filings in this proceeding), lead to better auction results, and ensure greater 
consistency with the Commission’s principles of competitive and technological neutrality.    

Please contact the undersigned should you have any questions. 

12 See 2015 Measuring Broadband America Fixed Broadband Report, at 7 (noting that 
“differences in average latencies across all technologies are unlikely to affect less 
interactive applications such as web browsing and video streaming”). 

13 See Cisco VNI Paper.
14 Id.
15 Id.
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Respectfully submitted, 

   /s/ John P. Janka  
John P. Janka 
Jarrett S. Taubman 

Counsel for ViaSat, Inc. 

cc:  Stephanie Weiner 
 Diane Cornell 
 Rebekah Goodheart 
 Travis Litman 
 Nicholas Degani 
 Amy Bender 
 Jonathan Chambers 



Exhibit A 

ViaSat August Ex Parte Letter
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available at 

See Global Internet Phenomena Report: Latin America & North America

See 2014 Measuring Broadband America Fixed Broadband Report

2013 Measuring Broadband America February Report
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A. For CAF Phase II, the Commission Should Adopt Different Eligibility 
Criteria than the 100 Milliseconds Latency Requirement 

today’s

in the future 

billions

See Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service
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not

See, e.g., Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service

See generally Toward a 
National Broadband Plan: Ensuring a Meaningful Understanding of Broadband 
Capabilities and Facilitating Competitive Choices

See, e.g., Connect America Fund

See
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Speeds of 25 Mbps downstream and 3 Mbps upstream.

Service plans with usage allowances tied to urban rate survey results.

See Inquiry Concerning the Deployment of Advanced Telecommunications Capability to 
All Americans in a Reasonable and Timely Fashion, and Possible Steps to Accelerate 
Such Deployment Pursuant to Section 706 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, as 
Amended by the Broadband Data Improvement Act

See supra

See, e.g., Quality of Service Design 
Overview

seconds

See, e.g., Wireline Competition Bureau Announces Posting of Broadband Data from 
Urban Rate Survey and Seeks Comment on Calculations of Reasonable Comparability 
Benchmark for Broadband Services
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Access to voice service with a Mean Opinion Score (MOS) of four.

Packet loss of no more than 0.01 percent.

See
HNS

consumers

See 

See Technology Transitions Policies

See supra.
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Average one-way jitter of no more than 30 milliseconds for interactive, real-
time applications.

B. If the Commission Instead Retains the 100 Milliseconds Latency 
Requirement, the Commission Should Clarify that the Requirement Applies 
Only with Respect to Latency-Sensitive Traffic 

See, e.g., 

See Connect America Fund

See Quality of Service Design 
Overview

See id.

Cf.
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suggested
all 

not

arguendo

non-latency-
sensitive

See Connect America Fund
USF/ICC Transformation Order

See supra
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Counsel to ViaSat, Inc. 


