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Dear Commissioners Tate and Baum:

The North Carolina Utilities Commission (NCUC) has not taken any official
position in this proceeding. However, I am writing in my capacity as an individual
member of the NCUe.

I first want to thank you and your colleagues for your good and hard work on the
Federal State Joint Board on Universal Service. Universal service reform is a
complex and difficult issue, but an issue that is critical to all consumers,
articularly those in rural areas.

Consumers in rural parts of North Carolina expect access to the same quality
and types of services as their urban counterparts. In addition to traditional
landline service, they are demanding state-of-the-art services that include vertical
services, broadband and wireless. Universal service support is an essential
element of providing these vital services to rural areas with service levels and
rates comparable to those available in urban areas. Specifically, it is my belief
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that rural consumers want and deserve access to the mobility and safety benefits
that only wireless service provides. Without appropriate support for the
expansion and upgrading of the rural wireless networks, consumers in areas
lacking wireless service might not receive these benefits.

I have observed that momentum seems to be building at the Joint Board to
attempt to resolve concems regarding grow1h of the universal service fund. As
you deal with this issue, I urge to you consider refonms that are fair and equitable
to all providers without regard to the underlying technology. Rural consumers
want and need expanded and improved services for public safety, economic
development, business and personal needs that are equally as important to them
as they are to urban consumers. This is one of the main benefits that rural
consumers receive from the universal service fund, just as Congress envisioned
when it initially established the fund.

I respectfully request that you carefully consider these facts as you seek to
reform the existing fund. I ask you to find competitively neutral proposals to slow
fund growth, ensure accountability for how these funds are used and promote the
continued expansion and improvement of much needed services in rural areas.

I thank you for your continued service to our nation and for your willingness to
deal thoughtfully with these difficult and important issues.

With best wishes, and warm personal regards, I am

Sincerely yours,

~~'-.),...
James Y. Kerr, II

cc: Chairman Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Lisa Polak Edgar
Commissioner Larry S. Landis
Commissioner John D. Burl<e
Billy Jack Gregg
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To: Kevin 1. Martin, Chairman
Michael J Copps, Commissioner
Jonathan S Adelstein, Commissioner
Deborah Taylor Tate, Commissioner
Robert M McDowell, Commissioner

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street SW
Washington D. C. 20554

RE: Universal Service Reform - WC Docket No. 05-337

Dear Chairman and Commissioners:

I am a lawyer and the State E9-1-1 Project Manager in South Carolina, which included the
primary drafting of amendments to South Carolina and implementation and administration of
the state wireless 911 surcharge and E9-1-1 program. I am also an example and personally
biased, as I live, often alone, in the woods on Lake. Wateree in rural Fairfield county, 20 miles
from any medical facility or ambulance, with no neighbors within half a mile, inadequate to no
wireless service, and much use for a chain saw.

Personally and as a servant of South Carolina 911, I oppose the FCC placing a cap on the use of the
Universal Service Fund (USF) for wireless service. Although such a cap may help eliminate the
growth of this fund, it would also result in a number of disservices to rural consumers. Rural
consumers want and need expanded and improved wireless services in rural areas for public safety,
economic development, business and personal needs that are equally important to them as they are to
urban consumers. This is one of the main benefits that rural consumers receive from the universal
service fund, just as Congress envisioned when it initially established the fund. Rural Americans
deserve the same access to telecom services that are available in the rest of the country-which is
the bottom line purpose of the USF? Furthermore, such a wireless only cap is anti-competitive
because it favors wireline services over the wireless services consumers are choosing more and more
over landlines for economic and other benefits.

Consumers are clearly demanding access to the benefits of mobility that only wireless service
provides. This mobility results in extremely important public safety benefits in rural areas. As rural



consumers travel from home to work or school, wireless service provides a very valuable safety tool.
Additionally, wireless service in rural areas provides consumers with access to broadband services
where broadband services are not otherwise available. This is a very important factor as we seek to
bring access to the information age throughout our very rural state. Without continued support for
the expansion and upgrading of the rural wireless networks, consumers will not receive these
benefits where they do not already exist. Universal service support is essential if rural consumers
are to be provided services and rates comparable to those available in urban areas.

I have witnessed firsthand the benefits provided by expanded wireless services in rural South
Carolina, and I do not want to see those benefits diminished by inappropriate USF reform. I
believe much of the expanded availability of wireless service in rural areas would not have
occurred without the USF support provided to wireless ETCs who could not have economically
extended their networks without such support.

Please consider what limiting the growth of wireless access will mean for rural America.
Wireless technology plays an ever-increasing role in economic growth and is a critical
instrument in emergency situations, but if the recommended cap is implemented, many
communities may never realize these benefits. In a country that prides itself on equality, it seems
hypocritical to restrict certain individuals' access to an essential tool simply because of their
geographic location, especially when they have contributed for years to the USF along with
everyone else.

The FCC's rule making has always impressed and satisfied me, to the extent I've understood the
complex, rapidly evolving, even revolutionary, issues with which it deals. Consequently I am
confident it will consider these facts as it reforms the existing fund, and find competitively
neutral proposals to slow fund growth, ensure accountability for how these funds are used and
promote the continued expansion and improvement of these much needed services in rural areas
by targeting funds to high cost areas rather than by targeting cost reductions at wireless
providers. However, FCC rulemaking includes the views of the consumers and public safety
communications professionals, so I urge you to vote against the proposed cap on universal
service support for wireless service.

Sincerely,

James W Rion

SC State E9-1-1 Project Manager
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Washington, D.C.
United States Senate
716 Senate Hart Office Building
Washington, DC 20510
Phone: 202-224-5274
Fax: 202-228-2183

Re: wireless in Gulf County

Dear Senator Nelson:

The original purpose of the Universal Service Fund is to offset the cost of building
communications networks in high cost, low- income rural areas. If reforms are made to
the USF, it should not be made at the expense of citizens living in less populated areas.

Last week's recommendation to the FCC, by the Federal State joint board on USF to cap
funding for wireless to 2006 levels will be a major step back for Gulf County. We already
contend with limited or no cell service between Highway 386 and the county line or
basically the entire middle of our county.

I am the 911 coordinator for Gulf County. This is a public safety issue for callers needing
medical services who can't get a signal to call for help. It is also problematic for our
responders who sometimes can not commnicate while out on a call.

Sincerely,

Ben Guthrie, ENP
Gulf County 911 coordinator

CC: Lisa Polak Edgar, Florida Public Service Commission
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To: Kevin J. Martin, Chairman
Michael J Copps, Commissioner
Jonathan S Adelstein, Commissioner
Deborah Taylor Tate, Commissioner
Robert M McDowell, Commissioner

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street SW
Washington D. C. 20554

RE: Universal Service Refonn - WC Docket No. 05-337

Dear Chainnan and Commissioners:

I understand that the FCC is considering placing a cap on the use of the Universal Service
Fund (USF) for wireless service. I am contacting you to express my opposition to this
unfair, arbitrary proposal. While such an approach may provide a "quick-fix" leading to
the rapid elimination of fund growth, it would also result in a terrible disservice to rural
consumers. Rural consumers want and need expanded and improved wireless services in
rural areas for public safety, economic development, business and personal needs that are
equally important to them as they are to urban consumers. This is one of the main
benefits that rural consumers receive from the universal service fund, just as Congress
envisioned when it initially established the fund. A wireless-only cap is clearly anti­
competitive because it singles out wireless technology, which consumers are choosing
more and more over landlines. We should be rewarding competition, not punishing it.
What's more, rural Americans deserve the same access to telecom services that are
available in the rest of the country-isn't that the purpose of the USF?

Consumers in rural parts of Arkansas are no longer content to have access to only
traditional wireline telephone service. Consumers are clearly demanding access to the
benefits of mobility that only wireless service provides. This mobility results in
extremely important public safety benefits in rural areas. As rural consumers travel from
home to work or school, wireless service provides a very valuable safety tool.
Additionally, wireless service in rural areas provides consumers with access to broadband
services where broadband services are not otherwise available. This is a very important
factor as we seek to bring access to the infonnation age throughout our very rural state.
Without continued support for the expansion and upgrading of the rural wireless
networks, consumers will not receive these benefits where they do not already exist.
Umversal service support is essential if rural consumers are to be provided service and
rates comparable to those available in urban areas.



I have witnessed firsthand the benefits provided by expanded wireless services in rural
Arkansas, and I do not want to see those benefits diminished by inappropriate USF
reform. Much of the expanded availability of wireless service in rural areas would not
have occurred without the USF support provided to wireless ETCs who could not have
economically extended their networks without such support.

Please consider what limiting the growth of wireless access will mean for rural America.
Wireless technology plays an ever-increasing role in economic growth and is a critical
instrument in emergency situations, but if the recommended cap is implemented, many
communities may never realize these benefits. In a country that prides itself on equality,
it seems hypocritical to restrict certain individuals' access to an essential tool simply
because of their geographic location, especially when they have contributed for years to
the USF along with everyone else.

I respectfully request that you carefully consider these facts as you seek to reform the
existing fund. I ask you to find competitively neutral proposals to slow fund growth,
ensure accountability for how these funds are used and promote the continued expansion
and improvement of these much needed services in rural areas by targeting funds to high
cost areas rather than by targeting reforms to wireless providers. I urge you to vote
against the proposed cap on universal service support for wireless service.

s?~~
Frank Scroggins
Lafayette County Judge
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To: Kevin J. Martin, Chairman
Michael J Copps, Commissioner
Jonathan S Adelstein, Commissioner
Deborah Taylor Tate, Commissioner
Robert M McDowell, Commissioner

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street SW
Washington D. C. 20554

RE: Universal Service Reform - WC Docket No. 05-337

Dear Chairman and Commissioners:

I understand that the FCC is considering placing a cap on the use of the Universal Service
Fund (USF) for wireless service. I am contacting you to express my opposition to this
unfair, arbitrary proposal. While such an approach may provide a "quick-fix" leading to
the rapid elimination of fund growth, it would also result in a terrible disservice to rural
consumers. Rural consumers want and need expanded and improved wireless services in
rural areas for public safety, economic development, business and personal needs that are
equally important to them as they are to urban consumers. This is one of the main
benefits that rural consumers receive from the universal service fund, just as Congress
envisioned when it initially established the fund. A wireless-only cap is clearly anti­
competitive because it singles out wireless technology, which consumers are choosing
more and more over landlines. We should be rewarding competition, not punishing it.
What's more, rural Americans deserve the same access to telecom services that are
available in the rest of the country-isn't that the purpose of the USF?

Consumers in rural parts of West Virginia are no longer content to have access to only
traditional wireline telephone service. Consumers are clearly demanding access to the
benefits of mobility that only wireless service provides. This mobility results in
extremely important public safety benefits in rural areas. As rural consumers travel from
home to work or school, wireless service provides a very valuable safety tool.
Additionally, wireless service in rural areas provides consumers with access to broadband
services where broadband services are not otherwise available. This is a very important
factor as we seek to bring access to the information age throughout our very rural state.
Without continued support for the expansion and upgrading of the rural wireless
networks, consumers will not receive these benefits where they do not already exist.
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Universal service support is essential if rural consumers are to be provided service and
rates comparable to those available in urban areas.

I have witnessed firsthand the benefits provided by expanded wireless services in rural
West Virginia, and I do not want to see those benefits diminished by inappropriate USF
reform. Much of the expanded availability of wireless service in rural areas would not
have occurred without the USF support provided to wireless ETCs who could not have
economically extended their networks without such support.

Please consider what limiting the growth of wireless access will mean for rural America.
Wireless technology plays an ever-increasing role in economic growth and is a critical
instrument in emergency situations, but if the recommended cap is implemented, many
communities may never realize these benefits. In a country that prides itself on equality,
it seems hypocritical to restrict certain individuals' access to an essential tool simply
because of their geographic location, especially when they have contributed for years to
the USF along with everyone else.

I respectfully request that you carefully consider these facts as you seek to reform the
existing fund. I ask you to find competitively neutral proposals to slow fund growth,
ensure accountability for how these funds are used and promote the continued expansion
and improvement of these much needed services in rural areas by targeting funds to high
cost areas rather than by targeting reforms to wireless providers. I urge you to vote
against the proposed cap on universal service support for wireless service.

Sincerely,

"i" ~~;(1

.edi.. C-
Allen C. Holder/Director
ENP
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Stanley E. Reed
President

June 5, 2007

Chainnan Kevin Martin
Federal Communications Commission
44~ 12m Srreet, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Dear ChaiJD1an Martin:

03: 15:08 p.m. 06-05-2007 2/2

The Arkansas Farm Bureau Federation with over 230,000 member families is the state's largest advocacy
organization for rural Arkansans. As such, we feel it important to our membership that we provide input
into the proposal by the Federal-State Joint Review Board ofthe Federal Communications COlmnission
(FCC) that would cap subsidies to wireless carriers from the Universal Service Fund (USF).

A high percentage ofour members are farmers and ranchers who rely on the availability and convenience
ofwireless communications to conduct their business. Continued development of infrastructure for
wireless communications is extremely important to our members who operate in rural areas which are
naturally higher cost service areas. It is our understanding that infrastructure development in these areas is
the primary purpose for which the USF was established.

We understand the need for the FCC to reform the entire USF program but we strongly support
continuation of the USF to maintain affordable communication services in rural America, in generaJ, and
rural Arkansas specifically. We do not feel that capping payments to wireless service providers while
determining reform measures is the answer, especially when one considers the fact that wireless consumers
will continue to contribute to the fund.

Agriculture is our state's largest industry. Impacting the ability of our state's agriculture producers to have
access to the latest wireless network, and the ever-changing applications that come with that technology,
would hamper our state's most significant economic engine.

Again, please note our strong opposition to the proposal to cap payments from the USF for wireless service
providers. We encourage the FCC not to implement the proposed caps on the wireless industry. I
appreciate the opportunity to express the concerns ofour organization on this most important issue.

~'CA(
Stanley E. Reed
President

cc: Senator Blanche Lincoln
Senator Mark Pryor

ArkanBu Farm. Bureau • P. o. Box 31 • Little Rock. AR 72203-0031 • (Ml) 224-C4(N) • tII7WW_Arflu~nm
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To: Kcvin J. Maltin, Chainuan
Michael J Copps, Commissioner
Jonathan S Adelstein, Commissioner
Deborah Taylor Tate, Commissioner
Robert M McDowell, Commis~ioner

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street SW
Washington D. C. 20554

RE: Universal Service Reform - we Docket No. 05~337

Dear Chairman and Commissioners:

I lU1derstand that the FCC is considering placing a cap on the use of the
Universal Service Fund (USF) for wireless service, I am conwcting you
to express my opposition to this unfair, arbitrary proposal. \\'hile such
an approach may provide a «quick-fix" leading to the rapid elimination
of fund growth, it would also result in a tcn-ible disservice to rum]
consumers. Rural consumers want and need expanded and impro\'cd
wireless services in rural areas for public safety, economic development.
business and personal needs that arc equally impoltant to them C:\s they
are to urban consumers. This is one of the main benefits that 11Iml
consumers receivc from the universal service fund, just a'S Congress
envisioned when it initially established the ftmd. A wireless-only cap is
clearly anti-competitive because it singles out 'Wireless technology,
which consumers are choosing more and more over landlines. We
should be rewarding competition: not punishing it.
What's more, rural Americans deserve the same access to lelecom
services that are available in the rest of the countly-isn'( thaI the
purpose of the USF?

Consumers in rural parts of Louisiana are no longer content to hl1\'e
access to only tra.ditional wireline telephone service. Consumers arC'
clearly demanding access to the benefit,:> of mobility that only wireless
service provides. This mobility results jn extremely important ptlblic
safety benefits in rural areas, As rural consumers travel fj·om home 10

€I 2'
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work or school, wireless service provides a very valuable safety tool. Additionally, wireless service
in rural areas provides consumer~ with access to broadband services where broadband services (Ire
not otherwise available. This is a very important factoT as we seek to bring access to the
information age throughout our velY rural state. Without continued support for the expansion and
upgrading of the rural wireless networks, consumers will not receive these beneJils where they do
not already exist. Universal service support is essential if mral consumers are 10 be provided
service ilnd rtiles comparable 10 those available in urban areas.

I have witnessed firsthand the henefi1s provided by expanded wireless services in rural LouisiG!ll11.
and I do not want to see [hose benefits diminished by inappropriate USF reform. Much of the
expanded availability of wireless service in rural areas would not have occurred without the USF
support provided to wireless ETCs who could not have economically extended their nelworks
without such support.

Please consider what limiting the growth of wireless access will mean for rural America. Wireless
technology plays an ever~incl'easing role in economic growth and is a critical instrument in
emergency siluations, but if the recommended cap is implemented, many communities may never
realize these beneJits. In a country that prides itself on equality, it seems hYPOcliticaI to restlic.:l
ce11ain individuals' access to an essential tool simply because of their geographic locatiol1.
especially when they have contributed for years to the USF along with everyone else.

DAN GILBERT
Executive Director (Interim)
Orleans Parish CommW1ication District
100 City Park Avenue
New Orleans, LA 70119
Cell: 504-931-9742
Facsimile: 504-671-3911

100 city FarI< AVGI1ue New Or1e:ms, Louiai:ma 70119 Telep!lone: 504-626-1200 Fax: 504-825-1204 Web Page: WWW.911NOLA.ORG
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JERRY HUNTON
County Judge

June 5,2007
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Kevin J. Martin~ Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street SW
Washington D. C. 20554

RE: Universal &rvice Reform - we Docket No. 05-337

Dear Chairman:

I understand that the FCC is considering placing a cap on the use of the Universal 8ervice Fund
(USF) for wireless service. I am contacting you to express my opposition to this unfair, arbitrary
proposal. While such an approach may provide a "quick-fix" leading to the rapid elimination offund
growth, it would also result in a terrible disservice to rural consumers. Rural consumers want and
need expanded and improved wireless services in rural areas for public safety, economic
development, business and personal needs that are equally important to them as they are to urban
consumers. This is one ofthe main benefits that rural consumers receive from the universal service
fund.. just as Congress envisioned when it initially established the fund. A wireless-only cap is
dearly anti-eompctitivc because it singles out wireless technology, which consumers are choosing
more and more over landlines. We should be rewarding competition, not punishing it. What's more,
rural Americans deserve the same access to telecom services that are available in the rest of the
country-isn't that the purpose of the USF?

Consumers in rural parts ofArkansas are no longer content to have access to only traditionarwirel ine
telephone service. Consumers are clearly demanding access to the benefits of mobility that only
wireless service provides. This mobility results in extremely important public safetybenefits in rural
areas. As rural consumers travel from home to work. or school, wireJe~s service provides a very
valuable safety tool. Additionally, wireless service in rural areas provides consumers with access to
broadband services where broadband services are not otherwise available. This is a very important
factor as we seek to bring access to the information age throughout our very meaJ state. Without
continued support for the expansion and upgrading of the rural wireless networks, consumers will

lelqJhooc: 479/444-1700· fAX: 479/444-1889
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not receive these benefits where they do not already exist. Universal service support is essential
ifrural consumers are to be provided service and rates comparable to those available in urban
areas.

I haw witnessed firsthand the benefits provided by expanded wireless services in rural Arkansas,
and I do not want to see those benefits diminished by inappropriate USF reform. Much of the
expanded availability of wireless service in rural areas would not have OCCWTOO without the USF
support provided to wireless ETCs who could not have economically extended their networks
without such support.

Please consider what limiting the growth of wirele:>s access will mean for rural America. Wirele!JS
technology plays an ever·increasing role in economic growth and is a critical instn.Iment in
emergency situations, but if the recommended cap is implemented, many communities may never
realize these benefits. In a country that prides itself on equality, it seems hypocritical to restrict
certain individuals I ac«ss to an essential tool simply because oftheir geographic location, especially
when they have contributed for years to the USF along with everyone else.

1respectfully request that you carefully consider these facts as you seek to reform the existing fund.
I ask you to find competitively neutral proposals to slow fund growth. ensure accOlmtability for how
these funds are used and promote the continued expansion and improvement of these much needed
services in rural areas by targeting funds to high-cost areas rather than by targeting reforms to
wirele~,; providel'!\. J urge you to vote again!lt the proposed cap on universal service support for
wireless service.

John W. Gibson
County Administrator

JWG:va

cc: Michael J. Copps, Commissioner
cc: Jonathan S. Adelstein, Commissioner
cc; Deborah Taylor Tate, Commissioner
cc: Robert M. McDowell, Commissioner
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To: KL'\,;n J. Martin, Chairman
Michael .J Copps, Commissioner
jonathan S Adelstein, Commissioner
Dehorah Taylor Tate, Commissioner
Robert M McDowell, Commissir'l1er

i ~dcf':-ll C;',mmilniratic'ns Commission
~4S 12[1 Street SV.
V\' (·.shlngtol'! D. C. 20554

Dear Chairman and Commissioners:

I understand that the FCC is considering placing a cap on the use of the Utilversal Service
Fund (USF) for wireless service. I am contacting you to express my opposition to this
unfair, arbitrary proposal. While such an approach may provide a quick-fix leading to the
rapid elimination of fund growth, it would also result in a terrible disservice to rural
consumers. Rural consumers want and need expanded and improved wireless services in
rural areas for public safety, economic development, business and personal needs that are
equally important to them as they are to urban consumers. This is one of the main
benefits that rural consumers receive from the universal service fund, just as Congress
envisioned when it initially established the fund. A wireless-only cap is clearly anti­
\ompetitive because it singles out wireless technology, which consumers are choosing
more and more over landlines, We should be rewarding competition, not punishing it.
What's more, rural Americans deserve the same access to telecom services that are
available in the rest of the country---isn't that the purpose of the USF?
Consumers in rural pat1s of North Carolina are no longer content to have access to only
tradItional wireline telephone service. Consumers are clearly demanding access to the

1994 NATIONAL CHAIRMAN OF AMERICAN LEGISLATIVE EXCHANGE COUNCIL
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benefits of mobility that only wireless service provides. This mobility results in
extremely important public safety benefits in rural areas. As rural consumers travel from
home to work or school, wireless service provides a very valuable safety tool. Without
the continued needed support for the expansion and upgrading of the rural wireless
networks, consumers will not receive these benefits where they do not already exist.
Universal service support is essential if rural consumers are to be provided service and
rates comparable to those available in urban areas.

I have witnessed firsthand the benefits provided by expanded wireless services in rural
North Carolina, and I do not want to see those benefits diminished by USF reform. Much
of the expanded availability of wireless service in rural areas would not have occurred
without the USF support provided to wireless ETCs who could not have economically
extended their networks without such support.

Please consider what limiting the growth of wireless access will mean for rural America:
wireless technology plays an ever-increasing role in economic growth and is a critical
instrument in emergency situations, but if the recommended cap is implemented, many
communities may never realize these benefits. In a country that prides itself on equality,
it seems hypocritical to restrict cel1ain individuals' access to an essential tool simply
because of their geographic location, especially when they have contributed for years to
the USF along with everyone else.

I respectfully request that you carefully consider these facts as you seek to reform the
existing fund. I ask you to find competitively neutral proposals to slow fund growth,
ensure accountability for how these funds are used and promote the continued expansion
and improvement of these much needed services in rural areas by targeting funds to high
cost areas rather than by targeting reforms to wireless providers. I urge you to vote
against the proposed cap on universal service support for wireless service.

Sincerely,

Re~resentative Harold J. Brubaker
781 District

HJB/lhc

CC: US Senators and Congressmen from North Carolina



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

May 22, 2007 
 
 
 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street SW 
Washington D. C. 20554 
 
To:   Kevin J. Martin, Chairman 
 Michael J Copps, Commissioner 
 Jonathan S Adelstein, Commissioner 
 Deborah Taylor Tate, Commissioner 
 Robert M McDowell, Commissioner 
 
Dear Mister Chairman and Commissioners: 
 
 I understand that the FCC is considering placing a cap on the use of the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) for wireless service. I am contacting you to express my opposition to 
this proposal that I consider unfair and arbitrary. While such an approach may provide a 
quick-fix leading to the rapid elimination of fund growth, it would also result in a terrible 
disservice to rural consumers.   Rural consumers want and need expanded and improved 
wireless services in rural areas for public safety, economic development, and business 
and personal needs that are equally as important to them as they are to urban consumers.  
This is one of the main benefits that rural consumers receive from the universal service 
fund, just as Congress envisioned when it initially established the fund.  A wireless-only 
cap appears to be clearly anti-competitive because it singles out wireless technology only.  
Today, consumers are choosing wireless more and more over landlines. I believe that we 
should be rewarding competition, not punishing it. What’s more, rural Americans deserve 
the same access to telecom services that are available in the rest of the country.  My 
understanding is that that is the purpose of the USF? 
 
 In my state of South Carolina, consumers in rural parts are no longer content to 
only have access to traditional wireline telephone service.  Consumers are clearly 
demanding access to the benefits of mobility that only wireless service provides.  This 
mobility results in extremely important public safety benefits in rural areas.  As rural 
consumers travel from home to work or school, wireless service provides a very valuable 



safety tool.  Without the continued, and greatly needed, support for the expansion and 
upgrading of the rural wireless networks, consumers will not receive these benefits where 
they presently do not already exist.  Universal service support is essential if rural 
consumers are to be provided service and rates comparable to those available in urban 
areas. 
 
 I have witnessed firsthand the benefits provided by expanded wireless services in 
rural South Carolina, and I do not want to see those benefits diminished by USF reform.  
Much of the expanded availability of wireless service in rural areas would not have 
occurred without the USF support provided to wireless ETCs who could not have 
economically extended their networks without such support. 
 
 Please consider what limiting the growth of wireless access will mean for rural 
America: wireless technology plays an ever-increasing role in economic growth and is a 
critical instrument in emergency situations.  However, if the recommended cap is 
implemented, many communities may never realize these benefits. In a country that 
prides itself on equality, it seems hypocritical to restrict certain individuals’ access to an 
essential tool simply because of their geographic location, especially when they have 
contributed for years to the USF, along with everyone else. 
 
 I respectfully request that you carefully consider these facts as you seek to reform 
the existing fund.  I ask you to seek competitively neutral proposals to slow fund growth, 
ensure accountability for how these funds are used and promote the continued expansion 
and improvement of these much needed services in rural areas.  You could possibly do so 
by targeting funds to high cost areas rather than by targeting reforms to wireless 
providers. I urge you to vote against the proposed cap on universal service support for 
wireless service. 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
                                                                Bill Sandifer 
                                                                Member, SC House of Representatives 
                                                                Chairman, Public Utilities Sub-Committee 
 
 
 
CC:  South Carolina US Senators and Congressmen. 



 

www.arizonatele.com/atic/ 

Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
Office of the Secretary 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
[Transmitted by email] 
 
RE: WC Docket No. 05-337 
 
 
Dear Secretary Dortch, 
 
I am writing you on behalf of the board members of the Arizona Telecommunications and 
Information Council (ATIC).  
 
We, the ATIC Board, concur with the recommendation from The Honorable Senator John 
McCain from Arizona and his colleagues that an overall CAP needs to be placed on the 
Universal Service Fund (USF). Such an overall CAP can provide necessary time to study and 
revamp USF allocations for modern realities. We further urge the Joint Board and the 
Commission efforts to revamp the USF to include broadband infrastructure development. 
Additionally, to ensure a level playing field, we agree with Senator McCain that “We do not 
support any plan that would cap only one select group of providers but not others, as we believe 
such a fix would unfairly skew the marketplace.”  
 
The ATIC Board strongly feels that extending the CAP down to each State, based on past state-
level allocations, would provide an unfair advantage to those states that have acquired large sums 
from the USF in the past and would also place undue restraint on states that have a population 
growing at a higher rate with a greater need for USF funds. 
 
We further suggest that, if it is determined that a state-level CAP must be assigned, each state 
CAP should strongly factor the relative on-going growth rate of that state. As such, an overall 
CAP could be pro-rated to each state based on the state’s relative base-population and growth 
rate (per Census data, especially in rural areas). We believe such an approach more fairly focuses 
to the telecommunications needs of unserved and underserved communities.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michael C. Keeling 
Chairman of the Board 
Arizona Telecommunications and Information Council 



Kevin Martin, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street SW
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Mr. Martin:

I recently read an editorial in the Lincoln (NE) Journal Star which stated that the Federal
Communications Commission has proposed capping the amount of subsidies paid to cell
phone companies to improve service in rural parts ofthe United States.

I am a community activist who recently lead a petition in southeast Nebraska that quickly
resulted in the names, addresses, and cell phone numbers of nearly 1400 frustrated Alltel
customers in our area. We are frustrated because we pay the same amount for our cell
phones that customers in the city pay, yet the reception in our area has become sporadic at
best, and nonexistent at its worst. And now the FCC wants to cap the cell phone
subsidies?

Those of us who live in rural areas need and deserve reliable cell phone service. But
most importantly, we pay the same price for our cell service as residents of metropolitan
areas. In addition, we are charged the same surcharge on our cell bills - a surcharge for
the specific purpose of improving service in rural areas. It is my understanding that,
without the federal subsidies, updating cell service in rural areas would be cost­
prohibitive.

First and foremost, it is only fair that the people in rural areas get what we pay for. But
that fact aside, people in rural areas need reliable cell phone service as much - ifnot
MORE than - city residents. Why? Because if someone in a city has car trouble or has an
emergency, he or she is almost always within walking distance of a telephone. In rural
areas, we could walk for miles without ever reaching assistance.

Alltel Wireless answered our petition for l!etter service by making a verbal commitment
to build a new tower in Falls City, Nebraska in 2007. It is my understanding that this
commitment would not have been possible without the federal subsidies that it received.

We in the rural communities pay our cell phone bills, so we expect, and quite frankly we
deserve, the service. The cell phone industry is growing by leaps and bounds. If
subsidies are necessary so rural areas can keep up with our changing world, then we need
the subsidies. Residents of rural America need - and pay for-- RELIABLE cell phone
service. It is only fair that we receive it. Don't forget about us. We need you.

~in~rely, I ..

(·'··f~iCO~kfliAJrl{J? c-..#

Falls City, NE



Dear Bill:

Enclosed please find a copy of the letter that I sent to the chairman of the Federal
Communications Commission, as well as our state and U.S. senators. I changed the
letters to specifically meet the offices of each official, and thank you for making me
aware of this issue.

As I stated in one ofmy e-mails, I am sending this note because ofmy belief that, if the
federal government is going to give subsidies to improve telecommunications, those
subsidies should include a fair percentage to the cell phone companies. Considering the
rising number of cell phone users in rural areas, these subsidies are not only warranted,
but necessary.

I will consider sending a note, also, to the World Herald and Lincoln Journal Star, but I
must first edit it for brevity, and also make sure that my support of this issue will not, in
any way, damage the relationship that I have with the local telephone company and its
employees.

I have also enclosed in this envelope the communication that I received from an Alltel
user about a rebate that has been continually denied to this customer. Ifyou could help
her, it would be appreciated.

Thank you so much. I'll keep in touch.
/) 1

\.-1/ h~-(1C) DA~ <;!Y.~,~
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May 31, 2007

The Honorable Deborah Taylor Tate
Chainnan
Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Joint Board Chairnum Tate
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Commissioner
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Commi55ioner

Steve N""
Commissioner

I write to rclay the Navajo Nation's opposition to the proposed cap on the USF. First of all,
the Navajo Nation thanks you and the members orthe Federal State Joint Board on
Universal Services for guiding the development of telecommunication services. Your
commitment has been extremely imponant to the economic sustainability of rural America
and Indian Country.

The growth of the Navajo Nation depends on the wireless teleconununieation services
provided by the various telecommunication carriers. A cap on wireless technology
deployment will impact the tribe in a negative way. The 27,000 square miles of Navajo
Nntion lands cannot, in the near future, be hardwired to accommodate the growth of its
cOnU1lUnities. Our schools need wireless distance learning capabilities, our hospitals need
telchealth capabilities, the safety ofaur communities requires E91l capabilities. the
sustainability of our economic and community developments need geographical information
systems, and we need to maintain an E-govenlment environment to consistently keep up
with tbe growth of our people. Tberefore, wireless technology must be implemented
without restrictions.

We currently have limited WiFi systems, two-way satellite systems, point to point
microwave systems, and point to multi-point communications systems to assist in our
current growth. A majority of these systems were developed and sustained with the Federal
Universal Service Fund. The Navajo Nation has moved to a wireless system because of the
lengthy process of obtaining rights of ways on federally restricted lands. The development
of wireless technology has provided us the ability to overcome the bureaucracy in obtaining
rights of way and begin to provide vital services to our people.

As mentioned, a cap on the linancial resources used to enhance the wireless infrastructure
will severely impact the Navajo Nation in many ways. The Incumbent Local Exchange
Carriers for the Navajo Nation are hampered by the ability to acquire new rights-of-way and
therefore can not expand to meet the needs of Navajo communities. Although, this could be
a problem, it can be overcome if the 10cailLECs seek a change. Placing a cap on the
wireless providers will limit competition, which in turn will affect the efforts of the (LECs
to expand its telecommunication infrastructure on the Navajo Nation. We urge that you
rcconsider the use of a-cap to address the situation at hand. because we have first hand
experience that tcmporary actions can become long tenn pennanent policies.
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May 31, 2007
The Honorable Deborah Taylor Tate, Chairman

Instead, we ask for better accounlability from competitive ETCs on how funds are utilized
for the build-out of advanced services in rural regions.

in conclusion, we urge you to reconsider the need to implement an interim cap and that
you explore other ways of controlling fund growth without impeding the source of
investment in our rural infrastructure that lhe Navajo Nation so desperately needs.

Sincerely,

I!
Steve Grey, Chair an
Navajo Nation Telecommunication
Regul tory Commissi

1')066" I')cS"!J<
Commissiol1er

5te:ve: Ne.z

Cc: Chairman Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Lisa Polak Edgar
Commissioner Larry S. Landis
Commissioner John D. Blake
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June 5,2007

Chairman Kevin J. Martin
Federal Communications Commission
Room 8~B201

445 12th Street SW
Washington! DC 20554

Re: Proposed Cap on universal service support

Dear Chairman Martin:

As you know, the Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service has
recommended that the Federal Communications Commission adopt an interim
cap on high..cost universal service support for competitive eligible
telecommunications carriers. As the Commission considers this proposed cap,. ]
urge you to proceed cautiously to ensure that rural residents in need of expanded
access to 'Wireless communications are not adversely affected.

One of the important goals of Universal Service, as mandated by the 1996
Act~ is to increase access to advanced telecommunications services to rnral
consumers at rates comparable to those paid in urban areas. This goal is
particularly important for Kentucky where many citizens still reside in rural areas
"With limited access to state-of-the art wireless and broadband services.
Expanding access to high quality and affordable wireless technology is essential
to the economic development of our rural areas~ as well as safety and mobility of
rural residents. Without necessary resources for the expansion and upgrade of
rural wireless netvvorks, rural consumers will not be able to enjoy these benefits
at the level they deserve.
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Chairman Kevin J. Martin
June 5, 2007
Page 2

While curbing the rapid growth of the Universal Service fund in order to
reduce costs to customers is a legitimate goal, I am concerned that accomplishing
this goal through the proposed cap may unfairly burden rural residents. Any cap
on universal service support to particular carriers must be carefully evaluated for
its impact on rural areas of the country still waiting to enjoy the level of advanced
telecommunications now taken for granted by most Americans. 1also urge you to
take an approach to addressing the rapid growth of the fund which is fair and
equitable to all telecommunications providers without regard to the underlying
technology. I believe that you will be able to identify proposals which are both
competitively neutral and promote the continued expansion and improvement of
much needed services in rural areas.

Please contact my office ifyou have any questions about this matter.

Sincerely,

~~
.,

/ .~
J dyRic rds
peaker of the House




