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"._. 1: .. " JnJhis Recommended Decision, the Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service (Joint
Board) recommends that the Federal Communications Commission ( the Commission) address the long
tenn refonn issues facing the high-cost universal service support system and make fundamental revisions
in the structure of existing Universal Service mechanisms. We also recommend that the Commission
seek additional input from parties to further explore transitional issues associated with distributio'n refonn.
The Joint Board recommends establishing three separate "funds" with distinct budgets and purposes.
This new classification achieves two principal purposes. First, it accommodates the arrival of, and the
public demand for, broadband Internet services. Second, it allows the Commission to substantially
increase the effectiveness of funding now awarded to wireless carriers.

2. We are also mindful that it is consumers who must pay universal service contributions.
Despite our strong interest in providing adequate funding for broadband deployment, we also want to
avoid significantly increasing the burden on those consumers. Therefore, we also recommend methods of
transitioning from existing support mechanisms to the new funding structure, at approximately the current
fund size. In addition, we recommend caps on the total amount of money distributed by the high-cost
support mechanism and recommend measures that should lead to more efficient uses of existing funding.

3. We also recommend methods of administering the new broadband and mobility funding
in ways that strengthen the universal service partnership between the Commission and the states and that
avoid using universal service to subsidize competition or build duplicate networks. We further
recommend making a fonnal change to the definition of services supported by Section 254 funding.

4. The definition of those services that qualify for Universal Service support under the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the Act) has remained unchanged, despite numerous proposals for
change made during the past decade. The Joint Board recognizes that while mobility and broadband
capabilities have both received some funding from universal service dollars, the funding has been entirely.
w4tmn toe fOfIllal context of providing basic voice telecommunications services by eligible
t~lecotnmuIiicationscarriers (EXCs). The Joint Board now-recommends that the nation's
cOOOnunieations goal~ 'iRcl~de ~'Phieving universal availability ofmobility services (defined as wireless
voice), univers.CJI av;i/.ila1J1I'ity o:6i'pFoadband IQt~met services, and voice services at affordable a~d

camparable rates for all roraland .non-rural areas.

5. Consistent with the Joint Board Public Notice released in September 2007,1 we .
Fecommend that the Commission eliminate the identical support rule. The rule bears little or 09
1!eJationship to the amount of money competitive ETCs have invested in rural and other high.cost areas of
Ii
,

t e country.

6. . Wr;. conclude that revers~ auctions may offer advantages over current high-cost
distribution mechanisms,anq that the CommissiQn should explore the most appropriate auction
ll\~chanisms to:d~termine high-cost universal service' support.

. . .
1 See, Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Public Notice, September 6,2007.
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II. BACKGROUND
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7. In 2002, the Commission asked the Joint Board to review certain ofthe Commission's
rules related to the high-cost universal service support mechanisms.2 Among other things, the

Commission asked the Joint Board to review the Commission's rules relating to high-cost universal
service support in study areas in which a competitive ETC is providing service.3 In response, the Joint
Board made many recommendations concerning the designation of ETCs in high-cost areas, but declined
to recommend that the Commission modify the basis of support (i.e., the methodology used to calculate
support) in study areas with multiple ETCs.4 Instead, the Joint Board recommended that it and the
Commission consider possible modifications to the basis of support for competitive ETCs as part of an
overall review of the high-cost support mechanisms for rural and non-rural carriers. 5 .

8. In 2004, the Commission asked the Joint Board to review the Commission's rules relating
to the high-cost universal service support mechanisms for rural carriers and to determine the appropriate
rural mechanism to succeed the plan adopted in the Rural Task Force Order.6 In August 2004, the Joint
Board sought comment on issues the Commission referred to it related to the high-cost universal service
support mechanisms for rural carriers.7 The Joint Board also specifically sought comment on the
methodology for calculating support for ETCs in competitive study areas.s Since that time, the Joint
Board has sought comment on a variety of specific proposals for addressing the issues of universal service
support for rural carriers and the basis of support for competitive ETCs, including proposals developed by
members and staff of the Joint Board and the use of reverse auctions (competitive bidding) to determine
high-cost universal service funding to ETCs.9 •

2 See Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Order, 17 FCC Rcd 22642 (2002).

3 Id.

4 See Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Recommended Decision, 19 FCC Rcd
4257 (2004).
5 Id. at 4294, para. 88.

6 See Feq,eral-8.tate Joint l)oard on Universal Se~ice, CC Decket No. 9.6-45, Order, 19 FCC Rcd 11538, para. 1
(2004) (Rural Referral Order); Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, ee Docket No. 96-45, Fourteenth
Report and Order and Twenty-Second Order ,on Reconsideration, Multi-Association Group (MAG) Planfor
Regulation ofInterstate SerVices ofWon-Price Cap Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers and Interexchange
Carriers, CC Docket No. 00-256, Report,and Order, 16 FCC Rcd 11244, 11268-70 (2001) (Rural Task Force
Order); see also Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Order, 21 FCC Rcd 5514
(2<J06) (extending Rural Task Force plan).

7 See Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service Seeks Comment on Certain ofthe Commission's Rules
Relating to High-Cost Universal Service Support, CC Docket No. 96-45, Public Notice, 19 FCC Rcd 16083 (2004).

S See id. at 16094, paras. 36-37.

9 See Federal State Joint Board on Universal Service Seeks Comment on Proposals to Modify the Commission's
Rules Relating t.o High-Cost Universal Service Support, CC Docket No. 96-45, Public Notice, 20 FCC Rcd 14267
(2005); Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service Seeks Comment on the Merits of Using Auctions to
Determine High-Cost Universal Se.rvice Support, we Docket No. 05-337, Public Notice, 21 Fce Rcd 9292,
t;eleased Aug. 11,2006. In February 2007, the Joint Board held an en bane hearing to discuss high-cost universal
service S\lpport'ln rural areas, inclqding the use of reverse auctions and geographic information systems (GIS) to
determine' sdpport for eligiBle telecommtmications carriers. See Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service to
Hold en l!anc Hearing on HigJ,.-Cest Universal Service Support in AreaIS' Served by Rural Carriers, we Docket No.
05-337, Public Notice, ~2 FpC Rc,d Z545 (2007): .
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. 9. In May 2007, the Joint Board recommended that the Commission place an emergency,
interim cap on support for competitive ETCs,10 The Joint Board observed that high-cost support has been
increasing in recent years 11 and, without immediate action to restrain growth in competitive ETC funding,
the federal universal service fund was in dire jeopardy of becoming unsustainable.12 The Joint Board
went on to describe the operation of the cap, length of time that the cap should be in place, and the base
period for the cap.13 ,

, 10. In its May 2007 Recoriunended Decision, the Joint Board noted that the imposition of an
interim cap on competitive ETC high-cost support represented only a temporary solution to the problems
facing the high-cost support distribution mechanisms. As such, the Joint Board committed to providing
further recommendations regarding comprehensive high-cost universal service reform within six months
of that Recommended Decision. In furtherance of that target, the Joint Board sought commerit, in a
cempanion Public Notice, on several proposals that had been placed in the record since the Close of the
last comment cycle, as well as other possible reforms.14 Specifically, the Joint Board sought comment on
proposals related to the use of reverse auctions, the use of geographic information systems (GIS)
technology, the disaggregation of high-cost support, and support for broadband services. IS As the Joint
Board stated in the May 2007 Public Notice, the expectation was for parties to submit comprehensive
reform proposals pursuant to the pleading cycle set forth in the Public Notice.16 Further, in September
2007, the Joint Board released a Public Noticel7 containing specific principles upon which comprehensive
reform would be based. Those principles are: cost control, accountability, state participation, and
infrastructure build-out in unserved areas.

ill. FUNDAMENTAL IDGH·COST DISTRIBUTION REFORM

A. Scope of Reform

11. The Joint Board recommends that high-cost universal service support in the future be
delivered through three distinct "funds/' each with separate distribution mechanisms and separate funding
allocations. The Broadband Fund would be tasked primarily with facilitating construction of facilities for
new broadband services to unserved areas. IS The Mobility Fund would be tasked primarily with

10 See Federal State Joint Board on Universal Service, CCDocket·No. 96-45, Recommended Decision, 22 FCC
Red. 9023, (June, 2007H"Recominended Decision on CETC Caps").

. '

I~ In the RecomJIlended Decision on CETC Caps, we observed that while support to incumbent LECs had been flat
or even declin~~-since 2Q03,.jn the·\six years frol}l2001 tiu'oug~ 2.006, .competitive ETC support grew from $15
-million to'~lmost.$l billion - an annual gFowth Tilte of over 100 percent. Moreover, we forecast that, without a cap,
c.ompetitive ETC support would reach at least $1.28 billion in 2007, $2 billion in 2008 and $2.5 billion in 2009 even
without additional competitive ETC desigmitions in 2008 and 2009. .

12 Recommended Decision on CETC Caps,-para. 4.

13 Re..commended Decision on CETC Caps, paras. 5-14.

14, Federal-State Joint Board On Universal Service Seeks Comment On Long Tenn, Comprehensive High-Cost
Universal Serviae Reform, we Docket No. 05-337, Public Notice. released May 1,2007.

ISId.

16 See id. at para. 1.

17 See, Federal-$tate Joint Board on Univer~al Service, ee Docket No. 96-45, Public Notice dated Sel;'tember 6,
·2'9~.7·. .'
I:S~We tecommend the Commission: seek comment on defining this term. See section IV.B. below.
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disseminating wireless voice services to unserved areas. Finally, a Provider of Last Resort (POLR) Fund
would supp~rt wireline ~arriers.who pr?vide'~~~,~P.9f,\~.pp~{1hese~hree funds ~ould operate within an
overall fundmg cap that IS consIstent wIth the current amount of hIgh-cost fundmg. Support under
existing programs would be transitioned over a period of years to the new three-part funding structure.

1. The Broadband Fund

12. The Broadband Fund would be tasked primarily with disseminating broadband Internet
services to unserved areas, with the support being expended as grants for the construction of new facilities
in those unserved areas. A secondary purpose would be to provide-grants for new construction to enhance
bIloadband service in areas, with substandard s~rvice.' Another secondary purpose would be to provide
cqntinuing op¥rating subsidies to broadband Internet providers'serving areas where low customer density
would suggest that a plausible economic case cannot be made to operate broadband facilities, even after
receiving a substantial construction subsidy.

13. Effective use ~f federl;ll funds for broadband will require a detailed knowledge of the
areas in which effective terrestrial broadbancLser.vlce is umlvaHable. Collecting information on areas
without broadband'or where broadband is substandard is a'complex task. Broadband availability can vary
Qn a stteet-by-street basis, sometimes 'on a house7by-house basis. Moreover, the facts can change quickly,
for eX:ap1ple when a whieless fute111et service provider opens or closes its doors. To effectively apply
fedeFal funds te expand:broadband deployment,. primarily through new construction grants, it is essential
that the agenqy responslbl~ for (li~pensing the funds have access to detailed, current geographic
information. ·The J9int Board believes that the Commission has engaged in some broadband mapping
activities, but not at the scale necessary to administer broadband construction grants. States are generally
more capable of performing this task, in large part because they have smaller areas and have more sources
of information about local needs. Moreover, several states have already assembled data approaching or
ex:ceeding the required level of accuracy.

14. Working with,l;ldequate standards and safeguards, we conclude that states are better
s.uited than the Commissi~n'toeffectively administeF the new Brmadband Fund .grant program.
Accordingly, we reco1Jllllend that the available pool of Broadband Fund monies first be allocated to the
states,19 and thereafter aWal\ded::by·designated· state agencies to finance particular construction projects or
the operatjons ofbroadban,d prQviders.2o AH state awards:.should be made pursuant to federal rules
describing standards and containing accountability safeguards. .

15. Today, the Joint BoarQ does not propose a specific algorithm for the state allocations.
HQwever, we do believe that a i,najor,input ~ap.~or should..be the number of residents of each state who are
unable fo.purchase,terrestrial b~oadband mte..rnet service. at their residences. States would award
Broadband,Fand dollars :emmm;;ily to ,assist in the construction of new facilities in unserved areas.
Funding would normally be aw~rdedon a project-by-project.basis. To the extent that states are required
to provide matching fuRds, they would all have an incentiv~,toaward funds effectively. In addition, states
would be required to follow some prescribed procedures to ensure that the funds are:spent effectively and
that no more funding.is awarded than is needed. Before awarding'grants for cons(r.ilction, states should be
required to develop and publish detailed maps of their unserved areas. Thereafter, they might wish to
divide their unserved areas intqdistirtot adntinistfative districts for purposes of administering grants.

l~e <;J0Jlsider,p'elow whethe!::.s~tes shmM be I~quired tOPJovid~ matching funding.

20 Some states tfiay lie unwilifng or' unable to assu!De this responsibility. In that event, the Commissior, would
directly administer the gr.ants.
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States would be permitted to award Broadband Fund grants to only one provider in any geographic area.
States should be allowed to use any suitable.,procedure for awarding grants that will ensure efficient and
effective use of the funds. This may involve the use of reverse auctions or requests for proposal to serve
specified geographic areas. Alternatively, states could use cost and support algorithms that produce an
output equal to the minimum construction subsidy needed to ensure full broadband coverag~.

2. The Mobility Fund

16. The Mobility Fund would be tasked primarily with disseminating wireless voice services
to unserved areas. Most Mobility Fund support would be expended as subsidies for construction of new
facilities in unserved areas. In this .context, "unserved area" would mean areas with a significant
population density but without wireless voice service. Public safety would also legitimately be
considered in defining areas needing wireless service, and construction funds should be available to serve
other areas frequently used by the traveling public, such as state and federal highways, without regard to
the population residing in the immediate area. A secondary purpose of the Mobility Fund would be to
provide continuing operating subsidies to carri~rs serving areas where service is essential but where usage
is so slight that a plausible ecol1omic case cannot be made to support construction and ongoing
operations, even with.a substantial construction subsidy. While unserved areas should be readily
id~ntifiable, there are clearly existing areas that are underserved, with mobility services that are available
but not reliable. While it should not be the goal of universal service funding to upgrade the multitude of
existing wireless networks-in rural areas throughout the cQuntry, it is a legitimate goal that all consumers
should have access to at least one.carrier that provides a reliable signal. Below we recommend the
Commission seek additional comment on the issues surrounding the use of universal service funds to
improve wireless service in under-served as opposed to unserved areas.

17. For the reasons explained above, the Joint Board believes states should be responsible
partners with the Commission in administering Mobility Fund awards. As with broadband, the
availability and quality of wireless service can vary over small distances and short time spans. State
governments are much more likely than the:Commission to be able to assemble and evaluate the data
needed to make these gFants efficient and effective. Today, we do not propose a specific algorithm for the
state allecations. One il1put faotor may be th~.'Dumber of residents of each state who cannot receive a
streng'aDd reliable wirelessl'signalat their residence. Because the purpose of this fuDd is to enhance
mebility servi~es, alleGation fadtors might also inelude each state's unserved mileage along state and
federal highways. -

18. States would award Mobility FumMollars in a manner similar to Broadband Fund
awards.- Fuml,"g.wouldti\Qm1a:Jily.be awa.rdf~cl ori'a:proje~t-~y-project basis. States would be permittedto
award Mobilit.y Fund ,gn~~ts 'to ~nly 'one pt:o¥i'der in any geographic area. As with Broadband Fund
grants, states would]:>el requiredatq ,provide a detailed map of areas not served by wireless voice service,
aIfd,they·might<be t~quiI:dl to· providematching funds. States would also be required to meet federal
standards for awarding funds and accountability.

. ,

3. The·PitQv.ider Qf LastoResQD.t Fund

19. }'he JointB.O~lldcJoes not todCJY pffer the outline of any new and unified system for
Providers of Last Resort. We have not reached agreement on specific changes to the legacy support
mechanisms that today provide support for incumbent local exchange carriers (LECs). Therefore, our
recemmendation is mot;e generaL For now, we recemrhend that the POLR Fund be comprised of the sum
of alr exi&ting Ihcupibent LE~ ~upport·mechani.~ms. Except for possible funding reductions discussed
below, these pregrams w~ul~fbe left intact for the present. .

6
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20. For several reasons, the Commission should focus its attention on developing a unified
POLR mechanism. The present support mee.l¥HU§1U~lli!m~,~bstantiallydifferent for rural and non-rural
carriers, and support for customers served bybnek'iilCl ofcah1er can be significantly more generous than
for comparably situated customers served by the other kind of carrier. Moreover, existing rules freeze
support upon sale of an exchange?l This can exacerbate the differences in treatment between comparably
situated customers.22

21. Second, the current support mechanisms do not recognize all costs. For rural ,carriers,
support is substantial for loop costs, generally less so for most switching costs, and nonexistent for
transport costs. Overlooking transport ,costs can harm remote carriers, and the problem worsens when
those carriers must purchase special access facilities to connect their customers.

22. Third, the current high-cost universal service mechanisms are dated and need to be
modernized in several ways. New entrants often compete only in densely populated areas that have
relatively low costs. This makes it.much mgre difficult for incumbent LECs to charge the same rates in
both their low-cost densely populated areas and their higher cost, more remote areas. None of the
existing suppon mechanisms a~el:.luately recognizes this phenomenon, which generally occurs on a
smaller scale than the typical telephone exchange. The dependency, in many cases, of competitive
providers on incumbent LECs for baq!d1aul and interconnections, and the issues which that dependency
r~ses, is a further outgrowth of the changing landscape. In addition, most of the existing mef::hanisms
Were introduced befo.re local e~change competition became a reality, and may not appropriately adjust
support to reflect line-losses due to competition.23 Nor do any of the mechanisms in place reflect the
increased importance of non-regulated revenues generated by telecommunications plant. Finally, the
High Cost Loop program has experienced significant increases in this decade in loop costs qualifying for
'Sllpport. Und~r the current cap, the effect has been to significantly reduce support over time for carriers
whose costs have remai.ned relatively ,constant. '

23. In.summary, the Ibint Board recommends that the Commission establish a process and a
timetable so that it will review and modernize the existing high-cost mechanisms for rural and non-rural
c~ers, with the objective of developing a coherent system that can be applied to all incumbent carriers.

B. Funding Levels, ~aps and Transition

24. The Joint .Board intends that both the Broadband Fund and the Mobility Fund will receive
s\gnitic~t funqing, as descIibe5} in,n,Iore de~ail below. At the same time, we recognize that further
groy.'th iJ;l universal,~ervjce :ft,1I;t4~g presents substantial risks. Any possible benefit anticipated from
increased :universalJs~rviGe fund (lJSF),distciputions must be weighed against the added burden on
consumeI;~ of.t~leOo~unicatioJ;ls serN-ices. Larger-USF contributions increase the risk that
telecommunications services will become unaffordable for some, or even a substantial number, of
consumers. As the courts have noted, excessive subsidization arguably may affect the affordability of
telecommunications services, thus violating one of the principles in Section 254.24 We note widespread

21 See 47 C.F.R. § 54.305.

22 Indeed, the Commission has repeatedly. failed to demonstrate to the courts that funding for the customers of non
rural carriers·is,suffit:ient. S~e @west Co*- v. FCC, 258 F.3d 1191 (lOth Cir. 2001) ("Qwest f'); Qwest Corp. v.
FCC, 398 F.3d 1222 (lOth Cir. 2005) ("Qwest If').

23 We note, -for example, that line losses seem to increase net per-Iin'e support under the, High Cost Loop program for
rural carriers, bu~ decre~se per-line net support under the Model-b.ased program for non-rural carriers.

24':Qwest 1, 'abovci, aU200;' Qw~st II, above, at 1234. '
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concern that further increases in the size of the fund under existing collection methodologies would be
detrimental to both customers and carriers alike.

27. The Joint Board also recommends a transition during which existing funding mechanisms
would be reduced, and all, or at least a significant share, of the savings transferred to the new Funds and
mechanisms described above. During the transition period, gradual elimination of support from the
identical support rule will provide a source of funding for the Mobility and Broadband Funds. A previous
Joint Board member suggested a five-year transition,28 but the Joint Board has not reached consensus.
We recommend the FCC seek further comment on that issue. .

FCC07J-4
I'

28. Wireless carriers currently receive the largest share of support provided to competitive
ETCs under the identical support rule. They will also be solely eligible for funding under the Mobility
Fund. During the tJ!ansition, wireless competitive ETCs will receive reduced levels of support under the
identical'supp,cirt rule, but will be eligible to seek funding from the Mobility Fund. We anticipate that this
traI}sition' wilLtJe approximately, revenue neutral, with about $1.0 billion of funding per year eventually
being distributed' through. the new Mobility Fund. Since the overall fund size will be capped at $4.5
billion, any redilctiohs;in support for wireless carriers in year 1 will be'available for disbursements from

25. Moreover, the Joint Board recognizes that unrestrained growth in the universal service
fund, regardless of the source, could be, and would likely be, catastrophic for universal service. The
universal service surcharge rate currently is near its historic high. Further uncontrolled growth in the fund
size would likely harm universal service, possibly even causing erosion of public support for the goals of
affordable and comparable rates and services articulated in Section 254.

26. The Joint Board recommends an overall cap on high-cost funding. These programs today
use more than half of the funds currently raised under Section 254. If only because of size, they should be
managed with particular care. Historically, high-cost funding has increased dramatically in this decade,
in part because of'new support programs associated with interstate access reform, but also due to the
significant expansion of support to competitive carriers under the identical support rule.25 While the Joint
Board recognizes that legitimate public purposes require funding, we are unwilling to recommend any
significant changes in the share of the entire USF devoted to high-cost support. For these reasons, we
believe that the Commission should impose a cap on the total amount of high-cost funding at '$4.5
billion,26 which is approximately equal to the 2007 level of high-cost funding.27 Many areas of
government enterprise operate within a budget, and we think that high-cost funding can do likewise,
provided that we are willing to make realistic estimates of the funding needed to meet the statutory
requirement that we p~eserve and advance universal service. Over the longer term, we anticipate that total
funding can and should be decreased as broadband and wireless infrastructure deployment becomes
widespread throughout the country.

.. ~ ,

25 See, 47 C.F.R. § 54.307.

26 This cap ~hQl!ld not apply to' any incremental support required as a result of the Commission's response to the
Tenth Circuit's remand in Qwest II.

2~ ~urrent estimates are for hi~h-cost funding of $4.47 billion in 2007.

28 Former Joint Board'member Gregg suggested a five-year phased transition from Identical Support to the Mobility
Fund. '
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the Mobility Fund in year 2, and so forth.29

29. The new Broadband Fund sh6~id h~ve'a'~~~ningfulchance to address the public's desire
for more ubiquitous broadband availability. We estimate a reasonable federal funding level for this new
program to be $300 million per year. Not all of the financing need be accomplished with newly raised

dollars or solely from federal sources, however. Revenues for the Broadband Fund could come from two
other sources. For example, funding cOlild be increased by imposing state matching requirements,
discussed in greater detail below. The stretching of federal dollars would be more significant if, within a
given overall budget, significant state matching requirements were to be imposed for both the Broadband
Fund and the Mobility Fund. Additionally, funds could be reassigned to the Broadband Fund from legacy
POLR programs. Possible changes to these legacy programs should be evaluated by considering whether
moving dollars from legacy programs to the Broadband Fund would more effectively advance the
nation's universal service goals.

30. A significant portion of the High Cost Loop fund supports the capital costs of providing
broadband-capable loop facilities for rural carriers. Under this system, rural LECs (RLECs) have done a
commendable job of providing broadband to nearly all their customers. While this program may need
adjustments, we recognize its effectiveness in maintaining an essential network for POLRs and in
deploying broadband.

31. We discussed above some reasons to modernize legacy POLR programs. Some of those
reforms might also reduce the legacy funding requirements, thereby making monies available for the
Broadband Fund. We note here several possible changes to existing legacy programs, including:
applying a rates test as a condition or an adjustment to cost-based support (in some areas, the combination
of universal service support and funds from other mechanisms such as pools, high intrastate access
charges, and average schedule reimbursement may produce very low consumer rates); considering LEC
costs on a comprehensive basis, as opposed to separate programs for loop and switching costs;
considering unregulated revenues in calculating carriers' need for support; making the Local Switching
Support mechanism more sensitive to high costs;30 providing more limits on support for operating
expenses; targeting support to only one service provider in an area; and reducing or eliminatif,lg, over
time, the support to areas with multiple, providers.

. 32. The Joint [Board also recommends that, during the transition reriod, each of t~e five
major current support mechanisms be separately capped at their 2007 levels? This will minimize
unintended redistributions'among support mechanisms and avoid duplication of support. Once the
transition period is eomplete, the overall cap of $4,.5 hillion would apply to the three remaining
restructured funds.

33. Finally, we note that the Commission has not yet acted on the remand it recei¥ed in 2005

29 We also note that the Commission recently imposed an interim cap on high-cost, competitive ETC support
provided to ALLTEL as apart of approving a transfer of control. As a result of this condition, ALLTEL's high cost
support will be capped at the level of support that it received as a competitive ETC for 2007, measured 'as of the end
of June 2007 on an annualized basis.

30 The Local Swi,tching Sl,lpport program essentially provides increased support based upon study area size. See 47
C.F.R. §§ 54.301.(a)(2), 36.l25(t).

31 The five majo~ existing&l,lpport Il).echanisms are: 1) High Cost Loop; 2) Local Switching; 3) Intelistate Common
Line; 4) Interstate Access; and·'5) High Cost Model.
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as a result of the Qwest 1I decision by the Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals.32 We anticipate that complying
with this remand order may require revisiting the amount of support provided to non-rural carriers.

34. If all of these potential savings from legacy programs are examined seriously and
promptly, potential savings could be significant. Together with the possibility of stretching federal
dollars with state matching funds, we are confident that adequate funding can be provided for the
Broadband Fund and the Mobility Fund without unduly burdening the customers who must pay USF
contributions. We also note that legacy sources for wireless support are anticipated to be reduced over the
transition period. I

C. CETC Reform and the Broadband and Mobility Funds

35. The Joint Board recognizes that the identical support rule has resulted in the subsidization
of multiple voice networks in numerous areas and greatly increased the size of the high-cost fund. High
cost support has been rapidly increasing in recent years due to increased support provided to competitive
ETCs. These carriers receive high-cost support based on the per-line support that the incumbent LECs
receive rather than the competitive ETCs' own costs. Support for competitive ETCs has risen to almost
$1 billion.33 We believe it is no longer in the public interest to use federal universal service support to
subsidize competition and build duplicate networks in high-cost areas. Consistent with the Joint Board
Public Notice released in September 2007,34 we recommend that the Commission eliminate the identical
support rule. The rule bears little or no relationship to the amount of money competitive ETCs have
invested in rural and other high-cost areas of the country.

36. The primary objective of the Mobility and Broadband Funds should be the expansion of
geographic coverage, and support from these funds should be targeted for capital spending for new
construction in unserved areas. As noted above, during the transition period, gradual elimination of
support from the identical support rule will provide a source of funding for the Mobility and Broadband
Funds.

37. The three-fund approach will eliminate much of the current duplication of support by
ultimately providing support to only one wireline, one wireless, and one broadband provider in any given
area, once the transition is complete. The areas to support with Broadband Fund and Mobility Fund
awards will be determined by state commissions, and are likely to differ geographically from the areas
used for granting POLR support.

38. As discussed above, in some cases, it may make economic sense to provide ongoing
support for operation and maintenance of an existing network. However, over the longer term, the Joint
Board anticipates that Mobility and Broadband support for operation and maintenance will only be
available for aJimited period oftime. We recommend the Commission request comment as to the
appropriate transition plan to wean a provider from Mobility or Broadband support once the objectives of
geographic coverage in an area have been met.

3Z Qwest Corp. v. FCC, 398 F.3d 1222 (10th Cir. 2005).

33 In the Recommended Decision on CETC Caps we forecast that, without a cap, competitive ETC support would
reach at least $1.28 billion in 2007, $2 billion in 2008, and $2.5 billion in 2009 even without additional competitive
ETC designations in 2008 and 2009.

34 See, Federal-State Joint Board On Universal Service Statement On Long Term, Comprehensive High-Cost
Universal Service Reform, CC Docket No. 05-337, Public Notice released September 6,2007.
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D. LEC Reform and the POLR Fund

39. Support to most if not aU RLECs has been flat or has even declined since 2003.35 Under
existing support mechanisms, RLECs have done a commendable job of providing voi~e and ,broadband
services to their subscribers. Therefore, 'the Joint Board believes it is in the public interest to maintain, for
the present, the existing RLEC support mechanisms, distributed through the proposed POLR Fund.
Funding for RLECs will continue to be based, for the present, on the provider's embedded costs as
supported by modeling, but may be subject to a competitive bid approach at a later date.

40. With regard to non-rural LECs, the Joint Board believes further analysis of current
nonrural support funds is required before adoption of specific changes in structure. However, some non
rural support mechanism issues are of particular interest to us. The Joint Board conceptually agrees that
providers of service to rural areas should be treated similarly. 'Current support mechanisms tend to
provide stronger incentives for rural LECs than for non-rural LECs to provide comparable and affordable
rates and services in rural and high-cost areas. While the Joint Board seeks to minimize this disparity for
rural consumers, regardless of provider, we also acknowledge the complexities and potential costs of such
a transition.

41. Members have discussed the possibility of determining non-rural support on a wire center
or even asuho;wire center basis, as opposed to the current statewide average cost basis. Such a change
would target support to higher cost areas on a more granular basis. However, there are concerns that such
a move from statewide averaging would neglect the economies of scale and scope inherent in non-rural
LEC networks. In addition, we note that the Tenth Circuit upheld the existing statewide averaging
mechanism as a reasonable method of support allocation consistent with the Act,36and it later rejected an
argument advanced by Qwest and SBC that it was arbitrary and capricious for the Commission to fail to
induce states to move from implicit to explicit state support mechanisms.37

42. Some members believe federal support could be increased as a result of the Qwest II
decision. Those in favor of augmenting support contend that rural customers of large "non-rural" carriers
can have signifoicantly'higher rates than cemparable customers of smaller "rural" carriers, and that the
courts hav.e twice found that the"Commissien has failed to demonstrate that support to non-rural carriers
and tl1eir. customers is 'suf.fi.cient. These opposed to additional support believe that on a procedural basis,
the court remand has not 'been '~officially" referred to the Joint Board, thus causing us to have what some
censider a deficit of record support regardiqg non-rural LEC reform. On balance, we acknowledge there
~y be impacts on high-opst funding ivhen the Commission ultimately acts in response to thf1 Qwest II
remand, but w.e believe it wouta be speculative for the Joint Board to forecast how this matter may
eventually be resolved. We do~ hewever, acknowledge that the incremental dollars which could arise
£~6m this remand are not included in our recommended general cap or POLR cap.

43. The loint Board recommends that the POLR Fund provide support for only dne carrier in
any geographiparea. :Witially tJfts wiltbe an inCl~mb~I,1t LEC pro~dding voice service over traditional
landline facilities in.each ef the,e~istirigincumll.,ent LEG s,tud,y areas. We recogni;ze that this single carrier
recommen~atlon eyen~ally wopld e~~tude ~xisting'CETCs" some of whom are wireline CEllCs. We
re~ommffn~hhi!t:the.GemInissi~!i examine, toe possibility of continuing support to-these entities (both
wireline and wireless:'CETCs) (jJuring the transition period.

3S See Recommended Decision on CETC Caps, at para. 4.

36 ()~'est 'Corp. v..Feq, _~5'~,!:~d 1191, 1~02 \~(tSir;.~O@l).

3t::(f!;:fvest,Corp. v. FCPC,l.3'9'SI;P'j:ga: ~~22, t~~'8 O~itb~Cir'. 2005).
..... ~, • I'~ '_',~~.r t~
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E. Partnership with States

1. Smres'Rm~andR~pomjbillti~

44. The Joint Board recommends strengthening the state-federal partnership regarding
universal service. We believe that underscoring the importance of individual state actions will best
promote wireless and broadband build-out for unserved areas. .

45. Congress and the courts have in several ways recognized the importance of states in
maintaining universal service. Federal law charges states with the designation of carriers as ETCs,38 and
it authorizes states to maintain their own universal service funds.39 The courts have also previously said
that the act "plainly contemplates a partnership between the federal and state governments to support
universal service,,40 and that "it is appropriate--even necessary-for the FCC to rely on state action.,,41
The Commission has also previously recognized the importance of states in accomplishing universal
service goals.42 .

46. We explained above why we have concluded that states are Qest suited to identify
unserved areas. This detailed knowledge will allow states to target Broadband and Mobility support to
those areas, consistent with the universal service principles listed in 47 U.S.C. § 254(b). For these
reasons, the Joint Board recommends that states should remain the primary designators of new ETC
applicants as well as the annual certifying agent under Section 254(e) that federal high-cost support is
being used appropriately.

47. States should have flexibility in the method of awarding funds to carriers because they
are in the best position to assess the status of their markets and identify which geographic areas are
unserved. We recommend that states be permitted to employ either: a competitive bidding process such
a~ auctions with specific, transparent guidelines; or a suitable cost-based mechanism to fund capital
infrastructure projects for mobility and broadband projects. State actions should be subject to formal
Commission rules and guidelines, including guidelines and processes regarding an acceptable competitive
bidding process. These guidelines may be analogous to those established by the Commission in its 2005
ETC Ordel3and should include, but not be limited to: parameters for defining the quality of broadband
aqd mobility services, including acceptable broadband transmission speeds;44 parameters for setting

38 See 47 U:S.C. §214(e).
39 See 47 U.S.C. §254(f).

40Qwest I, above, at 1203; Qwest II, above, at 1232.

41. Qwest I, above, at 1203.

42 FCC, Ninth Report and Order, CC Docket No. 96-45, 14 FCC Rcd at 20451, para. 38 ("primary federal role is to
ei1~~ble reasQ~able. compaFability among states (i.e., to provide states with sufficient support so that states can make
10~al rates reasonably camparable among states), and the primary role of each state is to ensure reasonable
comparability within its borders (i.e., to apply state and federal support to make local rates reasonably comparable
within the state).").

43 FCC, Report and Order, CC Docket No. 96-45, FCC 05-46,20 FCC Rcd. 6371, reI. March 17,2005.

44 That Spectd may differ from the current working definition that the Commission currently utilizes. Currently, the
FCC considers "high speed" services to be those capable of transmission rates of 200 Kbps in at least one direction
aj ~'ad·vanceds~rvices"tobe those capable of transmission rates of 200 Kbps in both directions. FCC, "Inquiry
C(j)ncerning the Depl~yment ofAdvanced Telecommunications Capability to All Americans in a Reasonable and
(continued....)
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reserve prices; the recognition that qualifiedbidders should be ETCs; and \?ermissib\e o\?t\ons for states
that have geographic areas that cannot attract a qualified pool of bidders. We recognize that'the record
regarding competitive bidding/auctions is robust45 and we encourage.the Commission to utilize the data
presented by various parties in developing its guidelines.

48. We are aware that administering federal grants is an unusual role for state utility
commissions, but it is a common role for many other state agencies, ranging from education to highways.
In those policy areas, the federal and state governments have worked out strongly cooperative systems in
which state officials administer federal grant funds.46 We believe this kind of arrangement strengthens
the relationship between state and federal officials and appropriately uses state expertise. '

49. The Joint Board also believes it remains in the public interest for the UniverSal Service
Administrative Company (USAC) to continue to distribute universal service funds and conduct periodic
audits. Therefore, although states would award Broadband and Mobility Funds, the funds would be
processed and audited by USAC. 47 ,

2. State Matching Funds

50. The Joint Board recommends that the Commission adopt policies that encourage states to
provide matching funds for Broadband Fund and Mobility Fund support. We recommend an approach in
which all states are entitledto a, base funding level. States could receive supplemental funding when they
generate matching fun~s. For example, a state that does not provide a minimum match, perhaps 20
percent, for USF broadband support would still receive its base level of universal service support for
broadband but no additional" supplemental funding from the federal fund.

5!. This system will provide an incentive for,states to be actively involved in monitoring the
use of Broadband Fund and Mobility Fund dollar'S. It also recognizes the states' interest in pursuing
economic development opportunities through broadband and wireless technology enhancements, and it
encourages these states to provide additional funding for these projects. Because of the base support
element, a state that is not in a position to provide matching funds would not be penalized by
disqualification from receiving any support.

52." The Joi,nt BOaIid re,commends that;detailed federal guidelines be developed·to address
W;hic;h expenses andlOli p'rejeets,'~hould,qualif'Y fpr federal supplemental support. Examples of acceptable
state' matchingfunds coola' incl~de: state and'!lecal government and/or private sector matching dollars;

(Continued from previou~:Pl\ge) -,----,-------
'Ei'mely Fashion, ilnd pos#b.ic/Steps to Acoelerat'f Such peployment Pursuant to Section 706 ofthe
Telecommunications Acrof1996,"'CC ,Do,cket No. 98-146, Second Report, 15 FCC Red. 20,913, para. 11 (2000).

I '

4S'See Federal-State Joint Board On Urziversal Service Seeks Comment On The Merits Of Using Auctions To
Determine High-Cost Un,il!el's,al Service Support, WC Docket No. 05-337, Public Notice, 21 FCC Rcd 9292,
Ieleased August 11, 2006; ilnd,assq,ciated materials; see also.FCC, Docket 96-45, Materials presented for En Bane
meeting of JointBoard'in February; 2007. .

46 Typically th,e federal ~g~ncy firs,t presqr.bes stal)-dards, propedu~es, and acpountability mechanisms. Then, the
state~ file a state·:plan.agreeiq~ to ~~et thegr~~t r~quirements ..Next, the states administer the grants, often by
awarding the funCling to:contriictois or non~gove[rip'{ental agencies. Finally, the states make post-award
ac~orlntability reports and may ,be sppjecUo audits. Some states may prefer to have these grants administered by an
agency otherthan theiH.tate..YtilitY1-commissions. State Governors and Legislatures should be able to assign these
ta.sks,to o~her agencies iiff'!hey wish;

47 Alternatively, federal fund,s:could. be provided to the states and then later audited for compliance.
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carrier contributions; customer contributions (surcharges); and state and local tax contributions.
Comparison is possible to other areas of government that employ similar matching structures.48 Also,' the
Ioint Board recognizes that the Life\inelLink-Up program also works in this manner. ill order to be
eligible for additional Tier 3 Lifeline support, a state must develop and fund its own state Lifeline/Link
Up program.49

F. Avoiding Duplicate Support

53. It is important to avoid duplicate support for networks. Although the Joint Board here
recommends creation of a Broadband Fund and a Mobility Fund, we intend to avoid support duplication
through the differences among the missions of the three Funds. For example, Broadband funding would
be available for construction of new broadband facilities. Mobility funding would be available for
construction of new wireless facilities. Nevertheless, the Commission and the states will need to exercise
care to avoid inadvertent duplication of funding. For example, a wireless provider who receives support
under the new Mobility Fund would likely need only marginal Broadband Fund dollars to add broadband
to its mobile network. Similar precautions should be applied when a wireline carrier receiving POLR
support applies for Broadband Fund mo.nies to provide broadband in areas currently served by the
carrier's voice network.5o

:

54. In order to use federal funds efficiently, states will also need to consider other federal
sources of support and assistance. For example, broadband construction grants should not duplicate or
preempt funding available from the Rural Utility Service.S1 Where a variety of funding sources exists, the
Joint Board recommends that states encourage measures that improve the recipient's business prospects
by increasing demand. States should award grants to carriers only when demand-side stimulation, state
incentives, and borrowing are demonstrably inadequate. Finally, the Broadband and Mobility Funds
should provide operational support only when essential.

G. Supported Services and Carrier Eligibility

1. Services Supported By Universal Service - Broadband

55. The Act explicitly tasks the Joint Board, from time to time, with recommending to the
Commission modifications in the definition ·of the services that are ,supported by Federal universal service
S1!1pport m.echanisms.s2 TheAct also recognizes that universal service is an evolving level of

48 For example, .the 1995 National Highway System Designation Act established the State Infrastructure Bank (SIB)
pilot PFogram. Designed to complement traditional transportation funding programs, SIBs can give states increased
fl~~i~i1ity in project selection and financial management. A SIB uses seed capitalization funds to get started and
@ffel's customers or states, a range of loans ana credit enhancement products. Similar to the DOT SIB Program, the
Broadband Match Program can operate by using federal grants to states with "eligible projects" in lieu of traditional
loans or credit enhancements.

49 The federal universal service fund provides Tier 3 support equaling up to an additional $1.75 of recurring monthly
discounts to eligible consumers.

so We recognize that a significant portion of Broadband ,Fund monies given to incumbent LECs may be given to
non-rural'camers. Th~se carriers currently serve the majority of rural high-cost,customers who do not have
breadband service.

51 Congress is c~nsidering seyeral pieces ,oflegislation that would, in various ways, further enhance bmadband
diffusion. '
s'iSee 47 U.S.C. § 254(c)(2)..

. 14



Federal Communications Commission FCC07J-4

telecommunications services that should be revised periodically, taking into account advances in
telecommunications and information technelli?g~:'l:!PA..~:r;4~~s.53 Currently, all ETCs must provide all of
the services supportedby universal service. The services that are currently required are those that are
common for voice communications services and are listed in aCommission rule first approved in 1997.54

56. The Joint Board recommends the Commission revise the current definition of supported
services to include broadband Internet service. While mobility and broadband capabilities both currently
receive support, that has been within the context of the provision of basic local telecommunications
services by ETCs.

:
I

57. Adding broadband to the list of services eligible for support under Section 254 will have
several beneficial results. First, it will effectively declare an explicit national goal of making broadband
Internet service available to all Americans at affordable and reasonably comparable rates. Second, it will
legitimize existing support mechanisms that already provide support for broadband-capable facilities.
Finally, it should reduce any tendency of existing support mechanisms to provide incentives for
broadband deployment only in selected areas.55

58. We conclude that broadband Internet service satisfies the statutory criteria for inclusion.56

First, broadband Internet services are essential to education, public health, and public safety. The Internet
is increasingly used for education, in significant part by sharing materials and audio and video streams in
educational environments, as well as through informal educational content such as online news services
that can be customized to reflect the user's interests. The Internet is also increasingly used by health care
professionals, such as for sharing medical records and diagnostic information. Moreover, many
residential users get health care advice from the many medical compendiums that are available online. In
all of these applications, classical dial-up Internet access is marginally useful, 'and is often inadequate.

59. Second, broadband Internet service is subscribed to by a substantial majority of
residential customers. More than half of the households in the United States currently subscribe, and at
least one high speed provider is providing service in 99.6 % ofthe zip codes in the country.57 In our
view, Americans have made a clear judgment, consistent with the rest of the developed world, that
broadband Internet access is an important component of modern life.

60. Third, broadband II,ternet~ccess is being deployed in public telecommunicatjons
networks by teleconynun~cations carriers. Mill~ons .of custgmers today purchase DSL service, the version
of broadband Internet 'service that is c~stomarilyprovided through copper telephone networks. Others
purchase broadband Internet access through their wireless carriers.

53 See 47 U.S.C. § 254(c)(1).

54 Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket'No. 96-45, Fourth Report and Order, 13 FCC Red.
5318 (1997).

55 Some federal support already is l!lready being applied to provide broadband services. The High Cost Loop
program supports investment and expenses associated with localloops, even when those loops are broadband
capable. Indeed, carriers with higher quality facilitiesgeneraUy tend to have more costly 190PS and thus tend to be
eligible for more HCL support.

56 See 47 U.S.C. § 254(c)(1).

57. FCC, Industry Analysis and Technology Division, High-Speed Services for Internet Access: Status as of
D~aember31,2006, Table 15, released Oct., 2007. .
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61. Finally, including broadband Internet access in the list of supported services is consistent
with the public interest, convenience, and necessity. Congressional committees have repeatedl~ stressed
to members of this Joint Board their opinion that unifonn broadband deployment is an important national
telecommunications goal. This is consistent with the public's view. The state commissioners on the Joint
Board all have personal experience with consoling irate telephone customers who find themselves unable
to buy broadband Internet service at home or at their place of employment. We conclude that ubiquitous
broadband access will improve the lives of millions of Americans, particularly in the coming years when
Internet communications are expected to become an even more essential communications tool in daily
life.

62. In sum, Americans have made a collective judgment that broadband is an irrlportant
service. Therefore, the Joint Board believes that it should be eligible for support under Section 254, with
the goal of making it available to all. Below, we also recommend that the Commission seekfurther
comment on the adequacy of the current definition of broadband.

2. Services Supported By Universal Service - Mobility

63. Consistent with the preceding recommendations regarding broadband service, the Joint
Board also recommends that mobility be added to the list of supported services. Telecommunications
services have evolved since the enactment of the Act, and mobility services have grown dramatically.
Consumers throughout the nation today depend on ~hose services for basic, essential communications that
are no longer limited by the location of their wireline telephones. Due to this explosive growth and
consumer dependence on mobility communications, we conclude that mobility satisfies the statutory
requirements for inclusion as a separately supported service and should no longer be eligible for support
because it happens to satisfy requirements designed for wireline voice communications.

64. First, the demands for mobility services, including demands for wireless broadband, have
grown so much that mobility is today essential to the education, public health, and public safety of this
nation. The Joint Board agrees with the thousands of comments received in this docket suggesting that
wireless telecommunications services are no longer a luxury in our society, but are a fundamental
necessity for an overwhelming majority of consumers for public health, safety, and economic
development.58 From a public service standp0int, the initial emphasis on mobility expansion will be to
identify and serve'thosecomrnunities that are presently unserved by mobility services. Simultaneously,
nom a public safety standpoint, states will be encouraged to target mobility funding to unserved areas
within the state and federal highway system.

65. Second, mobility service is subscribed to by a substantial majority of residential
customers. The Act requires only that a supported service be subscribed to by a substantial majority (over
50%) of residential customers. The Commission reports that as of 2006, there are substantially more
wireless telephones in service (217 million) than wireline access lines in service (172 million).59 Although
theseu:counts include'both business and residential customers,60 the wireless numbers are so large as to
c0mpel a conclusion that wireless service is subscribed to by a majority of residential customers and has
become an essential element in our nation's telecommunications services. '

58 Coalition Working for Equality in Wireless Teleoommunication, Connecting Rural America, Ex Parte filing, WC
Docket No. 05-337, Oct. 15,2007.

59 ,FCC, Trends in Telephone Service, 2007 report, FCC, tables, 8.1 and 11.2.. ,

6O"l~esidentialline counts are not separately reported.
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66. Third, mobility service, like broadband, is being deployed in public telecommunications
networks by telecommunications carriers. T~§.J~~t,p.f.ro:'il~~l\ty services available throughout the country
is rich and diverse. ,Mobility services have unique characteristics that are significantly different than those
of the wireline network. The record shows many exam\?les where customers have used wireless services
in emergencies where wireline communications were either unavailable or not operational. Mobility
provides freedom of communication not tied to specific location, communication occurring during travel
on highways, and communication in areas where wireline phones or payphones are not available.

67. For all of the reasons previously stated,-we conclude that including mobility service in
the list of supported services is con'sistent with the public i'nterest, convenience, and necessity. We
recommend that the Commission seek additional comment prior to adopting new rules that will help
refine both the definition of mobility service as well as identify the unique ETC responsibilities that will
be required of mobility carriers.

3. Carrier ETC De,!!ignations and Support Eligibility

68. Currently, all ETCs must provide all of the services supported by universal service.
Although the Joint Board recommends expanding the list of supported services, we do not intend that a
~~er must offer all supported'services (voice, mobility, and broadband) in order to receive any high-cost
support. On tlte contrary, the three-fund approaoh envisions separate funds for each type of service, with
no overlapsJin;suppGrt across the funds. As the transition to the three new replacement funds occurs,
incuinbentoLEes movingta the,POLR fund would remain subject to current ETC requirements. A
different set ll1f,requirements reflecting the purpese and nature, of the Broadband Fund would be
established for eligibility to receive support from the Broadband Fund. Similarly, a different"set of
eligibility requirements reflecting the purpose and nature of the Mobility Fund would be established for
the Mobility Fund.

IV. ISSU~S FeR FURTHER COMMENT

69. Several of the preceding recommendations require more development and pUblic
c:ommeIit. TheJointB:~aFd,:is WdlIing·!to Geminue to addto the debate, but we also want to send a
complete 'and lictionab}e Ieco~enda~ion ta,tt1e' conimis'siQn, tltereby allowing it to respond
comprehensiN.~Iy. to~tQis~~econunende(l 'J~,~~isitin. We are willing to resume deliberations should the
Qonimission refer questiens ba:dk :t<:fthe.JointBoard.' ,

A. Allocating~Funds among States
," .;

", ,''-; :"0. "~~iJl?t~;fbov.~he l~int B,Qard beIieve~ ~hat states ,can most effectively choc>se the
appropnate pJJ.oMlder''!:1ntler;the n:ew~B(padbandand MobIlIty Runds. However, we recommend that the
Co.mmission seek fi;n1ber.,COmn:l~ot 00 the.most effective mechanism to determine the appropriate
all~cation of funds among the states. We note 'a geneFal need to determine the relative propOltion of
unserved areas, but seek further jnformation on the specific method of allocation, whether it be a national
forward-looking cost model, or~bther methods of determining state 'broadband and wireless deployment
levels.

'B. Identifying'Unserved ~reas'

71. The Joint Board,recommendsthat the Commission seek further comment on the most
effective,m~.th0,ll~t~'{.~~t~nnine ti~s~fv.~d,:atea-sf0r:'b'oth·bre.adqand and wireless 'coverl!ge. Var,ious states,
soeh;as wY'o~fig"~a'~erttU~ky~ :iiave,,~n«ct~ts.t~jj\}'~~1J'ffdftS to 'm'!p unserve'd'b-roadb'and ~eas'. The
~omlnis'siQn Shot1rcl~sl'iJ~k::comin1nt:boEli·f,rotirstates .'aild',prov'iders' as to the meanS of:obtaining detailed
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information on which areas are without service, as wen as potential issues which could im~ait such .
efforts. The Commission should also seek comment regarding under-served areas that may be receiving
marginal or unacceptable levels ofmobility or broadband service. Commenters should address the
appropriate means to ensure that customers in those areas have an equal opportunity to obtain adequate
and reliable mobility and broadband service.

C. Defining Broadband

72. The Joint Board recommends that the Commission seek comment on the appropriate
level of broadband service for which universal service support would be eligible. The Commission has
already sought comment on the current definition ofbroadband.61 We note that the current Commission
definition of "high speed" data transmission, 20Q kilobits per second, has been in place for years. While
that standard was once useful, we now believe that a more rigorous requirement may be justified, closer
to the capacities more typical of the most common national broadband plans. If so, an objective method
would be needed to determine such upload and download capacities, and a regular review would be
necessary.

D. Impacts on LifelinelLink-Up

73. The impact of the proposed high-cost fund transition on Lifeline and Linkup initiatives is
also an importllDt consideration. The Joint Board recommends that the Commission seek comment on
whether LifelinelLink-Up'customers may be negatively affected by any aspects of the transition to the
new three fund approach. Parties should feel free to include specific proposals to remedy any infirmities
created by a three fund approllch.

.E. Implementation, Transition, and Review

74. The addition of a new Broadband Fund and the transition from current wireless
competitive ETC allocations to the new Mobility Fund will necessitate a careful and deliberate
implementation process. The Joint Board recommends that the Commission seek further comment on
how best to create as clear a transition path as possible for all providers. Specifically, comment should be
sought on how to implement the transition of support from current areas that no longer need support, to
areas unserved by ~ither broadband ar mobility; providers, including timelines. Specifically, we
recommend seeking comment on whether a five-year transition is desirable.

75. The Joint Board also believes there should be a future review of the transition process,
m:ld the· results of support allocations under the new funds. At such a date it may be appropriate to make
reane.ments to funding mechanisms and'distributions. The Commission should seek comment on whether
a tev.i~w should ,occur after. three ·or ifive y.em:~, ·and what issues should be addressed during this review.
F0r'ex~mple, s,pould specific pafameters· be used to determine the effectiveness of fund support to
unserved areas?.. Gn. what aspects should the review be focused?

F. Compliance.with Federal Law

76. The Joint Board recommends that the Commission seek comment on any aspects of our
three funds approach which would require reconciliation with federal law. The transition fro~ 'existing

61 JCJq:utr,yp.Qnce;w.in8.th~Pep!oYmtt~t..ofA.dvanced Telecommunications Capability to All Americans in a
~i8~n~bl'~~1liUml{~y.i!~~ipp;~a1J.'f1'PQss~ble Stf1cP£to.,Af~eler!!te Such D~ployment Pursuant to Section 706 ofthe
·tel.~~'f.'!Jm,1;lmcaft~ns.4;ct'()11'996,,, GN Docket Ne.. 07-45, Notice ofInqutry, FCC 07-21 released Apr. 16.2007.
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support mechanisms to more appropriate mechanisms servinghigh-cost and unserved areas will create
some difficulties for carriers and possi~ly customers. The Commission should seek comment on specific
policy areas requiring adjustment to comply with applicable federal regulations.

v. RECOMMENDING CLAUSE

77. For the reasons discussed herein, the Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service,
pursuant to Sections 254(A)(1) and 410(c) of the Communications Act of 1934 as amended, recommends
that the Commission adopt recommendations set forth herein concerning comprehensive reform for the
high-cost portion of the universal service fund.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

~~.'\)~
Marlene H. Dortch (,
Secretary
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In the Matter ofHigh-Cost Universal Service Support, WC Docket No. 05-337; Federal-State
Joint Board on Universal Service, CCDocket No. 96-45

Today, the Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service recommends to the Commission a
number of important proposals to address the structure of the high-cost universal service program. I want
to thank my colleagues on the Federal-State Joint Board for their contributions and efforts to improve the
universal service fund. It is essential that we take actions that preserve and advance the benefits of the
universal service program.

The United States and the Commission have a long history and tradition of making sure that rural
areas of the country are connected and have similar opportunities for communications as other areas. I
believe our universal service program must continue to promote investment in rural America's
infrastructure and ensure access to communications services that are comparable to those available in
urban areas today, as well as provide a platform for delivery of advanced services.

I support today's Joint Board recommendation to revise the current definition of supported
services to include broadband Internet access service. Congress did not envision that services supported
by universal service would remain static. Instead, it views universal service as an evolving level of
communications services. With each passing day, more Americans interact and participate in the
technological advances of our digital information economy. Deployment of these telecommunications
and information technologies support and disseminate an ever increasing amount of services essential to
education, public health and safety. A modem and high quality communications infrastructure is essential
to ensure that all Americans, including those residing in rural communities, have access to the economic,
educational, and healthcare opportunities available on the network. Our universal service program must
continue to promote investment in rural America's infrastructure and ensure access to communications
services that are comparable to those available in urban areas, as well as provide a platform for delivery
of advanced services.

The bFoadband pr.ogram recommended by the Joint Board is tasked primarily with disseminating
broadband Internet access services to unserved areas. This is a laudable goal as we work to make
bmadband services avaihible to all Americans across the nation. As proposed, the program would have
limited resources. Additienal support for this broadband program could be made available by requiring
competitive ETCs to demanstrate their own costs and meet the support threshold in the same manner as
rural providers.

I am also pleased that the Joint Board supports reverse auctions as a mechanism by which the
new broadband and mobility funds would be administered. I continue to support the use of reverse
auCtions to determi,ne high-eost,universal service funding for eligible telecommunications carriers. I
believe that reverse auctions provide a technologically and competitively neutral means of restraining
fund growth and prioritizing investment in rural and high-cost areas of the country.
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In the Matter ofHigh-Cost Universal Service Support; Federal-State Joint Board on Universal
Service, WC Docket No. 05-337; CC Docket No. 96-45

I am honored to serve as Federal Chair of the Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service
(Joint Board). During my tenure my goal has been to encourage thoughtful discussion among my
colleagues and facilitate consensus whenever possible. I have striven to keep our work on a timetable
paced to fulfill eur statutory role in athoughtful and deliberative manner. Along with the other Joint
Board members, over the 'past six months I spent countless hours holding regular meetings and conference
calls, issuing notices anc:l referrals, anc:l. reviewing comments. I would be remiss not to mention that one
orthe mO,st knewledgeabte ~d.articQlate Joint !Soard members, Mr. Billy Jack Gregg, former Consumer
Advocate of West Virginia; retired 'imSeptember, ·and that'his expertise was invaluable. He will be sorely
mis'sed, but many ·of his origina:l concepts are still apparenrin this decision. Certainly, all of the Joint
Bearc:l IlJembers desefVe prflise~for their cormni,tmentto the in-depth study of these complex issues, their
de,sire tOtpositively affect~pHb]i0 poliey and to make c:lecisions in the public interest. They should all be
commended for their comlnitment to serve on the Joint Board in addition to their full time positions as
government officials.

, I fully ~uppol\t the prin~iples of universal service that this country has recognized for decades and
Congress codified in Section,i2$4(b) Q~ the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (1996 Act): to promote the
availability ofquality servic"es at just, reasonable and affordable rates, to increase access to advanced
telecom,municatiofls s~f:Vices th1i(Jughout the Nation, and to advance the availability ofsuch services to all
COnsumers.

. In accordance wi~.P\thesProcess envisioned by Congress in the 1996 Act, in 2002 the Commission
asked the Federa:I-State Joint Boarq on Universal 'Service (Joint Board) to review certain rules related to
the, high cost universal 'service support mechanisms and recommend any reforms to the Commission to
ensure that these principles are advanced. Toe high cost fund is the largest universal service program, and
the one most often theught- of when.sQmeone refers to universal service. This is an important program
and its purpose to connect_~l4lfuericans-tothe telephone system has over the years permitted telephone
connections to .reach ev.enithose',irt rural and remote parts of our nation at a reasonable rates.

The Joint Board's Recommended Decision is an initial step on the road to more comprehensive
long term reform af the Universal8ervice Fund. I support the recommendation to eliminate the identical
support rule. J ~so agree with the Recommeqqed Decision that reverse auctions could offer advantages
o~er current,h!glJ,-c'ostdistributien mechanisms. The Joint Board sought and received numerous in-depth
comments and:~several cref,l.tive ptoposals fo~ reverse a:uctions, and I look forward to exploring this issue
£q~her. I,also"lookforwanc:l to ri?Cafuining whether some type of cost-based mechanism is an appropriate
r.eplacement methodelogyfor calculating support for eligible telecommunications carriers (ETCs) in high
cost study areas.

While I support some ofthe recommendatians, others raise questions that need to be addressed in
'rn~te depth. For ins.tance" is it Ewdent .to create three new government administered funds instead of
rt3'{tmning the ejdsting:high 'cost fund? It is clear that we must more clearly target and direct the funds
t~~.~i~ don~ ~tpr~se~t; ,a~,~~on~rss ',in Sect~en 254~f the 1996 Act.specifically intended to aS$ist
~w.epcans whqc!lvem {'foUJ:al, 'lIl~ular ~d hlghcost'area~." Mas,t oltlz~ns know tha~, when the government
st~$!.prea:t,ifig ii~wJllI)ds';·;IiIore Qften than net ~t ends up impactingtheir pqcketbooks. Moreo~er, does it
~~~e-Od'nemi~~~efise ,t(} ;j;lf.Qvideangoi!1g suppOItt,fOF three services that ultimately comJ?ete for the same
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customers? A problem we re~ognizedbut did not cure in this Recommended Decision. Indeed, this
Commission has worked to help ensure tec\u,lp'lQgicat~d"competitiveneutrality in communications
markets, that is, to the extent possible, all providers of the same service must be treated in the same
manner regardless of the technology that they employ. For instance, the Commission has adopted the
same regulatory approach for broadband Internet access service prOVided over cable systems, telephone
wires, power lines, and wireless platforms, to help ensure a level playing field among competing
platforms.

I also believe that many questions remain with respect to two of the new funds: the :Broadband
Fund and the Mobility Fund. Should these new funds be more targeted, limited to unserved areas or used
to enhance substandard service and/or to provide continued operating subsidies? What is the source of
funding for the proposed $300 million and when will it accrue? What will the transition plan and period
be? How should the proposed Broadband Fund relate to other current existing government programs such
as those administered by the federal Department of Agriculture, the (14) fourteen broadband bills that are
currently pending in Congress, and the hundreds of state and local projects that have been undertaken
with state and local taxpayer dollars? While we all support the expansion and deployment of broadband
to every corner of this Nation, we must do so in a way that is efficient, targeted and fiscally responsible.

Growth for rural incumbent local exchange carriers (ILECs) for high cost loops has been flat or
.has even declined since 2003. I question whether it is prudent to penalize these carriers since they are not
responsible for the growth in the high cost fund and ILEC high-cost support is already capped or subject
to a targeted limit. In many cases, these carriers are already providing broadband to rural Americans.

As stewards of public funds, we must remain mindful that it is consumers who ultimately pay
universal service contributions, and any increase in the fund size will increase the burden on consumers.
Therefore I respectfully approve in part and concur in part from the Recommended Decision:
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APPROVING IN 'ART;CONCURRING IN PART

In the Matter 0/High-Cost Universal Service Suppor4 WC Docket No. 05-337,. Federal-State
Joint Board on Universal Service, CCDocket No. 96-45

Five years ago I dissented to a recommendation by a different Federal-State Joint Board on
Universal Service that concluded advanced servi~es should not be eligible for Universal Service support
and that broadband, specifically, should not be included in the definition of Universal Service. Today, the
Joint-Board happily reverses course and finds that broadband does indeed meet the statutory criteria of
section 254 for inclusion as a supported service and that it is in the public interest to do so. I am
enormously pleased to approve of this ·histori6·finding-by the Joint Board because it establishes for the
first time the right nUssionfor Universal Service in the 21st

.century. This may well be the most important
single action a Joint Board has ever taken.

Universal Service is a critiGal.'pillar of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. Congress concluded
many years ago that-a core principle of federal telecommunications policy is that all Americans, no matter
who ~hey are or where they live, should have access to reasonably comparable services at reasonably
comparable rates. Congress wisely anticipated that the definition of Universal Service would evolve and
advanc@ oveI'i'time. The :Joint Bti>ard's recommendation to include broadband in the definition of Universal
SerVice finally puts the program in' sync with the intent of the Act.

.,.'I·must express disappOIntment, howeiVer, that once the initial decision to include broadband was
.made', COllDCils of caution.fouqd their way to the fore. Instead of·bold recommendations to implement our
h"ji~bricdecish,m, the Joint-Board only,sugg~sts that $300 million of federal dollars be dedicated to this
oJr~enge. Arid none 'of this :would be new money" but rather a mere reshuffling of dollars among different
~L -

That's like fighting a bear with a fly swatter. Bringing broadband to the far corners of the nation
is the central1nfrastmGwrechallenge our c~.llntJJy oonfronts right now. It is no different than the
challenges pre¥io1:ls..ge~eFati'oriS -of 'Americans faGed to ,~i:l:iUl·th:e essential infrastl'Uctures of their times
th,e toads, tQrITpikes/bri~gesj canals~ railroads· and'highwiiYS of centuries 'past. .Broadband is f1ur
gerzeration "s·:.jnfras~~tiUte :challenge;.but we:have fallen behind other nations in getting high!..speed
s'8rvices olit to~our people...We have put ourselves -in 'an untenable competitive position by denying the
t001s ofhigh-speede.oJ>P:9~ity~t01m@stA1mepcans .. @Url.'ohallenge, then, is to think, plan and act boldly.
I am disappointed that the Joint Board did not go farther in.its recommendation.

To.putoit in .c.o.v.te~t, in the mid-1950s Congress looked to complete the interstate highway system
in..H).ye.aFs at;wcostdf~$~lfJ,billion, whichjn'<.20Q5~dollat:g.ali10Hhts to $196·billion. While no one is
su.ggestiQg~thlit'suoh.a.level' bf gavemmeilt s~ppeFt he. invested here, I believe the Joint Board has
basically close4 its eyes! to the t~v~1-of'chaIleq'g,e'we· facel." It should have struck a better balance between
Ollr collective 1ntere~tdr[ljIiavjng (~.slls~ainable iftihd for the future ana the,desire·to ensure that high-speed
brpa'dband,reach'es .a:l,I·1\merican:s.~By ·re-commendh.Jg'a cap 'o~ tire fund at current levels, the Board
cidpples the.abUitoyrof'J:!JSF.tosuppertkro.ad~Md In ai($redie1e' manner. Nonetheless, today's
recommendatio.n to incIt:l~e bro,adbandfis important in and of itself. It's more than a small step forward,
bllt it's notlth~)giantl~ap·tlol'.malikind"~hatwe.ne~d.., .

With f;~gar.dto:con.lp'reh'~n~ive.,efo1Jl1, I'believe there are a variety of ways to promote Universal
Sendee:aiJ.d -at :the '§fl!fle, ti;me'ensure th~ sllstaihab~Hty'and integrity of the fund. I continue to believe that
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much would be accomplished if the Commission were to include broadband on both the distribution and
con~bution side.of the \edger~ e\i~~atetheJ?~~~~.~'lP~19rtrule~ and increase its oversight and
audltlng of the hIgh-cost fund. AddItIOnally, 'tongresslomil authorization to permit the assessment of
Universal Service contributions on intrastate as well as interstate revenue would be a valuable tool for
supporting broadband. Today the Joint Board makes an assortment of recommendations of its own. Some
I agree with, some I do not, and some merit further discussion. For example, the Joint Board
recommends three funds that are tailored to supporting the missions of voice, mobility and broadband.
This seems a creative and reasonable approach. The Joint Board also recommends the elimination of the
Identical Support rule, places renewed emphasis on the federal-state partnership in administering the
.Fund, and suggests that the FCC's current definition of broadband is antiquated. I agree with all of these
decisions.

At the other end of the spectrum, the Joint Board foouses almost exclusively on supporting
uQserved areas, without suffici€1ntly taking into account the fact that there are many underserved areas of
the country where residents receive little service and, very often, service at levels that are the laughing
stock of the rest of the world. The Joint Board also concludes that reverse auctions may be the
appropriate method for distributing funds, despite the many unanswered questions regarding such a
bidding approach on quality of servic~ and provider of last resort obligations, not to mention many other
concerns that have been·raised about this type of bidding.

I concur in part because of the concerns I have enumerated here, plus others that I will discuss
mere fully during the pendency of these recommendations before the FCC. But it is time to get on with
fixing Universal Service. While I have made clear that I do not agree with all of the recommendations
thl;!.t have been made, it is crucial to get a Joint·Bo,ard recommefldation to the Commission. This alone is a
signal accomplishment, one many years in the making, and one that I have pushed for since becoming a
Joint Board member. At least and at last we have tackled many of the issues, charted a direction for the
future, and moved a rec,ommendation to the Commission for follow-through action. While we may have
been deflected from our important work for a time by disputes over a CETC cap and reverse auctions, in
the end we decided to act in a more appropriately comprehensive fashion.

A flew-chapter begins now. I hope the FCC will deal with this recommendation expeditiously
apd cQJIlprepensively. This is no place for piecemeal actions. We need to think expansively and
cr:~ativelyabout implementing the path-breaking broadband decision that has now been presented to us.
i]his country d~sperately needs a comprehensive broadband strategy. The Joint Board recommendation
prpvjdes, the opporttinity for the 'FCC to move toward such a strategy, working with our own rules and
miling suggestions to Congress in those areas where legislative action may be required to ensure such a
strategy.

I wish tp, thank my Joint Board colleagues for their hard work on this proceeding. Chairwoman
Tate and Chairman 'Baum shoul(Nake merited pride in actually sending a recommendation fOli'Ward. All
of my state colleagues worked with tireless energy and determination to get this job done, and their
eX;p~J;tise, experience and vision make today's,action possible. The Commission and the country are
fortunate to ha¥e sueh people to call upon. The Joint Board's staff worked long and hard to bring this
reeommendation to fruition, and. their creativity and per,severance often made the critical difference. A
final bow to our recently-retiFed.colleague, BiUy Jack!·Oregg, who stayed long enough to get us on
course. His ability to see both the forest and· the trees of Universal Service is perhaps unmatcliled, and his
imprint is writ large in our recommendation to bring Universal Service into the twenty-first century.
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In the Matter ofHigh-Cost Universal Service Support, we Docket No. 05-337; Federal-State
Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96·45 _

I support the Recommended Decision (RD) of the Federal-State Joint Board on Universal
Service. Its provisions contain fundamental forward-looking reforms that deserve the FCC's serious
consideration. The RD proposes significant changes to the High Cost Fund component of the Universal
Service Fund (USF). It does so by clearly directing funds to truly high cost and unserved areas, by
expanding and redefining the scope of supported services to explicitly recognize mobility and broadband,
and by increasing accountability to better benefit the consumers who pay to support the fund.

The RD recommends the FCC change the basic paradigm of High Cost support by creating three
distinct categories of High Cost funding. This approach appropriately recognizes key distinctions
between traditional wireline telephone services (the Provider of Last Resort or POLR Fund), wireless
mobility services (the Mobility Fund), and high speed Internet access (the Broadband Fund). I am
convinced that the best course is to make these distinctions explicit rather than continue to muddle
support for ea9h within traditional High Cost funding. This is particularly important for reforming
wireless CETC support. Moving wireless CETC funding into a new Mobility Fund responds effectively
to the concern that current High Cost support to wireless CETCs primarily subsidizes competition where
competition already exists. The new Mobility Fund targets support toward the task of building
infrastructure to bring wireless service to the unserved areas of rural America. As wireless build-out is
completed across the country, the Mobility Fund should decrease in size over time.

The RD jump starts deplo)'lment of broadband·to unserved areas by recommending the FCC
establish a new Breadband Fund. All states would be eligible for a base allocation of funds.
Supplemental ~ocatiQns would match state efforts similar to Connect/Kentucky. This, along with the
other rec;ommendations in the RD, help ensure that monies are used effectively and efficiently. The Joint
B~ard debated wheth~r to, use "pnserved'~ or "under-served" to ·describe the areas to be targeted for .
infn~structui'e bui1d~outs",y'nder.tbe Broadband Fund, and.under the Mobility Fund as well. In my mind,
this discussion' is largely over s.etnantics. \W1~tconst'ltutes'a qualUied area should be left to the individual
states to decide on a case by case basis, within FCC guidelines. The key point here is that states will
make these q~~isions w~tQil1 th~ir·fix~d;dollarallocations. "Leave it to each state to decide whether it is a
p!UQaty ~e;~peridseme?broadbW:ld,doll~~.<:m~m:eas,.where-sefvic.e is available, but Hot reliable. The state
IDayhave.·V~~~II!P~~a.IJ.tP.l:lbliG.st#ety>re'as@psfor doing so. That decision will neither burden the
Br9adbaad Fund na!ionally noiJfeduceJunding to'any other state.

'. .
The new Broadba,n4Fupd will greatly accelerate broadband access in rural areas served by the

npn-:ia:J~a1 incu{llb.ent ~oc~-~?CehiJng~ o~~rs ~(non.,rural ILEes). The new fund will also assist rural ILECs
(RLECs~ who are Qil1:\ght,ln the ."parefit trap" when llJU(chasing service areas from non-rural ILECs. The
idea is to directfund~-\t~ltbo§.~,.p~r.tions ofth~-cQun~y where broadband-deployment is lagging, and where
Rural Utility Service.(RUS) lo~s.and other types of support are not available. The RD points out that
current High Cast support-mechanisms have _allowed RLECs to more effectively deploy broadband to
their consumers. RLECaccesSttp low-interest RUS loans helps to fill any gaps.

, -

As for:oveJ1alltun9h~g,~~sYPP0Jt,..t,be4f,ec~)JnD1endation to cap High Cost funding at $4.5 billion fer
the near·term. 'TheW.~P,RFO,p«~~tfu'.~~etnP'!!!-frpm.the cap,;any additional funding that may ~e required
when ,the-FCC illlplem~jJ.ts ,chllQges tQ~Qom~~rt wi~ the.! Oth Circuit decision regarding the no,n-rural .
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mechanism. The RD supports capping the CEiC side of the fund at $1.0 billion based on year-end 2006.
However, we need to acknowledge that a $1.0 billion Gap on CETCs is unlikely to happen, since the FCC
appears to be moving toward a somewhat higher cap amount based on fund numbers at the end of June
2007. This June date is consistent with the FCC's approval of the Alltel transaction terms. As a result,
the CErC cap is more likely to be in the neighborhood of $1.15 billion. '

While I support an overall cap on High Cost funding, I have practical concerns about capping the
ILEC portion of the fund. First, capping the separate funds within the ILEC portion as recommended in
the RD seems unnecessary. The ILEC side of the High Cost Fund is not growing and is not expected to
do so in the near future. Second, I anticipate the ILEC portion of the fund will be subject to some
adjustment during the next five years as a cons'equence of intercarrier compensation reform. 'The RD
should have taken this into account.

In addition to these practical concerns, the RD did not meet my expectations when it failed to
address some basic inequities in how High Cost support is distributed among non-rural ILECs and among
the states. Inequitable distribution of support to states has been compounded by the equal support rule for
CETCs. The exponential growth in the CETC portion of the fund over the last 6 years has gone to states
where per line reimbursements to ILEC,s are the highest and where the politics are the most favorable.
As a result, by the end of 2006, the top 10 states, exclusive of the insular jurisdictions of Alaska and
Puerto Rico, received almost 45%, or over $450 million, of the $1 billion CETC support. Other similarly
situated rural states received less than 10% of that amount. Mississippi ($140m), Kansas ($55m),
Wisconsin ($51m), and Washington ($44m) lead the way with $290 million. Idaho ($0), Missouri
($.lm), Utah ($.3m) and Tennessee ($l.5m) received the least with $1.9 million. It is clear that the
current distribution system is broken.

The current FCC rules have resulted in a vast misallocation of public dollars to the benefit of only
a small portion of rural consumers, and to the detriment of the rest. The RD missed an opportunity to
partially correct this misallocation when it failed to recommend replacing current support calculations
based on statewide averages with calculations at the wire center level. Statewide averaging relies on
implicit subsidization of rural rates ,by urban consumers. This kind of subsidy is not sustainable in an
increasingly competitive environment. A change to a wire center basis for calculation of support would
have targeted support where it is needed on a more granular basis. This could have been accomplished
without increasing the size of the fund simply by reallocating existing support.

Again, I S1:lpport an overall cap on the High Cost Fund of $4.5 billion, including the new
Bmadband Fund. The Joint Board dis!i:ussed fullding the Broadband Fund at $300 million dollars within
the $4.5 millioD cap. This $300.mimoD dollar figure was originally projected to be available from the
savings gained by capping the CETC portion oUhe fund at the 2006 year-end level (Le., $1 billion) as set
forth in the Joint Board's original CETC cap recommendation in May of this year.

However, it now appeats likel¥ that the FCC will adopt a cap on CETC funding based on levels at
the end of June 2007. This would eliminate about $150 million, or half the savings, that would otherwise
have beeD available for the Bro~clbandFund under our proposal. If the current collection rate is
maintained thr@ugh the end of 2008, 'prob~bly the e~liest date the fund could be implemented, the
remaining $150 millioD needed to fully support the Broadband Fund at $300 million would be available
qnder the $4.5 million cap by the end of 2008. In subsequent years, broadband funding could be
sqpplemented by as much as $150 million per year, subject to the cap and within the current surcharge.
B~_the end of 2009;,;,.appmximately $450 miHion.aould be accumulated and available for broa<!lband
dci,ployment. At that pointthe F€JC'shauld rev-iew the oollection mechanism to determine whether
adClitional fun~ing is needed. As broadband 'build..out is aompleted across the country, the Broadband

26



~~- ------- ----

Fedel1a1.<Communications,Commission• ,.~c-...1. .:cft'~. ,....-._ .:,:t': .... ~,,~~ ... _~ ~ I, ,,"

Fund should decrease in size over time.

FCC07J-4

Finally, the RD leaves several details of the implementation of its fundamental reform concepts to
the FCC for further clarification. This is entirely appropriate. At apolicy level the RD recommends
major changes by designating two new qualifying services, creating two new funds, imposing caps on the
respective fund(s) and fundamentally reforming how at least 29% of the current fund is distributed. I urge
the FCC to put the RD out for comment as soon as possible with the goal of instituting the recommended
reforms by June of 2008.
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In the Matter of High-Cost Universal Service Support, WC Docket No. 05-337; Federal-State
Joint Board on Universal Service, CCDocket No. 96-45

Today this board sets in motion a plan to bring much needed real reform to the universal service
high-cost fund. I support the Recommended Decision for a permanent cap to the current and future high
cost fund mechanisms at the projected fourth quarter 2007 level of approximately $4.5 billion. If
implemented by the FCC, the Recommended Decision will put an immediate halt to unfettered growth in
the fund and provide the opportunity for fundamental and much needed reform. This is a victory for
consumers everywhere who rightfully expect their federal government to be fiscally responsible with
money collected from their monthly telephone bills.

I strongly support the FCC developing a unified Provider of Last Resort (POLR) mechanism.
This is an opportunity to make real strides to ensure that funding for wireline POLRs is targeted to areas
of need and distributed in a way that is more efficient, accountable, and fiscally responsible as envisioned
by the Telecommunications Act of 1996. The current support mechanisms must be reformed to reduce
duplicative funding to multiple providers and to better target financial support.

I am pleased that meaningful discussion has resulted in a Recommended Decision that will result
in substantive change. However, I have lingering concerns that we have not accomplished all that can
and should be done. As a Joint Board member from a net contributor state, I have concerns that
expanding the scope of the fund to include broadband and mobility could inadvertently increase the
overall fund size. While I recognize the importance of broadband Internet access and the importance of
deploying it to unserved areas, I am wary of what lies beyond that initial objective and what financial
impacts such deployment may have on consumers. I view these funding mechanisms as intended to
facilitate service to unserved areas and not as long-term entitlements.

Broadband technology as a consumer product has been growing steadily. Actions should not be
takeI) that would interfere with market forces already at work or discourage current state efforts which are
helping-to bring bq>adband to unserved areas. Equally important, we must be mindful to not unduly
burden consumers in states that~nave alFeady made concerted efforts to foster deployment of these new
teChnoI0gie!!. As d~ploymentbecomes more widespread and as advances in technology lower service
C0StS, a reduction in the ,universal fund size should occur.

The Joint Board proeess requh;es that some concessions be made by each member to reach a
consensus and"majpritf support. WhHe !.suPPQrt the Recommended Decision, I would have preferred
that more emphasis beplaced on substantive reform·of current mechanisms prior to the adoption of the
cap. It is likely that the complexity of current funding mechanisms and the funding of multiple ETCs has
lead to both a fund size greater than is necessary to achieve the stated objectives of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 and duplicative funding to multiple providers. By capping the fund at
curr~nt levels we may be contin).ling an excessive burden for telecommunications consumers going
forward. I urge all particiil~ts to 'remain focused on the universal service objectives of availability and
afferdability while remairiing mindful of fiscal responsibility.
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Boordon UniversolService,' CCDocket No. 96-45

The proposals contained in today's Recommended Decision provide the framework for
significant and much-needed reform of the high cost universal service program. Whether the promise
inherent in those reforms is realized depends almost exclusively on what happens next, and on how the
details of the framework outlined here may be implemented. Those processes and mechanisms must be
weighed with great care, because in any public policy decision the odds are reasonably high that when we
get to granular implementation the end result will be to produce outcomes which are unintended,
undesired, or both.

The level of participation among stakeholders in this proceeding, together with the robustness of
the comments and replies, as well as the ex parte communications, has contributed materially to the
thinking leading up to today's Recommended Decision. While it is to be expected that the input of
stakeholders will reflect their respective interests, for the most part they were thoughtful, productive,
constructive and even imaginative, as opposed to reflecting an entitlement mentality which has at times
clouded this ongoing debate.

There are four sections of this Recommended Decision which I believe warrant brief cominent,
because of the critical importance of getting it right when it comes to actual execution of the
recommendations set forth here.

The first is the discussion of issues related to current mechanisms as they impact incumbent LECs
(participants in the POLR fund, as proposed).! Competition is a reality today not only in our urban
centers, but also increasingly in the small towns, villages and rural communities which are the population
cores of rural areas across the country. It is essential that POLR support be matched as closeiy as possible
to the high cost exurban ("truly,mral") areas. This reliJ.uires adoption of improved analytical and modeling
teclmiques to,.exarrrlne,those.costs·'at,aJar motie granular'level than has been heretofore been possible..
FailUre ~o align support with cests,'as closelY' as-possible CQuld put rural service at risk as surely as the
unman~ged ballooning of the high-cost program. .

An outgrowth of that co.iicern is,a recognition that rural is rural, and the time for distinguishing
among ~ECs, midsize compa,hies 'and the IargestLECs is 'past. ·Just as telecommunications policy
sll,ould be ,teclmol(i)gioaJ.iy'\neut~al,,itshould be neutral' when -it comes to providing appropriate support to
those~residing;In high cost areas, regardless of the corporate logo or size of the provider delivering the
service.

Secon,d j gt:eat care and attention must be given to the method by which a transition from the
existinmJncrtiasingly. d~sfunctitmal.mechal}isms to.the proposed new Funds is effected. In the
~~eammendea'Deeision,.appropriate attention is given to the importance of effecting the transition over
time, to give providers the time"reliJ.uirecl to adjust their business models to account for shifts in emphasis
and process. Too frequently, particularly when it has come to communications policy, remediation has
taken the form of a "flash'cut" to a new and presumably better framework.
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That said, virtually nothing is said in this recommendation about the transition mechanism itself.
That process should be guided by the first principle in the Hippocratic oath: "Do no harm." Or if that is
not possible, close attention should be given to minimizing the harm which occurs. A great deal has been
said and written, including in this Recommended Decision, about the undesirability of continuing
"subsidized competition." We need to recognize that the providers who have benefited from the
pathology of the existing system have done so in a manner which is entirely legal, if less than visionary.
It is essential that one provider not be advantaged over others as the proposed modifications to support

for competitive, especially wireless, ETCs occur and wireless providers are transitioned to the proposed
Mobility Fund.2 :

Third, it is time for the states to have a stake not only in policy decisions and in the administration
of the high cost universal service program, but also to step up to at least a modest role in its funding. As
our former colleague Billy Jack Gregg has pointed out, several states which are among the largest net
recipients (disbursements less collections) of funds under the federal universal service program do not
have a state universal service program or any other program targeted to address issues such as those
addressed in this Recommended Decision.

I strongly support the recommendation that state matching funds3 should be a requirement for
receipt of maximum funding under the proposed Broadband fund, and further believe comment should be
sought on whether it is appropriate to structure all three funds in that manner, perhaps consistent with
ability (but independent of political will) to pay for those states seeking to maximize the funds allocated
to service areas within their boundaries.

Fourth, I concur in the view of my colleagues who support redefinition of supported :services to
include broadband, employing a mechanism such as that outlined in this recommendation. It is beyond
debate that there are those areas in which buildout is sufficiently costly that no business case can be made
for buildout, regardless of the technology under consideration, and it is to those areas I would expect the
broadband dollars would be primarily directed.

An approach which draws upon the expertise of the states and which follows a logical
progression such as is outlined in this Recommendation,4 relying primarily on the private sector for
addressiag unserved areas~ ·and utilizing funds from the Broadband Fund as a "funding source of last '
resort" will best and most efficiently reach the goal of ubiquitous broadband availability. Given that
many states still do not have an accurate assessment as to precisely how widely available broadband is,
and where it is and is not available, enthusiasm should be tempered by a degree of caution. I support the
initially incremental appr.aach which is contemplated by a $300 million initial funding level. I hope that
thereby we can avoid the temptation to unnecessarily throw resources ata need before its scope has been
clearly and precisely defined.

It may be appropriate to seek input into the latent barriers to achieving more pervasive broadband
use. Those WAO are without computers, whether by choice or circumstance, are still largely precluded
from robust broadband usage. We also need to take into consideration those who have made what, for

2 See esp. paragraph 27.

3 See paragraphs SO-52.

4See esp. Paragraph 54

5 Sucl\ as the community-based demand development program which is the core element of the Connect Kentucky
a~cl Conneoted Nation model
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them, is a rational decision that broadband is not a service they need or want, no matter how widely
available and no matter what the cost.
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The key universal service objectives of the 1996 Act are to provide rural areas with
telecommunications services that are reasonably comparable to those available in urban areas, and to
provide them at prices that are reasonably comparable to prices in urban areas. In recommending three
separate high-cost funds, this Recommended Decision establishes a very different path to those goals. I
sWpo~ this change, believing that t~e proposed.sy~tem would be more effective at achieving the
oDJectIves of the Act and more effiCIent at conservmg resources. ,

I congratulate my fellow Joint Board members for their engagement in a collective process and
tl1eir willingness to compromise. Each of us had to make substantial compromises, but tbe result is a
stronger and more balanced recommendation. I also want to particularly thank the Joint Board state staff
members who, near the end of our deliberations, were suddenly called upon to be responsible for drafting
this document.

The most dramatic change we recommend is to support broadband deployment. Finding adequate
funding for that pregram was our most difficult challenge. Since wireline and wireless voice services
already receive support, one might anticipate that adding broadband would increase high-cost support by
as much as one-half, I am pleased,that we could find a way to offer substantial new funding for
broadband deglbyment While stllllimiting the increase in fund size to about seven percent. I agree with
COIl}missioner Baum's observation that, whenever the FCC ultimately chooses to impose a CETC cap, by
setting th.at ca;p at a sapport level being distributed at an earlier date, it can make some of the existing
support immediately available for the Broadband Fund.

I regret that the majority, has not set forth more clearly the country's need for ubiquitous high
quality mobiIi~y services. I applaud our stat~ment that all consumers should have access to at least one
,e-~er tblJ.t prQ;\tides a reliable ~tgnal. However, we also say-that the primary goal of the Mobility Fund is
td'stif!pdit new.;(constmption.' 'Fnerelare many'FUral.areas with w.eak and intermittent wireless service. I
Jould have plt~ferred>to ha.:vejncluded are~'lhat have unreliable wireless voice service within the
pllimary putpose of the Mobility Fund. If wireless service is iJ)deed a substitute for wireline service, that
wireless service should be, in all instances, reliable. Moreover, a broader definition may be more
e~fjcient. Provjdjqg. SJlpp,~Jit to i~prove weak signals may weWprovide more benefits to consumers and
p1t~mote comP:~tition better than,building new cell towers in remote unserved areas.

The states' mle in this Recommended Decision becomes critical. The obligation to identify areas
lacking wireless of'broad~and servioe is key to making aur decision work. For states to authorize their
ow.p funding mechanisms" and {herebylaci'Iitate the matching grants proposal, will require effort. Solid
m~dels fOfsucli fundingi~e~h~isms~e)dst in the Connect/Kentucky example and in Vermont's Act 79 of
4~,ID,6:. If adapt~ to'eaoh,state's iheeds;this effort,will create a partnership among the federal government,
s'tM~ governnI~hts and private industry;that will,I believe, be the fastest and most cost efficient method of
se,!'Vdng all of our citizens, 'even those in the areas that are hardest to serve.
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I support the Recommended Decision issued by the Joint Board today because it adopts an
important framework for needed refonn of high-cost universal service support. The decision establishes
appropriate priorities by recommending that the FCC concentrate on reform of existing funding in order
to eliminate excessive and unneeded USF support, to better target areas in need, to adjust to evolving
technology, and to recognize ch.anging consumer preferences.

The decision adopts a "cap and target" approach which should provide significant benefits for
consumers. By recommending a cap on high.,.cost funding, the decision addresses the problem of
uncontrolled growth in the fund size. The USF contribution currently adds approximately 11 percent to
the interstate portion of the telecommunications bills of most Americans. This level of burden and the
dramatic growth in fund size have become counterproductive to the ultimate goals of universal service. I
therefore strongly support the recommendation to cap the fund.

In addition to capping the fund, the decision proposes ways to use existing funds more efficiently
and effectively. This is accomplished through the three-fund approach, by recommending the end of the
identical support rule, and by other proposed changes. A key aspect of this Recommended Decision is
that it proposes a reasonable and practical way to reform existing support mechanisms and to redirect
support to broadband and mobility needs, while at the same time keeping control on the overall size of the
fund. In this way, the plan proposed in this Recommended Decision keeps the focus where it should be in
this process -- on the interests of America's telecommunications consumers.

Finally, it is important to note the significant role played by former Joint Board member and West
Virginia Cons1:lmer Advocate Billy Jack Gregg in developing some of the core concepts that are part of
the framework adopted in this Recommended Decision. Though his tenure ended September 30 of this
¥ear, his thoughtful work has been a valuable contribution to this effort.
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