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The Cdifornia Community Technology Policy Group, Latino Issues Forum (LIF) and the
BroadBand Ingitute of California (BBIC) thank the California Public Utilities Commission for
providing an oppatunity to the contribute to the Advanced Telecommunications Services
proceedings
ABOUT THE INTERVENORS

The Cdifornia Community Technology Policy Groupis a collaborative of over 200
community-based organizationsthroughoutthe state, many of which provide technology access
and training to low-income and rural communities. Our god is to advocate for policies that
assure undeaserved communities reap the econonic, educationd, health, and civic bendfits
offered by computers, the Internet, and new digital innovaions

Latino Issues Forumis a nonprofit public policy and advocacy ingitute dedicated to
advandng new and innovadive public policy solutionsfor abetter, more equitable and progperous
sodety. Established in 1987 LIF's primary focusis on the broader issues of accessto highe
education, econonic development, health care, citizenship, regiond development,
telecommunicationsissues and regulatory issues. LIF also serves as a clearinghoug to assist and
provide the news media with accurate information and sources in Latino community for fair and
effective coverage of issues. LIF addresses public policy issues from the perspective of howthey
will affect thesodal and economic future of theLatino community.

TheBroadBand Ingitute of California (BBIC) isan inditute for applied research, policy
and education for theidentification of doaumented impacts of technology, as well asthe
exploration, development and implementation of practical policies and best practices to address
the broadband technology needsof al Californians

Because of broadband®@importance, CCTPG suppoted and advocated for SB 1563
(Polanco) to develop a plan to deploy ubiquitousbroadband. Asaresult of thisbill, the
Commissioninitiated a rulemaking, which CCTPG, LIF, and BBIC have paticipaed in avariety

of ways.!

Lcetpe provided comments to the Caifornia Public Utilities Commission on Redefining Universal Service (OIR
01-05-046) to include broadband. On June 10, 2003 CCTPG provided additional comments to the PUC's Order
Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission's Own Motion to Comply with the Mandates of Senate Bill 1563
regarding deployment of Advanced Telecommunications Technologies. In addition we have met with CPUC
Commissioners and staff, promoted the CPUC broadband regiona meetings, held ajoint meeting on February 27,
2004 at Santa Clara University on Broadband accessibility, affordability, and availability in California, co-sponsored
with CENIC ameeting on Vol P, provided comments on the Commission@ Vol P proceeding, and participated in the
Commissions en banc hearing. CCTPG joined a motion by the Latino Issues Forum to expand the proceedings and



THE COMMISSION’S OBLIGATION

The CPUC hastheobligaionto regulate in the best interests of thecitizens consumers,
communities, busnesses and govanments of California. Pursuant to @709 the CPUC actsin our
collective best interests by enauring tha all Califomianshave affordable access to the
telecommunicationsand advanced nework services and produds necessary to our econorric,
educationd, medical and sociopolitical needs
OUR BROADBAND VISION

In many communities broadband is taken for granted. But for many in low-income,
ethnic, immigrant, disabled, and rural communities, broadband is not yet acommonword let
alonean available service. This Commission@draft Report and many other studies have
recognized tha broadband has many benefits. These benditsindudeincreasing access to
educationd resources, creating econonic oppotunities, and providing access to health care and
information. Consequently, the availability, affordability, and accessibility to broadbandbfor
everyonebis essential for full participation and opportunity in the civic andeconomc life of our
sodiety.?

Broadband mug bedeployed and available to all householdsat affordable prices. This
god of universally available, affordable, and accessible broadband can be achieved throughthe
leadership of the Commission and state legidators for not only Californiaresidents to bendfit,
butaso for the state to regain its postion as thetechnology leader. In the past, the Commission
and the state legid ature have ingituted forward-looking policies to ensure universal telephone
service; the Commission can continuewith this tradition throughthis broadband proceeding.
BROADBAND AND THE DEMOGRAPHY OF CALIFORNIA

According to the2000Decennial Census California has become a "majority-minority"
sodety.® Specifically, at present, noracia or ethnic groupin the state isin themajority since the

nontHispanic white popultion now congitutes less than fifty percent of the state's populkce.

develop ablue ribbon committee. CCTPG, LIF, and the BBIC all made presentations at the Commission® en banc
hearing on broadband. On February 4, 2005, CCTPG sponsored alegislative briefing on broadband at the State
Capitol.

2 See Allen Hammond. (The Digital Divide in the New Millennium,020 Cardozo Arts & Entertainment Law
Journal, 135 (2002).

® Mark Baldassare, California's Majority-Minority Milestone: What Lies Ahead? The San Diego Union-Tribune,
September 7, 2000, Pg. B-11.



Many anticipate that the"majority-minority" trandtion is more than symbolic, that it also marks
thebeginning of a significant change

A subdgantial portion of this changeis manifest in the censusdata on children.
"Currently, 53.3 percent of Californias popuktionis composed of people historically regarded as
"minorities,” however, they make up fully 65.2 percent of California's children. By contrast,
norntHispanic whites conditute 46.7 percent of Californiansas awhole, but accountfor only 34.8
percent of thestate'syouth.* It is projected tha by the end of the next two decades, the state's
popuktionwill grow from 34 million to 45 million and tha by theyear 2020, L atinoswill
outnumbe non-Hispanic whites as thelargest group of Californians

However, an examination of the current demographic distribution of access to education,
finanda capital, publc services and health care aswell as paticipaionin thepolitical processes,
discloses that recent changesin demography have yet to trandate into parity of access to key
resources or paticipaionin critical econonic, education and political processes.” The
dispaitiesin employment, education and political engagement are mirrored by similar disparities
in access to hedlth care, housng? aswell as access to and management of capital.”

And, lurking jug beneath theradar isthe growing impact of network access. Whether it
isthegrowing pdicies of banksto encourage nework and web based transactionsto reduce cos
and increase revenues;® the nascent but growing health care provider use of telemedicine the

increasing reliance on the Internet for education; or the growing requirement that employees be

* Vicki Haddock and Chris Heredia, Ctate's Kids Even More Diverse Than Its Adults,OThe San Francisco
Chronicle, April 3, 2001, Pg. A13.

° Non-Hispanic whites still comprise three in four of the California adults who have college degrees, own homes,
and have annual household incomes of $60,000 or more. Non-Hispanic whites, who make up three in four Internet
users and three in four stock investors in California (are the beneficiaries of the new high tech economy). And non-
Hispanic whites currently cast three fourths of the ballots in the stateE By comparison most Latino adults have not
attended any college classes and do not own their homes. The mgjority (of Latinos) have annua household
incomes under $40,000 ayear, have no money in the stock market, have never logged on to the Internet, and have
never voted. Moreover, Latinos have the dubious distinction of outnumbering non-Hispanic whitesin two
disadvantaged economic and political groupstoday -- those who lack high school degrees, and those who are not
registered to vote. Mark Baldassare, “Cdifornias Majority-Minority Milestone: What Lies Ahead?,OThe San
Diego Union-Tribune, September 7, 2000, B-11.

® Erin McCormick, GCENSUS 2000: Who We Are,OThe San Francisco Chronicle, August 12, 2001, A19.

" Karen Brandon, GCatalyst for Change--and Dollars; Access to Credit is the Key for Ethnic Enclaves to Achieve
and Keep Economic Health,OChicago Tribune, November 2, 1999.

8 While anostal gic person can long for those days, they are no longer possible. First, brick-and-mortar branches are
very expensive. Second, alarge bank may literally have hundreds of products, and no human is as adept at knowing
them all as a computer is." Joe Garrett, Orhinking About the I nternet, OMortgage Banking, December 1, 1999, 50.
Also see Julie Hyman, (Banks Cash in on Convenience of the Internet;OThe Washington Times, December 08,
1999, PART A; NATION; Pg. A8.



computer and Internd literate; network accessis essential to thereceipt of service and
paticipation in the econory.

Thestate's popuktionis nottheonly asset undegoing rapid change The public and
private entities tha ddiver information and servicesto Caifornia’s citizensalso have been
undegoing significant changes. One of the changes has been an increasing reliance ontheuse
of telecommunicationsand broadband networks to realize increased efficiendesin ddivery of
goods ben€fits and services, aswell asreduced cods. This changehas required a changein the
behavior of therecipients of these goods benefits and services. Therecipients mug be
increasingly connected to the neworks and mug be competent in usng thenetworksin order to
remain cugomers and beneficiaries.

Consquently, oneof thedevelopments that will affect California's changing
demographic tapestry for better or forill isthe access of its citizensto telecommunication and
broadband networks. To theextent tha Californias "minorities’ enjoy affordable network
access, they will beamongthegroupscapable of receiving network ddivered goods bendfits
and services and full participantsin the state econorry. To the extent that they are not,
Californias "minoiities,” whether racial, ethnic, econormic, geographic, or disabled will beless
likely to take up the mantle of economic self sufficiency and contribute in themanne necessary
to sudain our vibrant econony.

Themannea in which California handles this popuktion trandtionislikely to have
profoundimplicationsfor the future of thestate and thenaion® California accounts for fourteen
percent of the United States econony and conditutes thefifth largest economy in theworld,™
butfor howlong? Can the state continueits econamic prominence if a subgantial portion of its
popuktionis unable to fully participae and contribute to the economny? Can thefirmstha have
invested and will continueto invest in the state@ infrastructure be assured of an adequaely

%upAs recently as 1980, two in three residents were non-Hispanic whites. But in the past two decadesEw aves of
immigration, especially from Mexico, and a declining birthrate among nativesEh ave fundamentally atered the
state's social landscape. While the Latino and Asian communities have grown rapidly, the African-American
population has held steady and the number of non-Hispanic whites has declined as a percentage of the overall
population. In the next 20 years, as the state's popul ation swells from 34 million to 45 million, most of the state's
new residentswill be Latinos and Asians. In fact, non-Hispanic whites are expected to dwindle in numeric
significance as baby boomers age and drop to about 40 percent of the state's population by 2020. At that time, if the
state's Department of Finance estimates hold true, Latinos will actually outnumber non-Hispanic whitesin
Cdlifornia." Id.

19 Business Wire, November 5, 2001, Monday, 753 words, California Technology, Trade and Commerce Agency
Launches New Web Site with One-Stop Services for Local and Internationally-based Businesses, SACRAMENTO,
Calif., Nov. 5, 2001



educated work force and an appropriate return onther investment via the purchasing power of
the state@ residents? Not if the new majority minarity of the state continueto have less access to
critical resources and less participation in the state® econonry. Not if the new majority minority
have inadequae access to affordable broadband neworks and services.

THE COMMISSION MUST REFLECT ON LEGISLATIVE MANDATES TO
PROMOTE UNIVERSAL SERVICES TO UNDERSERVED COMMUNITIES

Thedeployment of advanced servicesin Californiahas a short butimportant legidative
history. By 1993,three years before the Telecommunication Act of 1996, theimportance of
developing a state infrastructure for advanced telecommunicationswas becoming appaent in
California. In SB 600 (Rosenthd) thelegidature foundtha: the development of an advanced
telecommunicationsinfrastructure in Californiaisin the public interest; schools, libraries, and
other similar facilities (community centers) do not have theresources to condruct the necessary
infrastructure, thereisaneed for public intervention to enaure that California best benefits from
infrastructure advances. Thelegidature mandaed the creation of atask force tha would play an
important role in hd ping the participants reach consensus on methodsto improve California’s
telecommunicationsinfrastructure and to coordinate tho efforts.™* The Task Force find report

found:

Currently, there are few examples of California public schools with access to the
informationinfrastructure. Dueto limited funding, these isolated "information islands'
are not connected to oneanother, nor are they managed by highly trained individuds.
While many pubilic libraries have access to theinformation infrastructure, this accessis
inadequae, with few workstationsfor public use. For example, only 21% of the state's
ove 1,000pubilic libraries have Internet access, often limited to a single publicly

1 B 600 (Rosenthal 1993) &) Development of an advanced public telecommunications infrastructure in California
isin the public interest. To alarge extent, thisinfrastructure will likely be developed based on the demands of the
marketplace. (b) California's public schooals, libraries, and similar facilities are in serious financia distress. Current
funding mechanisms may not provide them with the funds needed to construct the infrastructure necessary to take
advantage of telecommunications technologies and services, to purchase those services, or to provide the education,
training, and information to the people they are intended to serve. Market forces may not fully allow these
ingtitutions to meet those needs. (c) It isin the public interest to determine where public intervention is necessary, in
conjunction with market forces, to ensure that California best benefits from telecommunications infrastructure
advances. (d) A Californiatelecommunications task force, made up of representatives of various sectors of the
telecommunications industry and other related parties, would play an important role in helping the participants reach
consensus on methods to improve California's telecommunications infrastructure and to coordinate those efforts. (€)
Itisinthe public interest to devise and implement away to bring appropriate communications technologies and
services to institutions such as public schools, libraries, and community centers.



accessible work station. Consequently, thefar-reaching benefits of theinformation age
are notbengrealized by the state's populbce.
Critica components of atechnological plan tha will successfully provideinformation

infrastructure access to al Californiansthroughour public schools and pubilic librariesindude

o Access and Equipment: so all Californians can access high speed networks capable of
video, daa, and voice.

o Staff Development/Technical Suppot: to ensure successful use of network
technology.

o Information/Resource Management and Collaboration: so technology is a key
component of state educationd reform efforts; every federal and state education
program should indudefundsdesignaed for technology.

o Evauaionand Assessment: so al technology effortsin Califomia are evaluaed
based uponcog-effectiveness and cos/benefit andyses.

o Govenance and Coordindion: to ensure coordinaed planning by various
stakeholders.

While the Task Force initiated a dialogueamongschools, libraries and community-based
organizations and representatives from thetelecommunicationsindugry, it did not establish a
plan for devel oping an advanced state telecommunication infrastructure.

Rather than focusng onthebuilding of a state infrastructure AB 3643 (Polanco 1994)
required the Commission to initiate an investigation and open a proceeding to examinethe
current and future definitionsof universal service in telecommunications Thebill required the
commission to report to the Legidature by Januay 1, 1996,onitsfindingsand
recommendaions

The Commission@find Qiecision reaffirms the Commission'scommitment to
universal service by enauring tha residential basic telephoneservice be made available
throughaut California, andtha therates for such service remain affordable. Our decision adopts
find rules pertaining to how universal service will be carried outin California asthelocal
exchangetelephonemarkets are opened to competing carriers. As we enter this competitive

environment, yesterday's policies suppoting universal service will nolonge be sugainable.O



The Commission listed thefollowing key universal service rules and policies tha we adopt

o Theterm "basic service" for residential cusomersis defined to indudetho<e telephone
service el ements that consumers have come to expect.

o All carriers providing local exchangeresidential service shdl at aminimum, provideall the
service elementsindudel in the basic service definition.

o Thed€inition of basic service may berevisited to evaluae whether service elements should
be added or ddeted from the definition.

o A Universal Service Working Group (USWG) will beformed to address ways in which
access and deployment of advanced telecommunicationstechnologies can be provided to all
cugomer segments, and how education, health care, community, and govenment inditutions
can be postiond to take advantage of these technologies.

o All loca exchangecarriers (LECs) and competitive local carriers (CLCs) shdl beresponsble
for pursuing the objective of achieving a 95% subscribership rate anongall cusomer groups
They shdl also berequired to indudein ther annud reports information aboutther
subscribership rates.

o All LECsand CLCs mug provideamatrix of pricing information regarding basic service.
Such amatrix will allow consumers to compare the rates charged by other carriers for the
same type of service.

o TheCommission should take proactive stepsto educate the public aboutchanges and issues
in the telecommunicationsmarket.

o Inaccordance with state and federal directives, qualifying schools, libraries, municipd and
county govenment owned and opeated hogitals and health clinics, and qudifying
community based organizations(CBOs) shdl beentitled to discounted rates for certain
services. Funding for these discounts will come from the California Teleconnect Fund
surcharge of 0.41%.

o Thefivelargeand mid-size LECs shdl beinduded in the proxy cos modd calculation for
determining universal service suppot. They, and other carriers of last resort (COLR), who
serve high cog areas in these service territories, will bedigible for subsdy suppot through
thenewly created CaliforniaHigh Cog FundB (CHCF-B). The seventeen smaller LECs
shdl not be subject to therules applicable to the CHCF-B fund.Ingead, the seventeen



smaller LECs shdl continueto beeligible for universal service suppot unde theexisting
California High Cog Fund We shdl refer to theexisting fund as the CHCF-A.

In order to avoid awindfall to thefive largeand mid-size LECs, any subsdy suppot
received fromthe CHCF-B shdl bereduced by the same amountthroughan equd percentage
redudion for all services except for basic service rates. Thefive incumbent LECs may file
applicationsto decide what rates should berebdanced downwardsto pemanently offset the
explicit subsdy suppot.

The Cog Proxy Modd (CPM) spon®red by Pacific Bell (Pacific) has been selected as the
proxy modd to estimate the cog of providingresidential basic service to thefive largeand
mid-size LECs. The CPM estimated the statewide subsdy needed for providing universal
service at $ 1.7 billion, of which Pacific estimated that it would receive $ 1.3 billionin
subsdy suppot. The CPM modd, itsinputs, and its results have been examined by the
patiesto this proceeding. As aresult of these critiques, we have made adjugmentsto the
modd which total to $ 1.116billion. As adjuged, we bdieve theadjused CPM is consstent
with the congenaus coging prindples (CCPs) adopied in the Open Access and Network
Architecture Development (OANAD) proceeding.

Using the adjused CPM, a statewide average cog of $ 20.30 was derived. That statewide
average cog serves as the cut-off point for determining which censusblock groups(CBGS)
are high cog. CBGs whos cods exceed the statewide average cog of $20.30shdl be
deemed high cog areas, and eligible for suppot from the CHCF-B.

Thebenchmark for determining COLR suppot shall bethe statewide average cog of $
20.30, or thecarrier'sflat rate plusEUCL, whichever is highe.

Thesubsdy amounts which designaed COLRs may expect to receive shdl beoffset with
revenues tha the LECs or CLCs receive from basic service, theend user common linecharge
(EUCL), thecommon carrier linecharge (CCLC), and theinterstate Universal Service Fund.
Theincumbent LEC, and any other desighaed COLR, shdl beentitled to subsdy suppot for
those high cog CBGs in accordance with the adopted rules.

An al end user surcharge (AEUS), rather than ane transaccount, will beused to collect the
CHCF-B subsdy amount Theestimated surchargeis 2.87%.

The CHCF-A andthe CHCF-B may appear sideby sideasasingle lineitem for purpoges of

collection on a cusomer's hill.



o TheCdiformiaTeleconnect Fundshdl appear as a separate lineitem for purmposes of
collection on a cusomer's bill.

o TheCHCF-B shdl undego areview in three years. Theuse of an auction mechanism in the
future remainsan option.

o TheUniversa Lifeline TelephoneService (ULTS) program isrevised to alow CLCsto
compete for ULTS cugomers, and to receive subsdy suppot for providing service to this
cugomer group.

o Inorde to avoid situagionswhere UL TS fundsare being used to promote the name of a
paticular carrier, the marketing expenses assodated with promoting the ULTS program shdl
nolonge berecoverable fromthe ULTS fundin accordance with the schedule set forth in
thisdecision. Ingead, aULTS Marketing Working Groupwill beformed to provide
competitively neutral marketing for the program. 2

Thusby 1994it was aready clear tha the State lacked an adequae advanced
telecommunication infrastructure and tha undeserved popuktionswere bang left behind of the
bendits that advanced telecommunicationsservices opened thedoorto.

While the new universal programs were an important part of the state@3 policies to
address the access of undeserved popuktionsto basic telecommunications the PUCE narrow
definition of basic service in the context of universal had to berevised to assure access to
advanced technologies. SB 1712(Polanco) required that the PUC initiate a Qoroceeding [to]
investiga[e] thefeasbility of redefining universal telephoneservice by incorporating two-way
voice, video, and daa service as components of basic service. Thelegidature intendal tha the
PUC to the extent tha theincorporationis feasible, promote equity of accessto high-speed
communicationsnetworks, the Internet, and other servicesO Thelegislature required the PUC to
do more than just redefinebasic service. Thelegidature also required tha there be Ge]quitable
distribution of thefunding burden for redefined universal service E amongall affected
conaumers and indugries, thereby ensuring tha regulated utilities ratepayers do nat bear a
dispropottionae share of funding responsbility.O

In 2002,the PUC released its findings(report) to the state legisature. The Commission®
foundthat:

12 california Public Utilities Commission D 96 10 066 named the following state universal programs: CHCF-A,
CHCEF-B, the California Teleconnect Fund, the Deaf and Disabled Telecommunications Program, and the ULTS
program.



Current conditionsdo not suppot induding broadband services in basic telephone
service.

[E]xpanding the definition of basic service to indude broadband was notfeasible,
primarily dueto theresulting cos to bealocated to al other users, aswell asthe monthly
price lifeline cugsomers would be required to pay.

Low-cod basic telephoneservice is key to maintaining and increasing access to the
Internet for al Californians Mog on-line Californians regardless of income level, use
dial-up services as thar meansto access the Internd.

Basic telephoneservice is required for this access.

Personstha cannotafford basic telephoneservice are denied this form of access, as well
as essential telephonecommunication.

The Commission should maintain its commitment to keeping basic telephoneservice as
affordable as possible, aswell as expanding certain subsdy programs to enhance low-
cod telephoneaccess to certain groupsO

During the PUC proceeding the author of SB 1712filed acomment asserting tha the

Commission had misinterpreted theintent of SB 1712. He states:

SB 1712dready ansvers affirmatively the question whether the definition of basic
service should be changed to incorporate two-way voice, video, and daa service as
components of basic service for al Californians and ingead seeks the Commission's
advice aboutfeasible approaches and how best to accomplish this redefinition.

This difference in interpretation was no doubta factor in Senator Polanco@ decision to

author SB 1563 In additionto rapid changes in technology and telecommunicationstha have

taken place since the Commission last acted in 1996 to ensure universal service. The State
Legidature passed SB 1563that addresses universal service. It added thefollowing pertinent

provisionsto the PUC Code

o Tofocausefforts on providing educationd inditutions hedlth care ingitutions

community-based organizations and govanmental inditutionswith access to advanced
telecommunicationsservices in recognition of thar econonic and sodetal impact.To
assist in bridging the"digital divide' by encouraging expanded access to state-of-the-art

technologies for rural, inner-city, low-income, and disabled Californians

10



SB 1863 (Bowen 2002) SB 1563@companion piece shared many similar provisions
While SB 1563calls for focusng Gefforts on providing educationd inditutions hedlth care
ingitutions community-based organizations and governmental inditutionswith accessto
advanced telecommunicationsservicesin recognition of their econorric and sodetal impactOSB
1563mandaes that this be doneby addressing Qheinequdity of access to advanced
telecommunicationsservices by providing those services to schools and libraries at a discounied
price should also provide comparable discounts to a nonpiofit community technology
program.3®

SB 1863soughtto place thefundng for community based organizationsat a comparable
level to schools and libraries. SB 1863was directed at the California Teleconnect Fund (CTF).
CTF origindly provided a 50%discounts to schoolk and libraries (and 25%for community-
based organizations for Gadvanced telecommunicationsservice,Owhich at thetime it was
established in 1996were high-speed leased daa lines. Fundsare collected from telephone
ratepayers and telecommunicationsproviders are reimbursed for the discounts they provide

SB 720 (Bowen 2003)Guuthorize]s] the commission to expend up to $3,000000for up
to an additiond 40% of the onetime ingallation cods of advanced telecommunicationsservices
for entities that do not have access to those services, from the unencumbered difference between
wha is appropriated and wha is expendad by the commission from the California Teleconnect
Fund Administrative Committee Fund Ofor the 2003-04 and 200405 fiscal years.

Today, having computers and access to the Interne is not enough Like many other
states, California@® K-20 education entitiesin al 58 countes have access to a high speed, high
bandwidth, advanced services neéwork tha is owned and managed by the nonpofit Corporation
for Educationd networking Initiatives in California (CENIC). CENIC@ California Research and
Education Network isthelargest and mog robug public network in California. At present, the
network servesthe University of Californiacampuses, the California State University campuses,
the California Community Colleges, Stanford, CalTech, USC, thefifty-eight county offices of
education, approximately eighty-two percent of the school districts and 73 percent of the schools

in California.

SB 1563 states (For the purpose of this section, "nonprofit community technology program” means a community-
based nonprofit organization that is exempt from taxation under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code and
engages in diffusing technology into local communities and training local communities that have no access to, or
have limited access to, the Internet and other technologies.O

11



As broadband deployment and access has evolved, numerousinitiatives have been
launched to make arich collection of onlineeducationd and informationd resources available to
thegenea public (both fee and for fee resources). While many of the resources could
technically be used over dower speed connections theamountof time tha it takes to access the
resources makes its use quite difficult withouta broadband connection. Thisis particularly true
for many emerging, bandwidth intensve resources such as streaming videos

Thereis agrowing bodyof research that suggests that today@ students are eager to use
online resources and want such resources induded as pat of ther educationd programs.™* A
recent study by the Corporation for Public Broadcasting doauments theincreased usage of online
resources when students have access to broadband at home, and the corresponding redudionin
the amountof time spent watching television ™ Thereport notes, Broadband access may end up
having a profoundimpact on children@ use of thelnternet at home. In housholdswith
broadband connections children ages 6-17 reported tha high-speed access affected both ther
onlineand offline activities, induding schoolwork. According to these children, since getting
broadband:

o 66 percent spend more time online
o 36 percent watch lesstelevision
o 23 percent get better grades.

Access to high qudity content is only oneof theeducationd advantages to high speed
conneetivity. High speed networks are increasingly used to provide Giny time, any placeO
educationd oppotunities Dboth synchronusand asynchronus The approaches to use of the
network for onlinelearning and collaboration across distances are varied and indudework via
online collaboration tods, videoconferences and web casts. Regardless of the method chosen, the
end result is enhanced access to educationd oppotunities, especialy for resdentsin rural areas
when they have adequae nework connettivity.

A goodstart to providing access to broadband to all areas of the state would beto allow
libraries and community based organizationswith community technology centersto be part of
CENICQ® CalREN network which already reachesinto al 58 counies. Thiswill ensure that there
isat least onelocal optionfor members of the publc at-largeto reap thebendits tha broadband

1 U.S. Department of Education Toward a New Golden Age in American Education, 2004
1> Corporation for Public Broadcasting. Connected to the Future, 2004

12



offersif serviceisnotavailable or affordable within the home. As mentional earlier, California
isoneof 34 states tha have statewide K-20 neworking initiatives undeway. Some of these
states, such as lowa, Michigan, Missouri, New Y ork, North Carolina, Ohio, Washington, and
Wisconsn, have extended thar connectionsbeyond educationd ingitutionsto govenment
agendes, libraries, non-profit organizations hoitals, and others. Three states in particular B
Michigan, Missouri, and Wisconsn Bhave organized extensvely to make ther neworks integral
to both education and state goveanment.

SB 720further strengthened CTF by mandaing DSL as an eligible service discounied
unde CTF.' Since these pieces of legislation have been passed, the CPUC has not enforced
these laws, and compdled telecommunicationsproviders to providethe discount The CPUC has
also not doneadequae outreach to nonpofit organizationstha qudify for thediscount SB 1863
and SB 720arethekindsof policiestha need to be expanded and enforced to suppot CTPs as
they increase broadband use in low-income communities.

Thedevelopment of an advanced telecommunication infrastructure has been a topic of
thelegidature for more than twelve years. It has proved to bean elusve quest. At the sametime
thelegidature has affirmed the prindple of universal service to undeserved Californiansand
provided legidative suppot for the state® universal service programs. This prindple should not
bein question only how to achieveit. Our reading of SB 1563istha thefocusonbariersto
deployment is arequest for the Commission to develop a plan tha would promote deploymentin
amanne tha indudes undeserved popuktion. It iswith such an undestanding tha we
approach the draft report Broadband Deployment in California.O

Schools, libraries and community based organization efforts to bridge the digital
aide Macias, Montes, and Cibrian note tha at thefederal level the QUniversal Service Fundfor
Schools and Libraries, more widdy known as the GE-Rate program,Owas bom out of the
TelecommunicationsAct of 1996with theintention of addressing thetechnological inequitiesin
our naion®@schoolks.” The Nationd Center for Education Statistics foundtha by 2002 99
percent of public schools in the United States had access to the Interngt. They also foundno

"Advanced telecommunications services' includes high speed communications services such as digital subscriber
line (DSL) services and T-1 technology.O
¥ Julia Macias, Ana Montes, and Alma Cibrian. Connecting California Children? Is E-rate Enough? San
Francisco: Latino Issues Forum, 2000.
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differences in school Internet access were observed by any school characteristics.®® These figures
suggest tha throughthe E-Rate and other educationd suppot programs schools have been
successful in addressing access to the Internet. However, in Juneof 200Q Latino Issues Forum
(LIF) conduded a survey to evaluae theimpact of E-Rate fundsin California® most
disadvantaged elementary and public high schools. They found:
o Many of ourschools are not prepared to enter theinformation age dueto alack of
resources induding: lack of computer hardware and software; technical assistance to
keep equipment running; lack of resources for training; basic building infrastructure;
school safety; and classroom shortages. 32% of the schools surveyed do nothave a
technology plan and of the 672 with technology plans many respondents felt that they
did not have sufficient resources to fully benefit from the E-Rate program.
o 43%of theschoolstha paticipaed in our study were notfamiliar with the E-Rate
program, despite its four-year existence. Schools reported alack of communication
between individud schools and ther districts making it difficult to undestand and apply
for theprogram.
o Many unde-served schoolsin California who need fundslike E-Rate do notfeel that they
are able to apply because of thar lack of resources, time, and expectationsof the
program. Prindpdsfrom schools with very little technology reported tha they did not
have the expertise or staff to develop comprehensve technology plansto meet the
guiddines of the E-Rate application. Othe schools reported tha they still do nat have the
basic infrastructure to even benefit from the program.*®
Libraries also continueto play acritica rolein addressing theinequdity of access.
Accordingto ALA Office of Information Technology Policy more than 90% of public libraries
offer publc accessto thelnterne. Libraries promote information fluency, access to information,
theInterng, and other information technologies and services, and promote the skills, knowedge
and abilitiesto use information, the Internet, and other technologies.

Two programs that have had a nationd impact on library@ ability to access the Internet
arethefedera e-rate program andthe U.S. Library Program. TheU.S. Library Program was

28 Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools and Classrooms: 1994-2002. Washington, DC: National Center for
Education Statistics, 2003.

19 Julia Macias, Ana Montes, and Alma Cibrian. Connecting California® Children? Is E-rate Enough? San
Francisco: Latino Issues Forum, 2000.
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funde by theBill and MelindaGates Founddion. According to thefind report Ghefoundaion
staff loggead thousandsof miles to small townsand big cities across the county to ingall
computers, set up networks and providetraining and technical suppot to library staff. In 1996,
jug onein fourlibrary systems offered public access computing. Now, nearly every library does,
and 14 million Americansregularly use these computers.3° Y et despite these advances because
of fiscal pressures many libraries are closng and many more have shortened thar hous of
service. Itiscommon place to enter a public library and witness aline of paronswhowish to
use library computers andthe Internd. In fact, thedemand is so great tha many libraries have
ingituted fifteen-minute limit on computer use. Some libraries, but not mog, have developed

labsfor more extendad use.

2 Margaret T. Gordon, Elizabeth J. Moore, and Andrew C. Gordon, Most Libraries Maintaining Public Access
Computing Programs, but 25% Are Sill Fragile, A Report to the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation

U.S. Library Program. Seattle: Public Access Computing Project, Evans School of Public Affairs, University of
Washington, 2004. See also: Margaret T. Gordon, Elizabeth J. Moore, Andrew C. Gordon, and Linda Heuertz. Kids
have Access, Enjoy Computers:. Libraries Key for Many, Especially Disadvantaged, A Report to the Bill & Melinda
Gates Foundation, U.S. Library Program. Seattle: Public A ccess Computing Project, Evans School of Public Affairs,
University of Washington, 2003 and Charles R. McClure and John Carl Bertot, Public Library Internet Service:
Impacts on the Digital Divide, Information Use Management and Policy, 2000.
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Community technology programs (CTPs) opaate computer labsin places asvaried as a
commercia storefront property in alow-income naghboihoodto a housng project, aswell asin
traditiond community based organizationstha provideavariety of health and human services.
CTPs seek to provide computer access and training to people who would not otherwise have
access to thelatest computer technology. Mog CTPs, are projects of local indgpendent
community based organizationsrather than government or educationd inditutions %

Each CTPisunique with its programs specifically tailored to the sodal, cultural, econoric,

linguigtic, and educationd realities of the community it serves. Common key featuresindude

o Open access to computers and the Internet on awalk-in, low-fee or no-fee basis,

o Computer training, assistance, and other resources carefully tailored to the specific needs
of thelocal community;

o Locationin or near the heart of alow-income neéghbothood;and

o Strong community participaion and directionin center planning and activities.
In additionto these characteristics, the CTPs have a clearly defined mission aboveand

beyond @omputer access and training OCTPs see technology as a meansto an end, notas an end

L For publications on community technology centers see Linda Fowells and Wendy Lazarus. What Works in
Closing the Technology Gap? Lessons From a Four Year Demonstration in 11 Low Income California
Communities. Los Angeles, CA: Computers In Our Future, 2001, Clifton Chow, Jan Ellis, June Mark and Bart
Wise. Impact of CTCNet Affiliates- Findings From a National Survey of Users of Community Technology Centers.
Education Development Center, 1998, Stephen Davies, Randal D. Pinkett, Lisa J. Servon, Andrew Wiley-Schwartz,
Community Technology Centers as Catalysts for Community Change, 2003, Elsa Macias. Connectados. Connecting
Los AngelesQUnder served Communities. Claremont: Tomas Rivera Policy Institute, 2003, Lisa Servon. Bridging the
Digital Divide: Technology, Community, and Public Policy. Maden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2002, June Mark,
Janet Cornebise, and Ellen Wahl. Community Technology Centers: Impacts on Individual Participants and Their
Communities, Newton MA: ,Education Development Center, 1997, V street Research Group. Center for Technology
in Learning. Promising Practices and Organizational Challengesin Community Technology Centers. Menlo Park:
SRI International, 2000, Karen Chapple et al. From Promising Practices to Promising Futures: Job Training in
Information Technology for Disadvantaged Adults. San Francisco: Bay Area Video Coalition, and New Y ork: Ford
Foundation, 2000, Mark Warschauer. Technology and Social Inclusion: Rethinking the Digital Divide. Cambridge:
MIT Press, 2003. For reports on the integration of technology into community based organizations see The Online
Civic Engagement Project: Assessing the Technology Needs and Interests of Latino Serving Non-Profits in the San
Francisco Bay Area. San Francisco: Latino Issues Forum, 2004. Disability Access & Community, San Rafael:
Alliance for Technology Access, 2002, From Access to Opportunity: Raising the Aspirations for Technology
Initiatives in Low-1ncome Communities, Reston, Virginia: Moreno Institute, 2001, Building Community Bandwidth:
Californians Identify How Technology Can Help Underserved Communities. San Francisco: Community
Technology Foundation of California, 2001. The Evolving Role of Information Technology in Community
Development Organizations, New Y ork: Structured Employment Economic Development Corporation (Seedco),
2002, Information Technology for Community Action Agencies and Their Low-Income Clients: Findings froma
National Survey, National Association of Community Action Agencies 2000. Nationa organizations that focus on
community technology include: CTCNet, Association for Community Technology, ATA. The Community
Technology Review serves as the periodical in the field.
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in itself. For example, ayouth-serving organization uses technology to devel op projects mapped
to youth development, academic improvement, or other outcomes. An employment training
organization would providetechnology training in the uses of computers mos commonin the
workplace. Because they are opeated by trused community-based organizations CTPs often do
avery goodjob serving those at-risk individuds that do notfundionwell in larger ingitutions
like schools, libraries, and govanment programs. We estimate that there are over 1500CTPsin
California, ranging from large programs in multi-service agendes to all-volunteer run projectsin
church basements.

CTPs act as ambassadors to the onlineworld by providing access and training tha is
tailored to the specific cultural, sodal, econonic, and linguistic reaities of thelow-income
communities they serve. By maintaining afriendly and inviting place for people to access
technology, and highlighting how online resources and technology tools can make a differencein
people@ lives, CTPs are play acritical role in addressing the problem of broadband use.
Moreover, as govanment services continueto move onling and as more educationd and
econonic oppotunities become available onling thework of CTPswill become even more
critical.

Mog CTPs have broadband Internet access, and providetha access to thar program
paticipants. Many also have state of the art equipment tha low-income individuds cannot
afford. Government pdicies should suppot notonly tha current broadband services be
affordable and available to CTPs, butalso they new and cutting edgeservices be made available
and affordable.

Rural community health neworks have are making important contributionsto rural
community health. The Northern Sierra Rural Health Network (NSRHN) uses high-speed T-1
and PRI linesto connect 30rural health facilitiesin 9 couniesin California with urban medical
gpecidists throughoutthe state. Throughtwo-way video conferencing, rural patients are able to
"visit" medical specialists hundedsof miles away. Since November, 1999, NSRHN members
have conduded over 2,800clinical conaultationsin the areas of psychiatry, dermatology,
neurology and other clinical specialties. Asaresult, rural patients have received accessto

speciaty care tha otherwise would have been very difficult to obtain.
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In additionto clinical conaultations NSRHN suppotts the provision of distance learning and
continuing medical education over its telemedicine ngwork. Since 1999 it has conduded over
700educationd events, training medical staff, nurses, and other hedlth care professionds.
Because of thelack of ISDN investment in rural northeastern California, NSRHN had to indall a
high-speed private line network that is suppoted by federal universal service funds Investments
in broadband in rural areas mug indudetechnology suitable to suppoting two-way full-motion
video communication, which many types of DSL or satellite broadband do not As hedlth care
becomes more dependent on technology to ddiver its full promise of wellnessfor al, rural
communities mug keep pace with the broadband highway necessary to ddivery technology to
rura hedlth providers.

DEFICIENCIES IN THE BROADBAND REPORT
The Shifting Definition of Broadband

We congratulate the Commission for presenting a clear description of wha broadbandis
and therangeof broadband technologies. However, we agree with many of the presenters at the
hearingwho feel that thebendfits of satellite deployment are overstated and provide more limited
ue. We aso agree tha while broadband over power linesis a promising technology it istoo
early to countit as viable technology in the Califomia broadband market as there currently are no
providersin California. We also commend the Commission for articulating thebendfits tha
broadband can provideto Californians and for highlighting who the providers are.

Disparity of Broadband Availability to Underserved Populations in California

In earlier comments we argued for the need to collect, andyze and present accurate, relevant and

current data on broadband deployment.? Withoutbaselinedaait isimpossible to determine

%2 Comments of the California Community Technology Policy Group (CCTPG) & The BroadBand Institute of
California (BBIC) Regarding Barriers to the Availability of Advanced Communications Services, Presented at the
California Public Utility Commission Regional Meeting held in Redding California, Redding, March 3, 2004
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which communities have or do not have availability to such services. Furthermore withoutsuch
informationit is difficult to develop or assess strategies that speak to theintent of SB 1563.

We congratulate the Commission for recognizing the importance of collecting this daa
andfor its effortsin trying to secureit.*® Thedaa concerning deployment suggest tha the
Commission was not successful in obtaining relevant information from providers. If so this
should be a matter of concern and an issuetha tha thelegidature may want to address.

Broadband Deployment in California

Based upondata provided by carriers onthe Federal CommunicationsCommission®
(FCC®) June2004Form 477 survey, the CPUC condudes tha broadband is available in every
Zip codein California®* The CPUC further states that based on the FCC3 data and that
compiled by CPUC staff, four broadband technologies are available in 26% of the state@ zip
codes, and 39% of the state(® zip codes have three broadband technologies available.® And,
93% of the state@ zip codes are served by at least two broadband providers.”®

While the INTERVENORS have no doubtthat broadband deployment is significant in
many areas of our state, there is neverthdess conaern tha the CPUC has not stated theinheaent
limitationsof the methodobgy tha produceed the data uponwhich the CPUC relies.

The FCC Form 477 report on which the CPUC relies, uses a @nesubriber per zip
codedmeasurement methodobgy. Despite the availability of other measurement optionsat the
time, the FCC chose ynesubscriber per zip codeas the unit of measurement for its
methodobgy?’ TheFCCG@ rationde for its preference for themethodobgy was tha it did not
want to overburden thereporting companies.® Later, the FCC cited administrative

convenience.”®

23 On December 22, 2003, the CPUC issued a Data Request in this matter.

2121, Report at 6

25 Id

26 Id

2" Other geographic delineations proposed to the FCC included: reporting by state; reporting by zip codes in which
carriers provide residential service and zip codes in which they provide business service; Metropolitan Statistical
Areas (MSAs) within states); and study areas. Notice Of Proposed Rulemaking In the Matter of Local Competition
and Broadband Reporting, CC Docket No. 99-301, 14 FCC Rcd 18100, | 49 and note 75 at pages 18123-18124.
(1999).

% |n order to minimize the burden associated with the Broadband Survey, the Commission did not require providers
to report the number of high-speed service subscribersin each zip code, but only to identify the zip codes in
which they had at least one high-speed service subscriber. In the Matter of Inquiry Concerning the Deployment of
Advanced Telecommunications Capability to All Americans in a Reasonable And Timely Fashion, and Possible
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However, the FCC@ choice of methodobgy has compromised the utility of the data
reported. AsoneFCC commissione stated regarding the utility of the data suppoting the FCC@
second broadband report:

[T]he zip code daa are of limited usefulness, because providers were asked to report
whehe thereis at least onesubsriber inaparticular zip code notthenumbe of subsribersin
apaticular zip code Thus thedaado notindicate the extent to which the presence of
broadband in a paticular zip codeindicates more widespread availability. Theavailability of
data on actud nunbers of subsribersin aparticular zip codeor data at a more granular
geographic areawould provide a better picture of the state of deployment. Similarly, because
providers were notrequired to distinguish between residential and small busness cugomers, the
daa do not provide an accurate snapshot of deployment to residential users.®

AlthoughCommissione Tristani ultimately conaurred in theissuance of the secondreport,
sheissued a cautiousadmonition.

[W]hile ourreport again condudes tha the deployment of advanced servicesis reasoneble
andtimely, it indcates there are popuktionsat risk of bengleft behind the high-speed
bandwagon. As Congress determined in Section 706 and throughoutthe Act, this
Commission'sresponsibility to encourage deployment of advanced servicesisto all
Americans whethe they live in the subuibs thefarms, thereservations theinne cities, or
outsidethe continental United States. Congress, wisely foresaw and recognized that
advanced services mug be universally available so tha al Americansand all communities
throughoutAmerican can benefit and be part of the information econony. In accordance
with Congresss direction, we mug take the necessary stepsto enaure that thepopuktions
tha we have identified as vulnerable and at risk, no longe remain so.*

L ater, the FCC, perhaps addressing without citing Commissiona Tristani® misgivings

noted that its methodobgy decision has resulted in the collected data being of limited utility.

[W]e cannotdeterminefrom our data the extent to which the presence of high-speed
servicein agiven zip codeindicates tha high-speed services are widdy available, or

Steps To Accelerate Such Deployment Pursuant to Section 706 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket
No. 98-146, 15 FCC Rcd 20913, 20944-20945; (2000) Release-Number: Fcc 00-290 Second Report.
29 We continue to believe that zip codes are the most administratively simple of the various options for obtaining
finer geographic granularity, as compared with, for instance, census blocks or Metropolitan Statistical Areas
(MSAS), because most providers already have zip codes incorporated into their billing and/or provisioning
databases. Inthe Matter of Local Competition and Broadband Reporting, CC Docket No. 99-301, 16 FCC Rcd
2072, 2079-2080 (2001).
% |n the Matter of Inquiry Concerning the Deployment of Advanced Telecommunications Capability to All
Americans in a Reasonable And Timely Fashion, and Possible Steps To A ccel erate Such Deployment Pursuant to
Section 706 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 98-146, 15 FCC Rcd 20913 (2000) Release-
yumber: Fcc 00-290 Second Report, Separate Statement of Commissioner Gloria Tristani at page 21064.

Id

20



whether they arerestricted to afew cugomers. Similarly, providers did notdistinguish
whether the high-speed subscribersin agiven zip codeare residential or busness users.
Thus in some zip codes, high-speed services may be available to some large, primarily
busness users, but notbeavailable, affordable or marketed to residentia users. In addition,
service could be marketed to limited neéighboihoods, or very localized infrastructure
bariers such asingdewiringissues could prevent some cusomersin a zip codefrom
accessing services available to other cugomersin the same zip code®
Consquently, the FCC queied whether it should changethe unit of measurement to the
number of broadband subscribers per zip codeper state.®* Thelimitationsof the methodobgy
aso were identified after the FCC( third broadband report was released.* Despite making other
revisonsto Form 477 which have increased the reporting burden, the FCC has not addressed
shortcoming of its onesubscriber per zip codeandysis.® Indeed, in its most recent revision to
theform, the FCC 4till relies on the onesub<riber [now oneconnection] per zip codeunit of

measurement, albeit with greater information on the particular type of broadband connection *

*2|n the Matter of Local Competition and Broadband Reporting, CC Docket No. 99-301, 16 FCC Rcd 2072, 2079-
2080 (2001).

3 JW]e ask whether we should revise Form 477 so that providers report the actual subscribership by zip code, in
lieu of the current requirement that providersreport alist of zip codes where broadband serviceis being delivered.
Our experience in the Second Report on Advanced Telecommunications Capability suggests that, while the reported
lists of zip codes provides avaluable and unique source of data about where broadband services are located, it may
not give an adequate level of granularity on the extent of deployment or types of customers within any given zip
code. For example, while datafrom the May 2000 filing indicate that there is at |east some broadband service in
93% of the zip codes that included inner city, low income areas, we were unable to draw conclusions about whether
the broadband services in those areas are widely subscribed to by the residents of these areas or whether these
broadband lines are delivered to one or afew large business customers. Thus, additional subscribership data,
reported at the zip code level, could enhance significantly our understanding of the level of broadband deployment
in discrete geographic areas. Accordingly, we ask whether we should collect actual subscribership counts by zip
code and whether these counts should specify the level of residential subscribership in each zip code.O In the Matter
of Loca Competition and Broadband Reporting, CC Docket No. 99-301, 16 FCC Rcd 2072, 2079-2080 (2001).

34 (Based on the existence of asfew as one subscriber, the [FCC] concludes that broadband service is available to
many others in the same immediate geographic area. The [FCC] concedes that since the boundaries of ZIP codes,
cable service areas and DSL wire centers are not coterminous, the existence of a high-speed subscriber does not
conclusively indicate the availability of similar service to other residents in the ZIP codeET he [FCC] does not
know the identity of the one subscriber in the ZIP code. It does not know whether the subscriber is alarge or small
business or aresidential subscriber. Thus, it cannot adequately state the extent, scope or beneficiary of
deployment.O Allen Hammond, The FCC's Third Report on Broadband Deployment: | nequitable, Untimely and
Unreasonable, 24 Hastings Comm. & Ent. L.J. 539, 543-545, (2002).

% The FCC mentioned its zip code methodology with regard to the fact that Form 477 requires facilities-based
providers of broadband connections and local exchange carriers (LECS) to report lists of the Zip Codes in which
they serve end users, for each state for which they complete aform. In the Matter of Local Telephone Competition
and Broadband Reporting, WC Docket No. 04-141, 19 FCC Rcd 22340, | 3 (2004) Release -Number: FCC 04-266,
Report And Order.

% |n the Matter of Local Telephone Competition and Broadband Reporting, WC Docket No. 04-141, 19 FCC Rcd
22340, | 18. (2004) Release Number: FCC 04-266, Report And Order.
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WeEm odify Form 477to require all filers that report information aboutwired or fixed

wireless broadband connectionsto end user locationsto report technology-specific lists of

the Zip Codes in which at leag one such connection isin service.*” (emphasis adde).

TheNTERVENORS strongly encourage the CPUC to heavily qudify itsreliance onthe
FCCQ® zip codedata given its pulicly admitted inability to accurately reflect broadband
deployment in communities condituting a major portion of the state. Asa7090f thePublic
Utilities codemakes clear, it is thepolicy for telecommunicationsin California (tJo encourage
the development and deployment of new technologies and the equitable provision of servicesin a
way which efficiently meets consumer need and encourages the ubiquitousavailability of awide
choice of state-of-the-art services.O To paraphrase former FCC Commissiona Tristani, the
CalifornialegidatureEw isely foresaw and recognized that advanced services must be
universally available so tha all Californiansand all communities throughoutCalifornia can
bendfit and be part of theinformation econony. In accordance with thelegisature® direction,
the CPUC should take the necessary stepsto enaure tha the popuktionsidentified as vulnerable
and at risk, nolonge remain so. In order to accomplish this policy, the CPUC mug adopt
implement and rely upona methodobgy for deermining broadband deployment tha is more
robug and more accurate than tha of the FCC.

Many reports have foundtha the United States lags behind other countiesin broadband
deployment.®® (Seelllugration One) Reports have also noted uneven deployment between
states and also cities and rural areas. Therecently released Department of Commerce NTIA
report entitled A Nation Online Entering the BroadbandAge shows tha more individuds have
computers and are connecting to the Internet.*® Thereport also shows the growth of broadband
and thedeclinein didlup users, especialy for people with highe incomes. In addition, people
who have broadband use the Internet more frequently, and use it for more applications
However, thereport further doauments the concern tha broadband is often nat availablein rural

areas.,

371d. The FCC requires separate lists for connections provided by means of asymmetric xDSL, symmetric xDSL,
cable modem, optical carrier (fiber to the end user), satellite, terrestrial fixed wireless, electric power line, and (as a
single category) other wireline technologies.

¥ See, for example, Mark Cooper, Expanding the Digital Divide & Falling Behind on Broadband. Why a
Telecommunications Policy of Neglect is not Benign. Consumer Federation of America and Consumers Union,
October 2004.

39 United States Department of Commerce. Economics and Statistics Administration and National
Telecommunications and Information Administration. A Nation Online: Entering the Broadband Age. September
2004.
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The Digital Divide is Persistent and Growing

TheNation Onlinedoes not provide a detailed andysis on digital disparities. However,
we now have a decade of research on digital disparities based on Current Population Survey data
tha has become increasingly more sophisticated, which shows a persistent ggp in computer
ownership, and Internet access especially amongAfrican Americans Latinos and the disabled *

For example, Ron Fairlie, an econonist from the University of California, Santa Cruz foundthat:

o TheDigita Divideislargeand does not appear to be disappearing soon. Blacks and
Latinosare much lesslikely to have access to home computers than are white, non
Latinos(42.0 and 41.8 percent compared to 66.3 percent). They arealso lesslikely to use
thelnterng at home (27.1 and 22.7 percent compared to 50.0 percent).

o AmongLatinogroups Mexicans have the lowest home computer and Internet use rates
followed by Cubanswho have the next lowest rates. AlthoughPuerto Ricans Central and
South Americans and Other Latinoshave highe rates, all Latino groupsare subgantially
less likely to own acomputer or use thelnternet at home than are white, non-Latinos

o Lessthan onehdf of al black and Latino schoolage children have accessto ahome
computer and approximately 1 out of 4 use the Internet at home (compared to 83.6 and
552 percent of white, non-Latino children). Ethnic and racia dispaitiesin home
computer and Internet use rates are larger for children than for adults.**

According to arecent andysis of data generated by economists from the Center for

Judice, Tolerance and Community there is asignificant disparity among ethnic, racia groups

“'| n addition to the current Nation Online noted above see National Telecommunications and Information, Falling
Through the Net: A Survey of the CHave-NotsOin Rural and Urban America, (Washington DC,: NTIA, 1995),
NTIA, Falling Through the Net I1: New Data on the Digital Divide, (Washington D.C.: NTIA, 1998), NTIA, Falling
Through the Net: Defining the Digital Divide, (Washington D.C.: NTIA, 1999), NTIA, Falling Through The Net:
Toward Digital Inclusion, A Report On AmericansOAccess To Technology Tools (Washington, D.C.: NTIA,
2000).,and The A Nation Online: How Americans Are Expanding Their Use of the Internet, (Washington D.C.
NTIA, 2002). United States Department of Commerce. Economics and Statistics Administration and National
Telecommunications and Information Administration. A Nation Online: Entering the Broadband Age. September
2004. See also Latinos, Computers and the Internet: How Congress and the Current Administration® Framing of
the Digital Divide has Negatively Impacted Policy Initiatives Established to Close the Significant Technology Gap
that Remains. San Francisco, Latino Issues Forum, 2004. See also Karen Mossberger, Caroline J. Talbert, and Mary
Stansbury. Virtual Inequality: Beyond the Digital Divide. Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 2003,
and Mark N. Cooper, Onequality in Digital Society: Why the Digital Divide Deserves All the Attention it Gets,O
Cardozo Arts and Entertainment Law Journal, 20, 1, (2002)

“I Robert Fairlie, Is There a Digital Divide? Ethnic and Racial Differencesin Access to Technology and Possible
Explanations, Final Report to the University of California, Latino Policy Institute and California Policy Research
Center, Department of Economic, University of California, Santa Cruz, November 2003.
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immigrant communities, and low-income commurities with regardsto broadband access.”” As
the Chat oneshows backs and Latinos(both immigrant and U.S. bom lag furthest behind in
broadband access. Latinosand African Americanslag furthest behind. Chart two also points out

tha thegagp ismog pronouned at thelower income levels.
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Illugration One The Portable Internet. Internaional Telecommunication Union. September
2004.Available onlineat www.itu.int.

“2 Rob Fairlie Rebecca London, Manuel Pastor, and Rachel Rosner, O\ Nation Offline? Research on the Digital
Divide,OCenter for Justice, Tolerance, and Community, University of Santa Cruz, 2005. Basic statistics from
Current Population Survey Internet and Computer Use Supplements, various years, as analyzed by CJTC.
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Percent of California Households with Broadband, 1998-2003
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Chart One Data Andyzed by Center for Jugtice, Tolerance, and Community, UC Santa Cruz

California Home Broadband by Ethnicity and Income
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Chart Two. Data Andyzed by Center for Judice, Tolerance, and Community, UC Santa Cruz

Disparities in Rural Communities

Broadband is not available to thousndsof rura residents, busnesses and service organizations
* Some reasonsindude

o Small popubtiondenstiesinhibit private investment

“3 Presentation to en banc hearing on broadband by Speranza Avram, Executive Director of the Northern Sierra
Rural Network.
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o Longdistances between central facilities and end-points increase deployment coss
o Lack of broadband optionsmeans highe prices and reduced utilization
Rural health facilities are unable to use telemedicineto enhance medical services because:
o Conaumer broadband technologies (satellite/DSL) not feasible for telemedicinevideo
conferencing
o Highcod of ingalling infrastructure means high-bandwidth options(fiber) not available
o Telemedicine servicesrelying on T-1 technologies expensve because of long-distances
to urban areas
Rural health facilities need affordable access to technologies such as fiber tha enable high
qudity, secure video and daa tranamission. Barrier indude
o Useof exigting facilities limited by lack of policy leadership, coordinaion and
undestanding of potential. Thereisalot of dark fiber managed by Caltransthat could be
successfully deployed in rural areas
o Small popubtiondensties & longe service distances inhibit private investment, thus
redudng service options& increasing price
o Lack of broadband inhibits busness growth, contributing to small popuktion dengties
o Conflicting definitionsof QuralOlimit California@ dligibility for federal infrastructure
investment. (New FCC definition of rural may hdp -- see FCC Orde 04-289A1)
o Exigting universal service programs do not sufficiently address need for infrastructure
investment to address Qast-mile issuesO
o Threatsto universal service program funding undemine existing subsdies and will
inhibit service expanson. Need to expand players who contribute to fundsto more
equitable share responsbility
Thisinformation onlow-income, ethnic, immigrant communities alongwith information
made at the Commission®en banc hearing hdd on February 10, 2005demondrate that
broadbard is not availablein many underserved communities.® This daareinforces the
reports provided by community-based organizationswe heard at CPUC spon®red community

meetings®

“4 Presentation by Disability Rights Advocates, Greenlining Institute, Northern Sierra Health Network, the Great
Valley Center, and the Tribal Digital Village

“5 The report does not summarize or include information meetings held at San Francisco, Fresno, San Diego, Los
Angeles, and Redding.
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Broadband is Not Affordable to Underserved Populations in California
All major studies of agree tha price is an important deerminant in broadband adopion

rates. While the United Statesis aleader in theinnovaion of broadband technologiesit is
ranked low in terms of average sub<cription rates and price pe kbits asillugrated bdow by

charts developed by the Internaiond TelecommunicationsUnion *°

Table 2.1: Broadband prices in select economies

Country Price (USS) | Speed (down/up) | Type Company 2% of monthly

income
Ausmalia 53.00 1200 DSL | Telswa 34
Ausma 52.91 512/64 DSL | Telekom Austria 27
Belgium 32.57 3000/128 DSL | Belzacom 18
Canada 30.64 1000/160 DSL | Bell Sympatico 1.6
Denmark 48.97 256128 DSL | Tele2 1.6
Finland 54.30 256128 DSL | Sonera 28
Hong Kong, China 38.00 3000 DSL | PCCW 19
Iceland 37.20 5121256 DSL | Islandssimi 13
Japan 21.29 120001000 DSL | YzhooBB 0.7
Korea, Rep. of 2284 8000/800 DSL | Hanaro & KT 3.0
Netherlands 5257 1024/256 DSL | Versarel 1.8
New Zealand 4344 2000/800 DSL | FastADSL 14
Norway 46.11 704128 DSL | Tele2 15
Singapore 3288 1500/1500 Cable | Starhub 19
Sweden 40.64 512/256 DSL | Tele2 21
Switzarland 35.58 256128 DSL | Bluewin 13
Taiwan, China 2553 1500384 DSL | So-net 24
United Kingdom 36.74 512 DSL | Pipex ADSL 19
United States 42095 1500256 Cable | Comcast 14
Sowrce: TTU.

Note: DSL prices de zot include lime reztal changes which are required for servics. Tz prices 2sswme the line rental charge is
already pad for phows servics. Prices and exczange raze data based oo Marck 2003

“ Taylor Reynolds. Promoting Broadband: Background Paper. Geneva: International Telecommunications Union,
April 2003.
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Japan
South Korea
Belgium
Hong Kong
Singapore
Macao

New Zealand
Canada
Netherlands
u.s.
Slovenia
Israel
Germany

Lithuania

Some recent studies reveal tha United States consumers have had arise of 400percent in thar
telecommunication cogs.*” While this reflects access to more robug uses of these technologies,
it impacts consumer@ ability to afford these technologies. Take for example VolP where you
need a broadband connection of $42 and add tha a $20 chargefor aVolP sub<ription. The $62
total is smply notaffordable to low-income conaumers.*® Thisis echoed in arecent press release
by Nielsen/NetRatings

" According to TeleVoice, as of 2004, there has been a 400% rise in the average American household®
telecommunications expenditure over the last ten years. In apoll conducted at that time, not one person

interviewed correctly estimated the extent of the increase in telecommunications expenditure. TeleVoice Poll

Shows Consumers Have No Idea Of Increase In Telecomms Expenses, Telecomworldwire, August 13, 2004 or
Televoice: Telecommunications Expenditure Sent Spiraling Out of Control by Consumer

Confusion, M2 PRESSWIRE, August 13, 2004. Meanwhile, according to a 2003 Census Bureau Report, the income
of the median U.S. household was virtually flat at $43,318 after atwo-year decline. Peronet Despeignes, Census:
Poverty Rose by Million, USA TODAY, August 27, 2004, Pg. 1A.

“8 Many of the discounts on broadband depend on bundling of other services that may lower the cost of broadband
but also result in a higher subscription rate. See also Mark Cooper. Expanding the Digital Divide & Falling Behind

28



While broadband has become much less expensve over thepast few years, it's still a
significant cos as compared to narrowband. Couple high-speed access with other utility
expenses, and housholdswith tighter budges simply would not be able to afford E
broadbandEG™

The Tomas Rivera Policy Ingitute notes, Orhese monthly fees are prohibitive for many
low-income families, for whomeven the lower cog of dialupis problematic.3° Ron Fairlie notes
Ohearly 40 percent of blacks and Latinosreport tha cog is the main reason that they do notuse
the Internet at home.G3*

Broadband is not Accessible to the Disabled Community and the Linguistic
Minority Community in California

According to the Nationd Center for Health Statistics approximately 54 million people
with disabilities, induding six million Californians have a disability.>* Seventy-five percent of
the people in Californiawith disabilities could be employed but are not> Access to advanced
technology can increase the employment oppatunities for disabled Californians> However, a
failure to measure and doaument accessibility would make it far too easy to leave many
Cdlifornians out® Disability Rights Advocates has enumerated the barriers to advanced
technologies induding:

o Thecog of technology prohibits peoples with disabilities from obtaining computers and
broadband service
o Broadbandisundfordable for many people with disabilities
o Adaptive equipment to access the Internet is ungfordable for many people with
disabilities

on Broadband: Why Telecommunications Policy of Neglect is Not Benign. Washington, Consumers Union of
America, 2004.

9 Affluent Americans Power Internet Growth, According to Nielsen//NetRatings.

*0Waldo Lopez-Aqueres and Elsa Macias. Broadband Internet Access Among Latinos: Status, Issues and
Opportunities. Los Angeles, Tomas Rivera Policy Institute, 2004. Ron Fairlie also report

*1 Robert Fairlie, Is There a Digital Divide? Ethnic and Racial Differencesin Access to Technology and Possible
Explanations, Final Report to the University of California, Latino Policy Institute and California Policy Research
Center, Department of Economic, University of Caifornia, Santa Cruz, November 2003.

°2 PR Newswire, September 10, 2003

®3 Fresno Bee, August 15, 2003, p.2; also see Monthly Labor Review, May 1, 2003, p. 20.

>4 Michael Ashley Stein, Crippled Justice: The History of Modern Disability Policy in the Workplace, 55 Stanford
Law Rev. 607 (2002).

%5 Allen Hammond. " Reflections on the Myth of Icarusin the Age o f Information,” 19 Santa Clara Computer &
High Technology Law Journal 407-456.
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o Up-to-dae technology required for access, is undfordable for many people with
disabilities
o People with disabilities are uninformed aboutthe produds and services because of
inadequae outreach
o Internet technology is Incompatible with assistive technology and therefore inaccessible
to people with disabilities who require assistive technology.
o Lack of computer training/education acts as a barrier to Internet access for peoples with
disabilities.®
Severa reports haveidentified literacy levels and languaye as factors tha affect theuse
of advanced technologiesin undeserved communities.>” In Online Content for Low-Income and
Undeserved Communities, theauthorsfoundthat Internet bariers are: lack of local information:
literacy bariers, languaye bariers, and lack of cultural diversity. All of these fit the profile of
those who least have access to the Internet. *®
Online content has been primarily designed for Internet users who have discretionary
money to spend. Thevast majority of informationon the Net is written for an audience that reads
at an average or advanced literacy level. Yet 44 million American adults, roughly 22 percent, do
not have thereading and writing skills necessary for fundioningin everyday life. In addition, an
estimated 87 percent of doauments onthelnterne are in English. Yet, at least 32 million
Americans speak alanguaye other than English asthar primary language They are often left out
of the benefits the Internet offers.
Content impacts the use of advanced technologiesin a nunber of ways, particularly to
theuse and adopion of broadband. It is easier to teach people when they see ther communities
represented in new technologies. If they see the connectionto thear lives they will be more likely

to invest in new technologies. If the content that isavailable iswritten at aliteracy level above

°5 Comments of Disabil ity Rights Advocates on Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission's Own Motion to
Comply with the Mandates of Senate Bill 1563 regarding deployment of Advanced Telecommunications
Technologies, Rulemaking 03-04-003, November 8, 2004.

°" See International |CT Literacy Panel, Digital Transformation: A Framework for ICT Literacy. Educational Testing
Service, Stuart Silber, Multiliteracies for a Digital Age. Carbondale: Southern Illinois Press, 2004. Barbara
Warnick, Critical Literacy in a Digital Age: Technology, Rhetoric, and the Public Interest. Mahwah, New Jersey:
Lawrence, Erlbaum Associates, 2002, Mark Warschauer, Electronic Literacies: Language, Culture and Power in
Online Education, and National Research Council, Committee on Information Technology Literacy, Committee on
Information Technology Literacy. Being Fluent with Information Technologies. Washington, D.C.: National
Academies Press, 1999.

8 Wendy Lazarus and Laurie Lipper. Online Content for Low-Income and Under served Americans: The Digital
Divides New Frontier. Santa Monica: The Children@ Partnership, 2000.
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thar own they will shy away fromusdngit. Horrigan and Rainie fromthe PEW Interngt and
American Life Project foundtha broadband users are more likely to become creators and
mange's of onlinecontent than dial-up users.> In addition, information only provided in English
isnot accessible to linguistic minorities. Some producers of Internet content are beginning to
addressthisissue For example, theNationd Library of Medicineis expanding resources
available in MedlinePlusto indudebrief lay-pearson descriptionsof chronic diseases that
dispropottionaely affect undeserved popuktions These are beng made available in severa
languayes and are being supplemented with multimedia (videos). Of course theironyistha the
same undeserved communities are tho least likdly to have access to the high-speed
connectionsneeded to take advantage of this exciting new content.

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Broadband as a Statewide Priority

The CPUC identified a nunber of barriers and proposed a number of respongve
recommendaions Amongtherecommendaionswas the suggestion tha broadband deployment
be madea statewide priority. The INTERVENORS respectfully suggest that from a statutory
perspective, broadband deployment is a statewide priority. Section 709 (b) establishesthat it is
state policy to encourage the development and thedeployment of new technologies and the
equitable provision of services. Senate Bill 1563amongother thingsrequires the Commission to
develop aplan for encouraging the widespread avail ability and use of advanced communications
infrastructure. In this sense the basic thrug of policy isclear. The CPUC, pursuantto SB 1563
is tasked with the development of a plan and aproposal for the plan@implementation.

Thecreation of abroadband task force is an excellentideafor a Commission responsble
for theregulation of energy and water as well as telecommunications® A representative task
force composed of state stakeholders could engagein a single minded focusand ongoing
dialogueand fact finding tha the CPUC could find extremely useful. However, the existence of
a Task Force onthevariousissues surrounding broadband deployment should not providethe
occasion for future CPUCs to ddegate to the Task Force issues tha the CPUC by statute mugt

%9 John Horrigan and Lee Rainie. The Broadband Difference: How Online AmericansOBehavior Changes with High-
Speed Connections at Home. Washington, DC: PEW Internet and American Life Project, 2002.

€ See our similar recommendation in CCTPG comments to the PUC's Order Instituting Rulemaking on the
Commission's Own Motion to Comply with the Mandates of Senate Bill 1563 regarding deployment of Advanced
Telecommunications Technologies.
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resolve. Nor should the Task Force berequired to expend significant effort merely to seeits
propossignored by the CPUC or state.
Proposed Exemptions From §851 and CEQA

The CPUC proposs tha the state can reduce theregulatory burden on broadband
providers by exempting broadband deployment projects from CPUC approvd either via
legidation or by CPUC ruling. And, exempting Exempt broadband projects tha don®require
changein functiondity of existing infrastructure.

TheINTERVENORS question whether thereisin fact a need for exemptions to @851and
CEQA if both processes are streamlined and efficiently implemented. For indance the state
could require theutility to certify that the useful or necessary fundion of the propety would not
beimpared by selling or leasing propeaty to abroadband provider. Absent atimely chdlengeby
apaty ininterest that has met a specified burden of prodf, the certificationis deemed approved.
A similar process could be adopted with regard to CEQA. An exemption presuppo®s tha there
will never becircumstances in which a certification might notbe propea. Absent amore
subgantial record suppoting theconduson tha section 851 and CEQA certificationsare in fact
no longe necessary and no longe serve alegitimate regulatory fundion, streamlining seems the
more prudent course.

Harmonization of §53066 Cable Franchising and the 47 USC §653 and CFR
76.1500-1505

The CPUC has proposd that the state legislature the state@ cable franchise law
congstent with the CPUCQ reading of federal OV S statutes and regulations Among other
things thisis clearly an issue of equitable regulatory treatment. Cable opeators entering the
voice market are nat required to serve the entire service area of thelocal exchangecarrier,
consequently the cable opeator can elect to compete for theincumbent carrier@ best voice
cugomers. Harmonization of state and federal cable law regarding franchise service would
return thefavor. Thistime, thetelephonecompany would be able to engagein cherry picking.

INTERVENORS recognize tha harmonizationisimminently fair fromthetelephone
carrier@ perspective, andis likely to hasten the ILEC ability to place a competitive triple play
produd inthemarket. Neverthdess, theINTERVENORS are concerned tha the adopion of the
CPUCGQ proposil would result in a piecemeal approach to theresolution of a growing regulatory
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conflict between thetwo major broadband competitors and theregulatory environmentsin which
they currently make thar homes. What is needed is state and federal recognition tha intermodd
competition requires a congstently equitable regulatory environment regardless of platform.
Andtha congstency cannotresponsbly be achieved throughregulatory oppatunism or
abdication but throughthoughful, frugd, circumspect regulatory engagement.

TheNTERVENORS aso are concerned tha the CPUCG@ proposed policy will
encourage electronic redlining. Unde the CPUCG proposil, areas tha are deemed less lucrative
will notberetrofitted for video at tha sametime. Further, in response to competitive pressures,
the cable opeator and thetelephoneentrant may offer significant discounts and service options
to desired cusomers. These discounts and optionsare notlikely to be made available to
resdentsin theless desired areas.

Given current federal law, thefranchising authority would be powerless to effectively
chdlengethevideo program packaging and pricing decisionsof the cable opeator andthe
CPUC would not be able to chdlengethe pricing of a nontelecommunications[video] service
supplied by thetelephonecompany. Thene effect islikely to bethecontinuaion of regulatory
arbitrage and a schizophrenic regulatory pdicy tha encourages service of lucrative areas and
markets to the excluson of othe areas and markets necessary forindusonif thereisto bethe
desired widespread deployment.

While companies should not be discouraged in thear efforts to provide bundked service
offerings the CPUC mug provide congructive encouragement to companies to engagein
equitable deployment of infrastructure and services. Tying regulatory forbearance to equitable
deployment and service commitments may be onestrategy to accomplish these seemingly
conflicting gods.

Assistive Broadband Technology

The CPUC has acknowledged thelack of assistive broadband technology available to
California@ citizenswith disabilities. It cited as the reasons limited available technology,
technology available at too high a cog, limited assistive broadband technology, and non
accessible public access points. TheNTERVENORS suggest tha an areain which the state
could lead would bein incenting broadband equipment providers to incorporate universal design

prindplesinto technology designsto reduce cod at back end. For ingance, the state could tie tax

® Report, ! 6.5
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incentives for the purchase of broadband equipment to theincorporation of assistive technology
innovationsin tha equipment. Thestate could use its purchasing power to encourageinnovaion
aswel|.%?

Broadband Access in Rural Communities

Asthe CPUC recognizes, rural access to broadband is hampered by low popuktion
dengty tha increases the cos pe sub<criber for DSL and cable modem deployment, and older
average popuktion agetha connots more limited interne use and unresponsve definitionsof
rural in federal broadband deployment assistance programs that have precluded rural California@3
paticipaionin greater broadband deployment.®®

The CPUC offers many excellent proposals for addressing the current lack of broadband
accessin rural areas of the state induding tax incentives and dedudions subsdized broadband
CPE, grant programs and theimplementation of public/private partnerships The CPUC aso
proposs tha a usage baseline and metric beimplemented.

TheNTERVENORS wholeheartedly suppot this proposl but suggest that the CPUC
go astep farther. Theimplementation of areliable baseline and metric for measuring usage of
broadband mug be accompanied by a corresponding reliable baseline and metric for ascertaining
the status of broadband deployment.®® These metrics should be used to ascertain the extent of
broadband deployment and usage throughout the state congstent with the policies and
requirements of ©709and SB 1563.

Assist Lower Use Communities

TheINTERVENORS suppot the recommendaionson assisting lower use communities
but urge the Commission to enforce thelegidative postion and Commission@rulingon DSL as
an discounted digible service and to establish a an outreach program for the California
Teleconnest Program. Libraries and community-based organizationswith community technology
centers should beto become part of the CENIC@ CalREN network which already reaches into

al 58 countes. Public naworkslike CENIC and the Northern Sierra Rural Health Network

®2 For afull discussion of the current state of assistive technology in telecommunications, see Reflections on the
Myth of Icarusin the Age of Information, 19 Santa Clara Computer and High Tech. L.J. 407 (2003).

% Report, ! 6.6

%4 See discussion of FCC methodology above.
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(NSRHN) should receive public suppot for thelast mile connection Keep VoIP and Other
New Technologies Free from Unnecessary Regulation

TheINTERVENORS agree tha VolP and other new technologies should be free from
unnecessary regulation but urgethe Commission to address VolP throughits open proceeding
10402007.1t isour undestanding that California, alongwith New Y ork, Ohio, and Minnesota
are appealing the FCC® Vontage decision. We are particularly concerned aboutwhether VolP
providers will berequired to provide access to the disabled, contribute to the Universal Service
Fund, and provide emergency 99 services.

Technology and Marketplace Solutions and Policy

The CPUC cites technological innovdion as oneof thekey driversfor greater
deployment. Certainly increases in bandwidth and capacity and corresponding decreasesin
equipment cogs have made deployment cheaper. Similarly, the convegence of IP, cable,
wireline and wirel ess technologies has created an exploson in broadband options increased
competition and spurred greater deployment at cheaper prices. Neverthdess, al thetechnology
and market innovdionshave yet to solve therural availability and access conundum or assure
tha inne cities andtribd areas, even when passed have access available to them.

It isthearea of policy, workingin concert with firms riding thewave of innovdion and
responding to the demandsof competition tha have successfully pushed deployment into rural
areas and assured access to inne cities throughpublic private patnerships, CBOs, schools,

libraries and rura hedlth providers.
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