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A Transformational Opportunity

What is needed is a bold, visionary plan for a statewide, broadband network to
transform South Carolina which attracts a broad base of public / private partners.
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Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative, 

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN:  

Yes.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

Many would already contend that the FCC definition of Broadband is inadequate at 200 kbps in at least one direction.  

Brent Legg, Connected Nation, Inc., Washington, D.C.:  

Connected Nation does not recommend amending the statutory definition of broadband.  Although specific situations and programs will arise calling for tighter broadband criteria or a higher bandwidth threshold, experience after experience has shown that states and communities are most successful in identifying and implementing the most cost effective and sustainable broadband solutions when they are empowered by a broad statutory definition for broadband, which gives localities the flexibility and authority to determine community-specific solutions in accordance with community-specific needs.  If a statutory threshold is set too high, rural communities are at risk of being left behind.  In this case, a particular community may have developed several economically sustainable solutions for life changing Internet services, but if they do not meet the state definition requirements, Internet services that would significantly improve the quality of South Carolinians’ lives could be overlooked, disregarded, or disqualified from programmatic support.  Further, statutory definitions for moving targets such as broadband will inevitably need to be changed again and again as technologies continue to evolve.  The most effective and efficient approach would be to leave the broad statutory definition as it stands, and instead adjust regulatory or administrative requirements for specific programs to set appropriate standards, while allowing communities and consumers the flexibility to develop their own solutions.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

This is an acceptable definition of broadband, but there needs to be an additional definition of “mobile broadband,” because that is a capability provided by wi-max technology not otherwise available. 

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

No Comment.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.: 

Yes.  The definition of broadband should be amended. 

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

Yes, the definition of “broadband” should be amended.  The incumbent telecommunication companies both regionally in South Carolina and nationally, lobby for a very, low bandwidth threshold so that any studies of broadband availability show a high percentage of availability and thereby decrease political pressure to address the problem.

Cindy Cox,  AT&T South Carolina:  

The Committee’s definition should change to mirror the federal definition of broadband.  For its reporting purposes, the FCC currently defines broadband as those services providing transmission speeds of at least 200 Kbps in one direction.   For consistency with national reporting,  AT&T suggests the Committee define broadband as “those services providing transmission speeds of at least 200 Kbps in one direction”.  Maintaining a consistent threshold allows for meaningful reporting and tracking of deployment and penetration trends over time.  This definition recognizes that 200 Kbps is the entry point that allows subscribers to access broadband capabilities and does not limit the definition based on how the customer uses the service.  As compression and other technologies advance, 200 Kpbs allows and will continue to allow even more services and applications.  In response to market dynamics and customer preferences, AT&T offers multiple speed products at various price points.  By offering an entry level service at a lower price point, more customers are likely to try the service and begin to experience and thus understand the value of broadband.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation: 

General Comment: Clearwire proposes that the definition of “broadband” be amended so that it is consistent with the rules and regulations of the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”), as may be amended from time to time.

Jeffery S. Bridgland, Director of I.T. & Telecommunications, 

Piedmont Municipal Power Agency:  

One of the subjects that has created much confusion when trying to understand broadband availability is the definition of broadband, as promulgated by the FCC since the 1990’s.  The FCC has declared that any digital service at or above two hundred kilobits per second (kbps) is considered “broadband.”  Therefore, service providers need only produce that speed, in either direction, in order to declare the availability of broadband in their service territories.  This number was established when a speed of fifty-six kbps was a standard connection speed, with a modem, over the public switched telephone network (PSTN.)  At that time, standard copper telephone connections with modem technology limited the throughput, and two hundred kbps was a large leap ahead in data transmission speed, marking the beginning of “high-speed internet access.”  Today, that number has been left far behind as demand for greater and greater bandwidth has resulted in newer technologies creating data speeds in excess of one million kbps (one gigabit per second).

To continue to base the definition of broadband on technologically antique transmission speeds promotes an unrealistic, if not completely irrational, belief in a ubiquitous availability of required data connections.  We say “required” because the definition of broadband is determined not by a simple, rigid formula, but by the demand created by the consumers of the bandwidth.  Currently, businesses and private consumers are demanding data speeds anywhere from 10,000 to one million kpbs and to them, that speed is broadband.  The following definition would more closely resemble the requirements of the market as it is today:

The term “broadband service” means any service that is used to deliver or receive digital data and services in any form, including voice, video, Internet and other data and electronic services, using computer processing, information storage, and protocol conversion, and that consists of the offering of a capability to transmit information at a rate that is generally not less than ten million bits per second in both directions.

The current trend in business is toward the growth of small, home-based and commercial enterprises requiring communications speeds rivaling those of more traditional commercial endeavors.  Furthermore, technology-based industry continues to evolve and gain a larger share of the consumer market.  Because of this, the requirement for greater bandwidth capability will continue to expand proportional to that growth.  If South Carolina expects to participate in this growth successfully, consideration must be given to basing sound infrastructure policy in an ever-changing technology environment.  Although it is difficult to avoid using hard numbers to determine broadband availability, we must be prepared to abandon those numbers and adopt new standards when they have outlived their usefulness.  In the case of the “one hundred ninety kilobits per second” in the current definition established by the State of South Carolina, that usefulness ended long ago.

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

The definition of “broadband” in the South Carolina Code was enacted in reference to a particular state statute for a specific purpose and was not intended to be a definition of general applicability.  The definition of “broadband” for the Study Committee’s purposes should have general applicability, and should be a flexible or evolving standard, as is the case with broadband technology itself.  In addition, the definition should be one that is generally understood and can be used for comparison purposes between and among states and at the national level.  For these reasons, we believe it would be most appropriate to use a definition of “broadband” similar to the general definition used by the Federal Communications Commission.  On its website, the FCC describes broadband as follows:

The term “broadband” refers to advanced communications systems capable of providing high‑speed transmission of services such as data, voice, and video over the Internet and other networks.  Transmission is provided by a wide range of technologies, including digital subscriber line and fiber optic cable, coaxial cable, wireless technology, and satellite.  Broadband platforms make possible the convergence of voice, video, and data services onto a single network.

[www.fcc.gov/broadband/] 

In collecting and reporting data on high‑speed internet access, the FCC has used a speed of 200 kbps in at least one direction in defining what constitutes high speed internet access.  See Instructions for FCC Form 477; see also Availability of Advanced Telecommunications Capability in the United States, GN Docket No. 04‑54, Fourth Report to Congress, 19 FCC Rcd 20540 at 20551‑52 (2004) (Fourth Report).  The FCC has not promulgated a regulation defining broadband by speed; however, it has issued a Notice of Inquiry seeking comment on whether it should redefine the term “advanced services” to require a minimum speed of 200kbps in one or both directions.  See In the Matter of Inquiry Concerning the Deployment of Advanced Telecommunications Capability to All Americans in a Reasonable and Timely Fashion, and Possible Steps to Accelerate Such Deployment Pursuant to Section 706 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, GN Docket No. 07‑45, Notice of Inquiry, FCC 07‑21 (released April 16, 2007).

Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

Yes, the definition of broadband should be amended to match the FCC definition as described in Section 706 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

Yes.

Greenville Tech:

Yes.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

Broadband is always a relative term, understood according to its context. So, to include in the definition of an actual bit rate seems to be irrelevant. 

It is more helpful to define what is expected of broadband, than an actual speed: 

Broadband  should allow a user to view typical Web pages in a few seconds rather than several 10's of seconds; to download email, photos, documents, and other typical files while listening to audio or video streams or browsing Web pages; to exchange large documents in 10's of seconds rather than 10's of minutes or perhaps hours; to have multiple computers accessing different destinations on the Internet at the same time without tying up regular telephone service; to view video presentations and run interactive applications and games that dial-up connections or slowere speeds don't permit.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

Amending the statutory definition might have implications for other regulatory issues and would raise issues unrelated to the primary mission of the Study Committee.  For these reasons SCCTA does not recommend an amendment of §58-9-10(17).

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

Yes.  

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

Yes.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

Presumably the purpose for amending the definition is ultimately to encourage the availability of greater bandwidths.  The industry is already racing to meet the increased bandwidth demands of consumers and modern content and applications.  If amended, rather than focusing on a single bandwidth threshold, the Committee should also consider taking functionality into consideration.  For example, while wireless broadband may not have the same bandwidth capabilities as fixed fiber, the mobility of wireless provides flexibility and functionality consumers increasingly desire.  


Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative, 

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN:  

A statutory definition that picks a number will need to be updated over time as applications evolve.  I would first recommend the National Academy of Sciences definition of a service with sufficient capacity to use existing applications and encourage the development of new ones.  A European definition defines broadband as a speed that does not slow the application.  

If committed to a hard number, it certainly has to be multiple megabytes.  Additionally, it should certainly be symmetrical to further encourage users to share media.   Slow upload rates rob users of the chance to fully participate in the Internet revolution.   

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

Many would also contend that the term “broadband”, being a creature of the FCC and the telecommunications industry, is problematic and that an alternative term (cyber infrastructure, advanced telecommunications, appropriate bandwidth, etc.) ought to be developed --- if not for consumers, then at least for academics, industry, government, and elected official and other decision makers’ purposes. 

Dr. Jim Martin, Assistant Professor, School of Computing, Clemson University:  

For (a), include telephony :   ‘… used to deliver video, telephony, or to provide …’  

For (b)  I don’t think this statement is sufficient by itself.  Also, the term ‘protocol conversion’ is not clear.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

The term “mobile broadband” means any broadband service deliver to or from a moving person, vehicle or device.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

No Comment
Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

South Carolina’s definition of broadband must be amended to include a transmission capacity that correlates to standards used in the rest of the world and that allows South Carolina to compete in the global marketplace.  Defining broadband as “one hundred ninety kilobits per second in at least one direction” is outdated.  The FCC’s definition of 200 kilobits is also outdated. The applications accessed via the Internet are changing daily and hence the continuing demand for higher and higher transmission capacity is a reality.  Because of these factors, it is recommended that South Carolina’s definition of broadband be based on an international standard for transmission capacity.   

South Carolina’ definition must also be amended to delete reference to the type of service i.e. video that is being transmitted, and section (b) should be eliminated since the rate at which these services are delivered is not defined. 

Stan Bugner, Verizon Communications:  

The definition should be amended to agree with that of the Federal Communications Commission (FCC).  This would result in consistency in reporting at the State and federal level, especially given that Broadband services are offered nationally.   This rate represents a baseline speed.  Verizon and other broadband providers offer various speeds that give customers an array of options from which to choose.  Furthermore, the FCC is currently reviewing the issue of Broadband and Congress is considering bills that address Broadband.  It would be premature for South Carolina to change the definition with federal action being contemplated.  As an alternative, the statute could be changed to adopt language that mirrors the federal definition, thereby maintaining consistency with the federal definition on a going forward basis.

In lieu of answers to the specific questions below, Verizon is submitting the following comments that present Verizon’s position and views regarding access to broadband Internet services.  First, Verizon’s involvement with the Joint Resolution and the work of this Committee has been to insure that the opportunity that each competitor currently has for all government and private sector business in South Carolina should not be changed or unduly influenced by what the Committee decides to do with the 2.5 mhz spectrum; in other words, we want to insure a level playing field for all competitors.  In addition, Verizon suggests that a multi-faceted approach, as outlined below, can encourage further expansion of broadband, thereby enhancing consumer welfare and increasing investment and promoting job creation in South Carolina.  Beyond that, Verizon is here to lend assistance as requested and provide additional information about its positions, if needed.

Verizon is committed to robust broadband deployment. The company believes widely available broadband Internet access fosters community development, economic growth and social well being.  Verizon believes market-based government policies have been successful in spurring widespread broadband deployment in the U.S. and in South Carolina, and that public policy should continue to rely first and foremost on the private sector for broadband deployment.  However, there are some circumstances in which the market has not been able to deliver broadband, or is unlikely to do so.  In such instances, Verizon advocates innovative solutions that focus on unserved areas and employ the use of public/private partnerships, better data collection to focus and inform decisions, and better coordination and focus for government funding and incentives (e.g., property tax, sales tax and other tax incentives).
Verizon understands communities want all their citizens to have meaningful access to broadband services, a goal that Verizon shares. The first policy choice in this effort should be the removal of regulatory barriers to private investment.  The General Assembly has taken that step by deregulating broadband and the market has responded with extensive investment in broadband in the State.  Competitive markets using private capital have historically provided the best services for consumers. At the same time, Verizon recognizes there are low density markets where the business case for private investment may be a challenge and that in some situations, a supplement to pure reliance on markets and private capital may be needed. There is much evidence available in small and large cities throughout the country that community networks may not be the boon they were initially promoted to be.  This does not mean that well thought out, planned state applications in South Carolina will not be successful. Verizon believes however, that any community proposal should be competitively neutral and based on specific needs, technical specifications, and market-tested solutions supported by realistic goals and facts.  

Verizon advocates a policy framework guided by the following principles for addressing the lack of broadband in some markets.  With the initiative (and carrier participation) being lead by Connected Nation, South Carolina is on its way to implementing these principles for a viable solution.

Innovative Solutions: Focus on both supply and demand dynamics and new ways to deliver access, such as targeted investment plans, financial (tax) incentives, and public/private partnerships that encourage entry into the market.  Explore use of multiple participants and options for broadband solutions.  Forward-looking policies address the demand side of the broadband access issue as well as supply side concerns, because enhancing supply alone does not solve the problem.  A focus on both supply and demand dynamics lowers the cost of entry to markets and fosters a receptive market for increased broadband use.  Demand creation and aggregation at the community level is as critical to expanding broadband access as enhancing the available supply of broadband.  Demand issues include improving technology literacy, increasing computer ownership and home high speed internet use among state residents and businesses; improving technology use across multiple community sectors; and establishing and sustaining an environment ripe for telecommunications and technology investment statewide.
Focus on unserved areas where broadband service is not being delivered.  This directs efforts to areas where they are needed, and actually will benefit consumers.

· Better Data: Getting a true picture of the deployment situation will help ensure that proposed solutions are focused and effective. Improved data collection should

distinguish between deployment/availability and penetration/subscription.  Use of an independent nonprofit entity such as Connect Kentucky to create an inventory and identify gaps in broadband access has been a very successful approach. 

· Better Coordination and Focused Government Funding and Incentives: A number of federal programs already support rural broadband deployment. Improving coordination and better targeting of the funding for community initiatives is important.  Efforts like the Rural Utility Service grant program could benefit from changes like clarifying the definitions of "rural" and "underserved," redefining criteria so that only applicants proposing to serve the defined communities receive support, and including funds for public/private partnerships.  Improved identification and use of available incentives and, where necessary, creation of new incentives, e.g. property, income, and sales tax incentives, will also speed expanded delivery of broadband.  Government incentives – including grants, loans and tax credits and incentives – could be an important part of the mix of strategies to promote broadband deployment, including an examination of whether tax incentives are available, and if not, how to create tax incentives.  

· Public/Private Partnerships: Community by community approaches that encourage cooperation between industry, government, economic development organizations, and nonprofits can be effective in solving broadband shortages. They also build on the strengths and successes of the State’s existing market-based policy for broadband.
David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

The definition should be amended to point to an international standard that is not subjected to political lobbying in the United States.  One recommendation would be to use the standard defined by the International Telephone Union (ITU).  This is a global organization that consists of both public and private companies.  More information on the ITU can be found at http://www.itu.int.  Currently the ITU defines broadband as “transmission capacity that is faster than primary rate Integrated Services Digital Network (ISDN) at 1.5 or 2.0 Megabits per second (Mbits)”.

Note that even this definition only addresses bandwidth.  If South Carolina wants to truly make strides and lay the groundwork for progress we also need to address the cost side.  The best way to do this would be to also pay attention to the cost per megabit of broadband.  For example, you can get 1.5 Mbit of broadband almost anywhere in South Carolina, including our most rural locations, for a price by ordering a T-1 line but in many cases you could expect to pay $1000/Mbit or more.  Clearly that’s not affordable for an individual or a small company.  In a not so drastic example, you might be able to get 756Kbit of broadband for $50/month over DSL, which comes to $68/Mbit.  By contrast, some successful municipal wireless broadband deployments in rural areas are making available 1Mbit of broadband for $20/month, which comes to $20/Mbit – a significant savings for a consumer.
Cindy Cox,  AT&T South Carolina: 

See Response #1.

Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

As mentioned, the definition should be amended to the language of the FCC definition, with provisions to update or modify the definition in accordance with future modifications by the FCC.  Using the FCC definition provides consistency for regulatory, governmental, and ongoing FCC data collection and provides an “apples to apples” comparison for utilizing FCC or other governmental reports of broadband availability and deployment.  For the FCC’s reporting purposes, high-speed lines are connections that deliver services at speeds exceeding 200 kilobits per second (KBPS) in at least one direction, while advanced services lines are connections that deliver services at speeds exceeding 200 kbps in both directions. 

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):

Recommended new definition:

The term “broadband service” shall mean any service that is used to provide “always on” symmetrical upload/download access to the Internet at speeds that meet or exceed the highest of the following referential speeds:

(a) The speed of broadband service as defined by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), or:

(b) The speed of broadband service as recommended by the International Telecommunication’s Union (ITU), or:

(c) The highest national definition of broadband speed as defined by any state or territory of the United States, or:

(d) The highest international definition of broadband speed as reported by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD).

Note 1:  The ITU recommendation I.113 of the Standarization Sector defines broadband as a “transmission capacity that is faster than primary rate Integrated Services Digital Network (ISDN) at 1.5 or 2.0 Mbps.  www.itu.int 

Note 2:  “For more than 40 years, the OECD has been one of the world's largest and most reliable sources of comparable statistics, and economic and social data. As well as collecting data, the OECD monitors trends, analyses and forecasts economic developments and researches social changes or evolving patterns in trade, environment, agriculture, technology, taxation and more. The Organisation provides a setting where governments compare policy experiences, seek answers to common problems, identify good practice and coordinate domestic and international policies”.  As of May 2007, the OECD reported that Mexico defined Broadband as 1 Mbps, Canada and Japan both defined it as 1.5 Mbps.

www.oecd.org and www.marketclarity.com.au 

Note 3:  It is important not to define broadband in state law to be a specific speed because these speeds are rapidly becoming obsolete as corporate providers improve their technologies and customers increase their expectations.

Greenville Tech:

The definition should be amended and include a statement that defines broadband as a single communications medium (wired or fixed) that provides access to multiple channels of data over a single medium enabling the delivery of an entirely new breed of media services and communications-oriented applications.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

The definition above, defining what a customer should reasonably expect from a broadband service. Broadband refers to the process of sending and receiving information at very high speeds through a connection that is always on. It is a given that the wider the bandwidth, the greater the capacity to carry information.

Broadband access also means that you can surf to any website faster than with a dial-up process, as web pages load more quickly. Broadband internet can give you the advantage in accessing better quality multimedia files like audio and video. Downloading programs, files, and email attachments with broadband can be done in second or minutes instead of hours.
The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

Not applicable.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:   

The definition should not state a bandwidth number because wireless broadband data rates may vary or may be intentionally lower because of in-door penetration problems, peak-busy-hour, coverage or terrain issues.   Perhaps the wording can be re-written to suggest a target data rate assuming optimum conditions.  

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

The definition should amend part (a) to read “generally not less than one hundred ninety kilobits upstream, four hundred kilobits downstream”.  Too many broadband applications wouldn’t function adequately at all with the definition as it is currently stated.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

If the definition is amended to recognize higher bandwidths that are being made available by the industry today, then the Committee should consider adopting a separate mobile broadband bandwidth threshold that recognizes the differences and limitations of wireless broadband technology, but also values the additional benefits that mobility provides.


Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative, 

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN:  

Yes, but I do not know difficult this would be to quantify.  Rural areas can already pay 100 times more per megabit of service than those in dense fiber areas.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

Yes, definitely.  Broadband access using public access rights of way, protected regulated utilities, government guaranteed rates of return, or any other public conveyance, funds or property are the direct assets of the State and the Public.  They are not unencumbered assets of any entity granted franchises using said public assets.  Direct unencumbered access to state of the art, affordable broadband assets must be made available to any person, company, government agency or etc. when requested, that has made use of in the past or present of these same public assets.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

As an economist I would like to introduce the concept of “effective demand” --- that is “it's not enough to want something such as food or luxuries. One must also have money or other assets (purchasing power) or some product to sell in order to make that demand effective.  At $50/month in a region with relatively lower purchasing power we would expect there to be lower effective demand than if the price were $30 per month.  How much lower depends on the elasticity (responsiveness) of demand.  Likewise, even in wealthier regions we would expect there to be at least some responsiveness to price --- unless we were operating in the inelastic portion of the demand curve.  If this were so, then providers would have likely known this and would have likely already increased the prices (if they were a monopoly).  However, if there was competition in the regional marketplace (without collusive price-setting), then this competition would have likely forced all providers to offer services at lower prices or to be forced out of the regional market. 
Brent Legg, Connected Nation, Inc., Washington, D.C.:  

Yes.  Connected Nation believes that affordability is a critical issue that must be addressed as part of any effort to close the digital divide in a state.  Our research in Kentucky and Tennessee shows that the affordability of broadband is a barrier to adoption—and one of the main reasons why satellite broadband is not yet a practical solution for addressing broadband coverage gaps.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

The concept of affordability should be considered, especially with regard to the delivery of broadband to underprivileged students. The state has an overriding interest in ensuring that all children have an adequate education, which should prepare children to operate in the world over the next half century. It is nearly impossible for children to be as productive as they otherwise could be without being thoroughly familiar with the Internet. If the families of students can not afford broadband access, the students to not have access to it. For the most part, poor children are not consumers of broadband today, so providing them access is not competing with incumbent telecommunications carriers. In fact, enhancing the education of all children increases the number of future consumers of broadband services.  

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC: 

Yes.  A tiered service structure should be available, with affordably priced basic services, and premium services beyond that (with performance, content, security, mobility, etc. as premium criteria) at premium prices. Services affordability can also be improved by providing no/low-cost services in easily accessible public places throughout all areas and communities of the state.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

Yes, affordability is a major issue to be considered.  The transmission rate is irrelevant if the price is not affordable. 

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

Yes, please see above comments above regarding affordability and measuring the price per Mbit.

Cindy Cox,  AT&T South Carolina:  Although broadband availability and coverage should be the primary focus for policymakers, a secondary issue to be evaluated is broadband affordability. Affordability is an important component of adoption, and low cost broadband options should be encouraged and lauded more than higher bandwidth goals. 

In response to market dynamics and customer preferences, AT&T offers multiple speed products at various price points.  By offering an entry level service at a lower price point, more customers are likely to try the service and begin to experience and thus understand the value of broadband.  In low-income areas, programs targeted at providing computers and improving online services may also help promote broadband adoption rates.  

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation: 

General Comment:  The use of EBS spectrum to build a broadband wireless network using wireless broadband wireless access technology will enrich and enhance the existing broadband market which is currently fixed (i.e. not mobile) and limited primarily to DSL and cable providers.  The cellular phone industry was revolutionized in terms of consumer choice and lower prices when the competition grew from a duopoly to 6 national competitors. The State of South Carolina should immediately make available EBS spectrum via an open bidding process (see Section IV below) and will allow the private market to determine the ultimate winners in the broadband marketplace.  The State of South Carolina can make EBS Spectrum available at no cost without offering subsidies or incentives and receive substantial direct economic benefit through lease fees and indirect economic development through enhancing the technology available to its consumer and business residents. In this arrangement, the private third parties assume all of the risk of deployment while the State only stands to gain.

Jeffery S. Bridgland, Director of I.T. & Telecommunications, 

Piedmont Municipal Power Agency:  

It seems almost self-evident that the affordability of broadband services must be considered when determining availability of those services.  Mere presence of a broadband access point does not imply ability to afford that access, and prohibitive cost is as certain a barrier to needed communications as a lack of infrastructure.  That being said, it must also be recognized that service providers are under obligations to stockholders and equity partners to provide a return on investment and must be duly compensated for broadband infrastructure once it is constructed.  The very nature of telecommunications, just as with any other business, demands that maximum market penetration occur to ensure that equity return; therefore, the areas with greatest potential for market penetration will be the first with newer technologies, and provide the lowest costs per subscriber.  Much of South Carolina is rural and will continue to fail to meet the penetration requirements for any individual service provider to provide currently required bandwidth at a reasonable cost, thus creating the very real “divide” between urban and rural broadband availability as well as between the economically fortunate and unfortunate.  We have heard this argument repeatedly from current service providers in our Members’ municipalities, and understand the limitations that a rural environment presents.

 We feel that for this State to move forward, political leaders must take a more active role in providing the infrastructure necessary for service providers to reach their customers in a cost-effective manner.  At one time telecommunications infrastructure was inherently tied to the provision of the service itself.  In other words, one service provider installed one communication line into the home and provided end-to-end service.  This model has resulted in the current state of affairs with regard to monopolistic control in service territories and limited availability of true broadband service.  Once a service provider installed a communication line into a residence or business, that service provider “owned” that residence or business for the life of the infrastructure and beyond, and provided whatever level of service it could to ensure the return on the investment. Upgrades to those installations would only occur when the number of end users was high enough to fit the business model, usually after enough time had passed that telecommunications equipment became relatively inexpensive.  In today’s technological environment, this model is neither useful nor necessary, and has created the “divides” already referenced.

The current level of deployment of broadband services is not adequate for continued improvement in the health and well-being of the citizens of this state or for the economic development of its communities.  The gap between required and available bandwidth has grown significantly larger than existed when broadband first became available.  Geometrically increasing demands for bandwidth are only yielding linear increases in availability.

While subsidies, grants, low-interest loans and other fiduciary instruments may be helpful, we feel that the best course of action for this State to consider is the same one taken when roads were first understood to be critical infrastructure.  Telecommunications infrastructure is no less critical – for public safety, health systems, information exchange, emergency communications, utility services, etc. – and deserving of similar consideration.  Cities, towns, counties and the State can all play a part in constructing and maintaining telecommunications infrastructure to provide “roads” across which telecommunications service providers may provide services to their consumers.  The idea is not to compete with traditional service providers, but to provide improved facilities for all service providers and consumers equally.  In this way, true broadband can be available to all, and effective competition exist.

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

While affordability is certainly an important factor to be considered, it is a different question from broadband availability and should be considered and addressed separately.  The issue of whether broadband is available is a question of “supply.”  It is relatively straightforward, and can be measured objectively.  In fact, the FCC’s 477 Form, which facilities‑based broadband providers (including incumbent and competitive local exchange carriers, cable system operators, fixed wireless service providers, terrestrial and satellite mobile wireless service providers, MMDS providers, electrical utilities, municipalities, and other entities) must file every 6 months, requests information on, among other things, the percentage of residential end user premises in the entity’s service area within the state to which broadband connections could be provided using installed distribution facilities.  While the FCC aggregates the data and reports it out at the zip code level for national comparison purposes, the data is reported and is available from the reporting companies at a more granular level.  The issue of affordability, on the other hand, is related to broadband “demand,” and is much more subjective.  Furthermore, the possible solutions to increasing the demand for broadband are very different from the solutions to increasing supply.  Increasing demand involves addressing and resolving socio‑economic barriers through things like education, training, and the development of relevant applications, as opposed to the dollars‑and‑cents incentive‑type solutions that would likely address any issues with increasing broadband deployment.  The Broadband Study Committee should study both supply and demand without confusing the two.  

Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

EMBARQ supports widespread access to broadband for all citizens, yet we also believe the marketplace is already driving pricing considerations.  Prices for our own services have declined dramatically in recent years, with current pricing actually below the costs that customers used to pay for dial-up service.  In fact, we now offer high-speed internet service as low as $19.95 per month “for life” and have a range of plans available so that customers may pay only for the speed they need.  With several broadband issues at the forefront of the FCC and the US Congress, we would recommend following the national lead for any changes to broadband policy.  

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

Yes.  If broadband is not affordable to a certain socio-economic, then it is not accessible, even if it is available.  

Greenville Tech:

Affordability should be considered.  Affordability will come as more suppliers enter the market and more options are available for customers.  If the channels are digitized and leased, there will be another option for the consumer which will offer another provider, increase competition and drive down prices.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

Yes, there is already access to everyone through satellite but it is neither affordable nor efficient in uploading data. So, more competition means better service and lower prices.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

No.  It has been the goal of recent legislation to promote broadband deployment and availability by encouraging competition among private broadband providers.  Those legislative efforts have been largely successful as cable, telephone and wireless companies have invested tens of millions of dollars in building and upgrading facilities to compete with each other.  As competition continues to develop it will lead to more diverse service offerings and lower prices.  It should not be the role of the Study Committee to make judgments about whether existing service offerings are over-priced.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.: Yes because tiers of service can be defined to make broadband services affordable for a greater number of people.  Ie, 5Mbps = $45 / month versus 1Mbps = $24 / month.

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

Yes.  Unless it is reasonably priced, few will adopt new service even if it is available.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:
“Affordability” cannot be generalized because it is a highly individual matter depending upon income and personal choices.  Moreover, it is problematic to put the concept into practice because it inevitably creates market distortions that undermine the beneficial forces of competition.  Providers in the competitive broadband market, especially since it is a network business where fixed costs are disproportionately greater than variable costs, already have very strong incentives to secure as many customers on its network as possible.  The committee should avoid adoption of a necessarily vague and arbitrary “affordability” concept.

Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative, 

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN:  

I cannot answer this question.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

The SC Telecommunications department.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

A third-party entity that is required to make its collection methods transparent and that has the capacity to keep the data current would be most appropriate.  This entity should/could report to the legislature annually through an appropriate agency (Commerce?/CIO?) and could/should make use of a technical advisory council (TAC) with representation from universities and others not directly vested in the outcomes.  Non-third party vested interests should/could only serve as ex-officio to this TAC.  

Brent Legg, Connected Nation, Inc., Washington, D.C.:  

ConnectKentucky’s success, at least in part, can be attributed to the fact that it operates as a non-profit public/private partnership, creating the environment necessary for the state government and the private sector to work cooperatively at a neutral and common table to understand where broadband coverage gaps exist and find solutions to fill them.   Connected Nation believes that such neutrality is key, and we strongly advise that the responsibility for data collection should be vested in non-profit, public/private partnership that is capable of receiving and publishing data from broadband providers in a manner that does not jeopardize their infrastructure or business plans (via Non-Disclosure Agreements).  Such a cooperative environment is critical to fostering the synergies necessary to begin filling the coverage gaps once a mapping effort is underway.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

With regard to students, it should be the SC Department of Education.  

The deployment of mobile broadband is an economic development initiative, as discussed below, and data should be collected by the SC Department of Commerce. 

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

The PSC or PSC proxy, or possibly a neutral third party organized by the state for that purpose. Some of the information may be regarded as sensitive commercially or for public safety reasons, so assurances, safeguards, and precautions will need to be taken.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

A non-profit entity should be established to collect and report on this data on a periodic basis in order to determine South Carolina’s progress in meeting the need for broadband access at affordable prices.  

The first round of data collection should occur as soon as possible but should not delay the RFP process to lease the EBS spectrum.  

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.: 

 A non-profit formed by the state whose charter is not only measuring availability, but more importantly, focuses on significant improvement in affordable broadband availability in South Carolina.

Cindy Cox,  AT&T South Carolina:  

The FCC currently collects and reports broadband data at the 5 digit zip code level and there is no need for the Committee to replicate that method of collection.  However, to better determine broadband availability in particular areas, the Committee should look to the Connected Nation model.  This model’s information gathering activities are individually tailored and are based on localized conditions and reporting parameters that best meet the technologies and information systems of each individual participant.  Importantly, this model includes not just the facilities based providers that are currently included in the FCC reports, but also citizens, government agencies, cell tower and building owners and myriad other stakeholders.  This model also allows the competitively-sensitive data reported by providers to remain confidential and not subject to public disclosure.

Additional information regarding the Connected Nation initiative can be found at http://www.connectednation.com/
The Committee should also look to publicly available sources of data, which often provide very granular information regarding the availability of broadband services.  Examples of these data sources include:

· Broadband Reports, a free service that offers a searchable database of broadband ISPs, which can be queried by ISP name, customer zip code, and broadband technology.

· Go2Broadband, identifies providers of cable broadband services by typing in a street address.

· ShopforDSL.com, allows searching for “all high-speed internet DSL, Cable Internet, and Satellite Internet providers available in your area.” 

AT&T supports effective and efficient data collection on broadband availability that is based on accurate and comprehensive information about the market.  We believe the Committee should conduct its broadband reporting by use of expert third-parties and rely primarily on market analysis and end user surveys.  

· Data Collection.  To the extent broadband reporting includes the collection of deployment data from broadband providers, it should be limited to raw data that is aggregated in such a way that does not, and cannot be used to, identify the provider of any particular information.  

· Confidentiality.  Any data collection should protect the confidential and competitively-sensitive data reported by providers to remain confidential and not subject to public disclosure.  

· Consistency.  In order to avoid imposing operational burdens on broadband providers, any data collection requirement should be consistent (i.e., federal regime or national framework for state regimes) and limited to data that is readily available in the normal course of business.

· End User Surveys.  Due to competitive concerns and to ensure accurate and comprehensive information, penetration information should be collected by the third-party expert directly from end users through telephone surveys or similar methods, not from broadband providers.

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

SC Telco Alliance members, and almost certainly other providers, already have this data available.  The SC Telco Alliance has significant concerns with any state agency or other public entity collecting or holding the data, due to the competitively‑sensitive nature of the data and the broad application of the SC Freedom of Information Act.  SC Telco Alliance members are willing to submit the data to any entity that can guarantee the confidential treatment of individual company data.  Because the data regarding specific areas of deployment is highly sensitive from a competitive standpoint, the companies would also like to have input into exactly how the data is aggregated and reported out by the entity.  For example, if the data were reported out by county, and there happened to be only one or two providers in a given county, that would be problematic even though, on its face, individual company data is not being reported.

Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

We advocate the use of a third party aggregator so that data may be provided under strict non-disclosure guidelines.  Such a provider should have the means to collect data from all service providers including ILECs, CLECs, cable, wireless and satellite providers and should provide corresponding demographic and population statistics.  An excellent example of such a study is available through CostQuest, an Ohio based firm with expertise in FCC cost modeling guidelines as well as broadband applications and measurements.  This company’s broadband mapping model also incorporates projected costs, by each form of technology, to paint an accurate picture of the resources that would be needed to build out unserved and underserved territory.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):

Two part answer:

a).  The proposed data collection should not be allowed to delay or derail the immediate publishing of the RFP for the EBS licenses.  To paraphrase the speaker John Warner of Swamp Fox, this is a once-in-a-lifetime transformational opportunity that no other state in the USA is likely to have (other than possibly Rhode Island).  Even better, the intent is for this to be at zero cost to the state taxpayers.  It is our moral and patriotic duty to not squander this rare opportunity. 

b).  After the RFP has been published, attention can be given to who should collect this data.  The Kentucky model of a 501-c3 would be an excellent model to initially follow, and we could customize it for South Carolina.  The 501-c3 could sign non-disclosures with the incumbent providers.  

Greenville Tech:

The data collection initiative should be completed by a qualified 3rd party consultant through a limited liability partnership (LLP).  The LLP will protect “public and private” interests and ensure non-disclosure of proprietary information.  The Connect Kentucky template should also be considered as a boilerplate to form the organization and management the data collection initiative.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

A non-profit in data research not aligned with any specific state agency or private Telco.

This should be considered as a separate issue from the ETV and Tech College licenses, which should be put out to bid in an RFP by January 2008.  It must be emphasized that these statistics should have no bearing on the ETV and Tech College licenses, and that the RFP should be released no later then January 2008.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

If the Study Committee decides to collect that information it should use an independent non-governmental third party such as Connected Nation.  The information should only be collected if confidential and proprietary information can be protected from disclosure.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

Purchase the data from a 3rd party company who collects this data for the purposes of analysis and is generally used to define pricing of broadband services.

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

Vendor-independent organizations.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

Federal legislation to collect data on a national basis has been introduced and has fairly broad support.  In order to avoid potential overlap or duplication, the Committee should consider collections consistent with the proposed methodology there.  

Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative, 

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN:  

Zip+4 if going that route.  More exact mapping is needed if the state truly wants to ensure citizens have access to these information networks.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

Direct measurement and or request for services on any geographic coordinates: i.e., longitude and latitudes.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

Zip codes are the absolute bare minimum.  However, even at this level, we should know more than we currently know from the FCC.  We should know more specifically how many subscribers, their demographic profile, etc.  We should clearly see where the gaps in coverage exist and where we have, in effect, local monopolies.  

Brent Legg, Connected Nation, Inc., Washington, D.C.:  

Connected Nation’s model for mapping broadband infrastructure is unique in that it maps broadband deployment not according to any geographic unit (e.g., ZIP codes), but according to the infrastructure coverage itself.  In order to accurately ascertain where coverage gaps truly exist, maps must be accurate down to the street level, so as to create an accurate picture of which households have access to service and which ones do not. Connected Nation’s methods to identify where broadband gaps exist have recently been cited in The Economist, The Wall Street Journal and the Washington Post as the nation’s model for identifying service gaps in a way that can then encourage expanded coverage. 

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

The SC Department of Education should measure the availability of broadband:

(1)
in terms of access at school and at home, and

(2)
for access at home, in terms of physical access and access due to affordability. 

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

It needs to be more granular than zip code. Without more detailed analysis of SC’s geography, it’s hard to say. Census tracts might be better than zip codes. Eventually you want to understand availability by city, town, village, and some idea of unincorporated areas. A dual measure could be used; percentage of households covered and percentage of jurisdictional geography. Geography is important because there are a lot of significant mobile wireless governmental and public safety applications that need to cover geography where there may be few people (i.e. environmental protection and monitoring, work crew management, first response, etc.)

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

Zip code is not sufficient.  All broadband providers should be required by legislation to provide detailed information to an established private, non-profit entity.  The entity would use this information to map by street level the availability of Internet access by transmission rate and price.  

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

Available by zip code is meaningless.  If a measurement is necessary, then it has to be done at a more granular level to be a truly useful gauge of availability.  The measurement should be down to the parcel level as defined by county tax maps.

Cindy Cox,  AT&T South Carolina:  

See Response #2.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

No comment from Clearwire on Section II.

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

As stated above, there must be a clear distinction between the level of data that is being collected and the level at which the data is aggregated and reported.  The data is available and should be collected on a granular basis (e.g., customer premises or 911 address).  In doing so, however, the data collection must be tailored to present a complete view of broadband availability.  For example, asking about broadband‑capable “access lines” will measure DSL availability but will not capture high‑speed cable modem access or wireless broadband availability.  In addition, service areas vary and may overlap, and that must be taken into account when collecting the data and aggregating it in a meaningful way.  For example, while telephone access lines are deployed ubiquitously throughout the State, cable companies generally cover only the more populous areas.  As far as aggregating and reporting the information, as stated above, the industry should have input into that process to ensure that the data is being reported at such a level that individual company information is protected and cannot be identified or inferred from the reports.  

Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

EMBARQ supports the principles of data collection used by the e-NC Authority in North Carolina which aggregates data to the county level for publication, although basic information sought from service providers is at the basic component of an exchange or switch location.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

Two part answer:

a).  The proposed data collection should not be allowed to delay or derail the immediate publishing of the RFP for the EBS licenses.  

b).  After the RFP has been published, data collection must be more granular than zip code.  If zip code is used, merely one home or business with available broadband access would imply that the whole zip code region does also.  This would not be statistically valid.  As in Kentucky, we should establish a non-profit entity.  Such an entity could contract with an experienced data collection company to conduct a statistically valid survey.  The key phrase is “statistically valid”.

Greenville Tech:

There is no single measurement to measure availability.  As was discussed during the sessions, broadband is available anywhere in the state if you can afford the cost (i.e., satellite broadband connectivity is available across the entire state.)  Therefore this is a circular question that must be presented as a gap analysis to first ask if broadband is available and then at what cost.  The measurement approach should be developed by the “private/public” partnership described in Question 2.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

The more detailed the better.  It would be advantageous to acquire the specific addresses where no broadband lines are currently available, and for the addresses where there is access, how many services and what types. Using zip codes only has proven inaccurate and misleading. Also, it should not be assumed that it is preferential for there to be only one local provider—there should also be a measure of where there are two or three broadband providers. In European cities, there are often ten or more broadband providers competing, thus lower prices and greater speeds.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

no response

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  Use Zip Codes because most demographic information is mapped to Zip Codes, and because Wireless spectrum data is available by Zip Code. 

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

A more granular geographic method is needed.  Too many towns have broadband only within a few short feet of the Local Exchange Carrier (LEC) central office.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:
See response to previous question.

Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative, 

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN:  

In a time when many communities are moving toward fiber systems – several municipal systems already being deployed in Tennessee, for instance – South Carolina’s broadband deployment is not reasonable or timely.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

Relative to other nations, the USA and SC broadband deployments rank as one of the smallest & slowest in the World.  Major industrialized countries such as Korea, Japan, England, and most of Europe have access to far better broadband speeds (over 10 megabits/sec up and down) and availability than in the USA/SC.  ATT/Bell South and most telephone companies’ DSL (digital broadband over existing old copper twisted pair wires) speeds are pitifully slow (about 1.6 megabits average down and 150 kilobits up): only Verizon, faced with competition, is installing fast fiber optic networks directly to the home.  Unfortunately, Verizon does not offer, or plan to offer, such networks in South Carolina.  Cable companies, in particular Time Warner are refusing to offer effective speeds (averaging only 3.0 megabits down & 500 kilobits up) even though their equipment can go much faster.  Many SC areas (example various parts of Lexington & Fairfield Counties) are only served by very slow Satellite or nothing at all.  Even cellular telephone services are limited in these areas. 

Brent Legg, Connected Nation, Inc., Washington, D.C.:  

It is difficult to ascertain what the current level of deployment is in South Carolina without undertaking a comprehensive GIS-based mapping initiative.  

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

I have been in underprivileged schools where:

1) while there was Internet access in the school, but students had little personal access with the Internet during the day, and

2) less than ten percent of students had access to the Internet at home. 

Increasingly, web-based curriculum will allow for the delivery of personalize instruction to students. Through the Internet, students can continue their lessons from the day at home in the evening. Both teachers and parents with have a much better understanding of the progress of each student. The benefits of a web-based curriculum are lost if the student does not have individual access to the Internet during the day, or if they and their parents don’t have access to the Internet at night.

I know of no deployment of mobile broadband in South Carolina, beyond limited deployments of test systems in Clemson and BMW in Greer. 

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

Across the state, the current levels of deployment for broadband services can be shown to be less capable than those found in countries which have competing workforces.  Specific to the broadband services in rural South Carolina, it can be shown that the current levels of deployment are less reasonable and timely than those in North Carolina and Virginia.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

There are many homes and businesses in South Carolina that do not have access to broadband even as it is defined presently by SC law.  This is unacceptable.  

There are also many homes and businesses in South Carolina with only one choice for broadband access.  This is also unacceptable because in these areas there is no market pressure to lower prices to rates citizens can afford.  There is also no market pressure for providers to increase transmission rates while being sensitive to price.  South Carolina policy must encourage additional providers to South Carolina to lower price and increase transmission rates.   

In addition, mobile providers must be encouraged to enter South Carolina’s market place.  With the growing use of laptops and hand-held devices, the demand for mobile broadband access will only grow.  

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

The current level of deployment is not reasonable and the increase in availability and speeds is not timely.  The committee has spent a great deal of time talking about the wireless spectrum controlled by ETV.  This spectrum is important and South Carolina should do everything it can to enable the use and build-out of that spectrum statewide.  However, that only addresses part of the problem.  In certain markets in the northeast Verizon is aggressively building out fiber to the home (FTTH).  There is no such activity in South Carolina except for in some private developments (which are often fought by the incumbents).  These build-outs are expensive but are the only way to truly meet future bandwidth demands.  In addition to developing programs that promote wireless availability in our most rural communities South Carolina should be considering tax and other incentives that encourage our incumbent telecommunication companies to undertake FTTH initiatives in South Carolina.  This would help us not only catch up but surpass other states.

Cindy Cox,  AT&T South Carolina:  

Broadband is currently being widely deployed throughout South Carolina.   With regard to AT&T, under the terms of the AT&T-BellSouth merger, by December 31, 2007, the new AT&T will offer broadband Internet access service to 100 percent of the residential living units in the AT&T and legacy BellSouth territory – including rural areas. The FCC’s most recent report “High Speed Services for Internet Access: Status as of December 31, 2006” indicates that in areas of South Carolina where ILECs offer local telephone service, 79% of residential premises have access to broadband.  In areas of South Carolina where cable TV is offered, 86% of residential premises have access to broadband.  This report also indicates that every zip code in South Carolina has at least one provider of broadband service. 

On a national level, the FCC’s report indicates that the number of broadband subscribers has nearly tripled from 27.7 million to 82.5 million since December 2003. There are now more than 1300 entities providing broadband service in the U.S., more than half of which use technologies other than DSL or cable.  The FCC’s data shows there are over 40 entities providing broadband service in South Carolina.  This data also shows roughly 1,042,000 broadband subscribers in South Carolina, a number that has tripled since 2003.  Providers deploying  a variety of technologies are investing billions of dollars across the country annually in broadband facilities, and consumers have more choices than ever before.  These broadband successes are due in large part to the deregulatory broadband policies that have allowed market based competition.  To provide some context, according to McKinsey and Co research, it took just six years for broadband to achieve 25 percent penetration.  In comparison, it took 46 years for electricity, 35 years for telephones and 26 years for televisions to reach 25 percent of Americans.  

While the pace of broadband deployment is impressive, there is still work to be done.  As explained below, the Committee’s use of the Connected Nation model would recognize that the remaining work does not lend itself to a one-size-fits-all solution and instead allow for evaluation and solutions at the local level.

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

A number of SC Telco Alliance member companies have deployed 100% broadband throughout their respective rural service areas.  We use the terms “deployment” and “availability” in the sense that, if a customer were to request broadband service, the company would be able to provide it to that customer within a reasonable installation time frame.  In lay terms, if a customer calls the company and asks if he may subscribe to  broadband at his service address, he would be told “yes” rather than something like “it is not available in your area at this time” or “we will have broadband in your area in the 2nd quarter of next year,” etc.  SC Telco Alliance members in the aggregate have broadband available to over 92% of the residential customer premises in their service areas.  Although percentage availability to business customer premises is not reported on the Federal 477 Form, and we have not collected that data from the companies at this time, it is certain that the percentage availability to business premises is higher than the percentage availability to residential premises.  Therefore, the actual percentage of overall broadband availability is almost certainly higher than the 92% availability to residential premises in the rural areas served by SC Telco Alliance members.

In addition, there are numerous other companies providing broadband services in South Carolina, including cable companies, satellite providers, and at least three wireless carriers that operate statewide and have wireless broadband offerings.

The SC Telco Alliance believes the current level of deployment in rural areas served by Alliance members is reasonable and timely.  SC Telco Alliance members have worked very hard and have invested large amounts of capital to deploy broadband services to the majority of their customers, and continue to strive for complete coverage where it is not currently available.  

Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

In an April 16 2007 inquiry on broadband deployment, the FCC states “The Commission has conducted four inquiries pursuant to section 706 to date, concluding in each proceeding that the deployment of advanced telecommunications capability was reasonable and timely on a general, nationwide basis.”  The SC Office of Regulatory Staff recently released its Annual Report on the Status of Local Telephone Competition in South Carolina and stated “Broadband used for internet access continues a steady growth in South Carolina….Over the past 8 years, high-speed lines in South Carolina have grown from 25,229 in 1999 to 645,886 in 2008.  Over this period, high-speed lines of 200 kbs or higher have grown by approximately 77,582 lines per year.  If this growth continues at the current rate, South Carolina will have over 1 million high-speed access lines in service by 2011.”  EMBARQ, as well as other private industry in the state, has made significant gains in the provision of broadband and we continue to focus our efforts and our capital investments in the state on this goal.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

Two part answer:

a).  Determining the current level of deployment should not be allowed to delay or derail the immediate publishing of the RFP for the EBS licenses.  

b).  After the RFP has been published, attention can be given to determining the current level of deployment and whether it is reasonable and timely.  This type of study might best be done by a 501-c3 similar to the Kentucky model.  It is also important to remember that wireless broadband (WiMAX, 802.16) can offer the citizens a type of mobility that is impossible to gain from land-based broadband.  This type of mobility can be used not just by law enforcement and public safety during regional emergencies, but also by displaced citizens.  Thus, even if certain regions of South Carolina already have a reasonable and timely deployment of land-based broadband, this conclusion ignores the upcoming tidal wave of applications offered by wireless broadband and the evolving needs of the citizens of South Carolina.  The current deployment of land-based broadband should be considered irrelevant to the need to offer our citizens the option of wireless broadband.  Wireless broadband is a desirable end result unto itself.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

Deployment is determined by market place and cost effective rates of return on investment. Access will not be timely in unprofitable and rural areas.  Wireless broadband access is the most cost effective deployment for rural poor areas, since it is more practical than stringing cable.  With wireless service, geographic cell coverage can be determined by population.  In order to build out these rural areas, you must first have spectrum to build the infrastructure.  The state, through ETV, has the spectrum.  The state also has the leverage to ensure build out in rural areas by bundling the rural availability with the more valuable urban spectrum, This allows the state to act in the public interest without competing with the private sector.
The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

Based on the information provided by the various providers it appears the current level of deployment is in the range of ninety percent.  That is a reasonable and timely level.  The SCCTA believes that competition for broadband is fierce and intense and that the various private providers are deploying broadband everywhere that the population and “take rate” justify it.  As internet usage becomes even more prevalent in South Carolina the take rate will increase and deployment will increase.  The market will address availability.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

I’m not sure I understand this question and what it is referring to.  If the question refers to the current level of deployment of WiMAX 802.16e technology to deliver wireless broadband services, then the answer is that there are over 250 operator deployments and trials ongoing world-wide as of today including Sprint’s XOHM WiMAX launch across the US.

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

It is wholly inadequate for anyone outside densely populated areas.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

Generally speaking, deployment is occurring at a feverish pace.  The cable industry claims cable broadband availability to nearly all homes passed and even the industry association representing the smallest and most rural telephone companies claim near 90% availability of DSL.  As for wireless broadband, Sprint Nextel alone will have EV-DO broadband available to areas that represent 93% of the nation’s population by the end of 2008.  Satellite companies, such as Hughes, blanket the nation with broadband availability -- essentially anyplace where you can point a small dish at the southern sky.  The industry is embroiled in a broadband race.    

Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative, 

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN:  

Private markets are certainly not providing adequate levels of deployment.  Many communities are moving forward with municipal fiber deployments that offer residents and businesses with low cost speeds considerably faster than any offered by incumbents.  If South Carolina intends to compete in the global economy, it must not continue to rely on the private market to supply it with appropriate broadband.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.: 

 No!  See answer to Number 4.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

The private market is all about maximizing shareholder equity and firm profitability.  This serves society well when there are no social externalities that center on the provision for the public safety, health, and general welfare of our citizens.  Reliance on the private market also assumes that there is competition in the marketplace --- something that is lacking in many areas where providers have the luxury of being monopoly providers.  

With the consolidation of media content providers with industry access providers, consolidated media/access private interests have huge incentives to be the (nearly) exclusive providers of content to consumers.  These firms will make investments that allow them to deliver exclusive access to their content.  They will have incentives to work to exclude other content from the purview of consumers --- so that they can maximize advertising and other revenue streams.

If we believe that the free-flow of ideas is essential to social progress and democracy, then ETV must have the capacity to deliver non-commercially-oriented content to consumers.  If we believe that this content is essential to the health, safety, and general welfare of our citizens --- then we should strongly encourage ETV and the state to make wise use of this asset.  

Keep in mind that the ownership and management of our major providers of telecommunications services is largely external to the state.  SC has an opportunity to develop her own network that will ensure that she will be able to deliver her own content directly to her own citizens.

Brent Legg, Connected Nation, Inc., Washington, D.C.: 

Connected Nation believes that no level of deployment is adequate until 100% of South Carolina households have access to affordable broadband service.  Based on our experience in Kentucky and Tennessee, there may be areas of the state in which it will not be practical for the private sector to deploy traditional wireline broadband solutions.  Using the state’s existing infrastructure to create a method for providing wireless broadband service will be a critical tool in addressing the state’s most remote unserved areas.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

No. See Answer to question 4. In addition, the are many potential mobile broadband services that do not exist and are not possible with the existing wired broadband or wireless infrastructure.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

This is to be determined. Coverage is probably adequate in urban and suburban areas, and there it comes down to affordability and economics. In the rural areas, the answer is certainly no, but it’s not uniform so some analysis has to be done to find out where coverage is good. A lot of information can be gathered anecdotally, but some with have to be done with drive-by signal measurements. Local jurisdictions can be very helpful in data collection, with towns and villages providing information on existing coverage, and in the future, on other key items such as existing mounting infrastructure and permitting regulations.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.: 

Again, the deployment of broadband will never reach a point where South Carolina should close its doors to additional providers.  Closing South Carolina’s market to new providers will only discourage the development of new technologies, discourage the deployment of broadband in unserved areas and discourage the lowering of prices to levels South Carolinians can afford.

In addition, leasing the EBS licenses to a provider that will build out a complete statewide mobile broadband network will differentiate South Carolina from all other states.  States have very few opportunities to leverage unique assets for economic development purposes.  This is South Carolina’s opportunity. 
David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

Absolutely not!  Even if the private market provided 100% availability of broadband there would still be great value to South Carolina for a wireless network based upon the EBS spectrum.  Competition would increase which would decrease the price and make broadband more affordable.  The EBS spectrum also makes possible a statewide mobile broadband network which would allow for new and innovative applications that could help promote a positive business environment in South Carolina.

Cindy Cox,  AT&T South Carolina:  

See Response #4.

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

The SC Telco Alliance numbers demonstrate that the private sector has been very successful in deploying broadband throughout the rural areas of South Carolina.  While data has not been collected regarding wireless broadband deployment, the private sector has demonstrated a commitment and capability to recognize, develop, and deploy technological innovations and advanced services in South Carolina, not only in response to consumer demand but, in fact, ahead of consumer demand.  This does not mean that “no purpose” would be served by utilizing the EBS licenses.  It is more a question of making the maximum use of a valuable state asset while ensuring that consideration is given to the millions of dollars private entities have invested, continue to invest, and will invest in the future to develop and deploy advanced communications services in South Carolina.  Taking any action that would have the effect of nullifying the significant investments made by the private sector would not only harm South Carolina’s economy, but would chill future investment in the development and deployment of innovative and advanced services in South Carolina.  For these reasons, we believe it is necessary first to accurately inventory current levels of broadband deployment, and then to provide incentives to the private sector to the extent necessary to expand service into unserved areas.

Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

In response to market demand, private industry has been very aggressive in delivering broadband service to the citizens of South Carolina, in fact, offering availability rates at least equal to or even exceeding the rates of many states with formal broadband expansion programs.  These companies have invested significant capital for broadband expansion, with more deployments scheduled in the future.  In addition, all schools and libraries have broadband access today, with public libraries offering free access to the public.  Also, US Representative James Clyburn has been instrumental in setting up two Technology Centers in the state this year which offer public access and digital literacy training (one in Holly Hill and the other New Ellenton).  Commitment to broadband expansion by private industry has been clearly demonstrated, and steps to offer education, training, and public access points are underway. A question is whether the ongoing investment of the existing wireline, wireless, and cable entities in the state will continue if the State chooses to establish a statewide network that will compete on anything other than a level playing field with private industry.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

Three  part answer:

a).  Determining whether the current level of deployment by the private market is “adequate” should not be allowed to delay or derail the immediate publishing of the RFP for the EBS licenses.  

b).  This issue is not just about the adequacy.  This issue is much larger than adequacy.  We must ask ourselves if we want to squander a state asset that would bring in a new revenue stream at little to zero cost to the citizens.  This asset would bring in new industries for economic development, and it would blaze a transformational trail into the future and give South Carolina an economic edge over other states.  We should not allow ourselves to be satisfied with the word “adequate”.  We should also not allow ourselves to believe we do not need or want wireless broadband even if some parts of the state already have adequate land-based broadband.  That would be like saying if you have a land-based telephone in your house then you do not need a cell phone.  Having a land-based telephone should not mean that you are not allowed to have the option of having a cell phone.  The same is true for wireless broadband versus land-based broadband.  

c).  After the RFP has been published, attention can be given to determining the current level of land-based deployment.  However, even if the determination that “adequacy” exists (which is unlikely in the rural areas), the need for wireless broadband will grow exponentially.  Our state has a great opportunity to be a leader and not a laggard in wireless broadband.  And we must remember that the private sector will bid on the EBS licenses.  The intent is for the private sector to absorb all the costs to build out the wireless network and to profit accordingly.  The taxpayers would not have to bear this burden.  This is a great opportunity for the state of South Carolina.

Greenville Tech:

Competition and capacity are key success factors to ensure the available services are both affordable and reliable.  The extra capacity available by the leasing of the EBS licenses will make the SC Broadband system more robust and scalable to meet the high-demands of broadband today and into the future.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

No, the marketplace is not adequate now, and it must continue to evolve. There is no benefit to the state for this committee to create artificial barriers to competition or advances in technology. It would be a disaster for this state if it became the only state without WiMAX availability. The private marketplace will build out a commercial service with EBS, so in fact, the private market has already determined there are not adequate levels.  Each of ETV/Tech college licenses has a 35-mile radius or 220 square miles.  It’s hard to argue that there is no demand for broadband in any 35-mile radius or 220 contiguous miles in South Carolina. There are several service providers interested in all the state’s spectrum offerings, urban or rural. Any construction cost is absorbed by the private sector, and they inherently will not invest in the spectrum or construction if there is not a profitable return. There are hundreds of thousands of dollars invested in EBS spectrum locations much less populated than in S.C. (i.e. Nevada, Oregon, Wyoming) 

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA does not oppose the leasing of the EBS spectrum if it is leased in a way that does not give the lessee any competitive advantage in the broadband marketplace.  It is reasonable for the state to attempt to maximize the value of a state asset.  If that is done in a way that produces more competition (fair, unsubsidized competition) then the public interest will be served.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

The private market is capable of providing the technology, equipment and services to deliver broadband services, but to my knowledge, there is no private entity providing competitive broadband services to the South Carolina residents at this time.  It is a good idea to use the EBS licenses to provide broadband services to the South Carolina communities for the purposes of  residential and educational broadband access and publicsafety.  

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

I have noticed many questions that follow (Section IV in particular) are state agency centric or vendor centric.  The membership of the study committee itself reflects this bias.)  With respect, this is a good start, but absolutely will not yield a substantial end result without broader participation on a community or grass roots level.  You must engage local, independent stake holders for this to reap any tangible result.  I urge a closer look at a private/public model such as ConnectKentucky.  

In addition, I would canvass a larger range of companies.  For example, it is a little known fact that SCANA/SCE&G, following the days of Hurricane Hugo, installed/possessed more fiber in our state than the Telcos.  (Though I’m not sure if that statistic is valid presently.)  

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:
The WiMAX service contemplated by Sprint using EBS spectrum is a mobile wireless broadband service that will be unique.  It will provide healthy competition to the wireline broadband services currently available in the marketplace.  The ability to access the Internet “on the go” at high data speeds will free up consumers who will not be tethered to a wired connection.

Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative, 

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN:  

Vermont has a model law – Act 79 of 2007
 – which allows communities to invest in broadband systems.  Burlington, Vermont is the model.  Burlington was poorly served by its cable and phone companies; they demonstrated no willingness to offer competitive broadband services.  Burlington is now finishing a fiber to the home network that offers considerably faster speeds to everyone at lower costs than they were previously paying.  The system will soon be cash-flow positive, which means subscribers to the network pay more into the system than it costs to run the system and pay its debt.  The system then puts the net income into the city’s general fund.  This is a massive opportunity for cities.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

South Carolina should immediately start deploying its own WiMax wireless broadband network covering the entire state of South Carolina.  This network should be owned and operated by the State: just like the State Highway System.  Minimum fees could be charged for access by the public, and all government agencies should have free access to it including: schools, colleges, Law Enforcement, etc.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

Not only allow, but strongly encourage, ETV to lease spectrum, retain full control over a robust portion of that bandwidth that will ensure that future progress and prosperity is not restricted, and construct a lease arrangement that will allow for periodic review and revision of the contract.   A triage approach could be employed where the most essential functions of the network focusing on the safety, health, and general welfare of citizens are considered the primary responsibility of the public sector, those less closely aligned with these functions are private/public (e.g. private sector business functions), and recreational consumer functions are handled as purely private market concerns.  

One of the concepts that I have not heard discussed is that of managing this network as an open access, vendor neutral, transport layer over which multiple providers of services can compete for consumers.  These networks are being deployed in Europe, Canada, and in some places in the U.S.  There are numerous private-sector consulting groups (e.g. PacketFront, DesignNine, Steve Mayo) that understand this approach and I am confident that they would be willing to meet with ETV and other members of the study committee to explore how open network principles could be integrated into the ETV RFP.

Brent Legg, Connected Nation, Inc., Washington, D.C.:  

Connected Nation’s successful pilot program, ConnectKentucky, has accelerated the deployment of broadband services in Kentucky by adopting a comprehensive strategy that focuses on addressing both the supply side and demand side obstacles to deployment.  By the end of 2007, Kentucky will have achieved 97% broadband availability across the state without the need for a statewide grant or tax incentive program.  However, such programs may be helpful in deploying coverage to the remaining 3%--areas in which household density is extremely low.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

ETV should engage a private sector partner to deploy a statewide wireless, broadband system using the spectrum they own. The lease of the spectrum should be the minimum necessary to cover ETV’s cost of deploying and maintaining the required infrastructure. In exchange, the private partner should be required to develop and execute a plan to deploy transformational programs in education, public safety, health care, and economic development.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC: 

A well thought out plan and comprehensive program needs to be put in place first. Some of the tools which can be utilized include grants, loans, loan guarantees, tax incentives, committed use and anchor tenancy.  In addition, a committed marketing partnership of key stakeholders (state and local government, educational and healthcare institutions, etc.) with program support will include permitting assistance, reasonable access to towers, poles, rooftops, and other infrastructure. Please also see the accompanying white paper.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

Number one:  A competitive bidding process should take place for the EBS licenses to encourage new Internet providers to the marketplace. 

Number two: A percentage of the revenue from this lease of the EBS licenses should be used to establish a non-profit entity. This entity would determine transmission rates necessary in South Carolina to compete in a global market place; map and report on the deployment of broadband in SC at these established rates including the price of access at these rates; and make grants available to governmental and non-profit entities to provide centers for free public access to the Internet and on-line services.   These grants would be used to increase the demand for and use of the Internet.  Grants would be available without regard to the Internet provider such that all providers of broadband services would benefit. 

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

Some level of incentives and or public/private partnership will be necessary to accelerate deployment of broadband services in rural areas; the economics of these deployments will require it.  If the State is serious about addressing availability in the rural areas it has to accept some level of taxpayer funding.  Although the incumbents will lobby heavily against this it should be noted that they could potentially take advantage of these incentives and the incentives should be structured to ensure their participation. 

Cindy Cox,  AT&T South Carolina:  

Broadband policies should be designed to encourage continued investment in broadband infrastructure.  AT&T does not support unfunded mandates to deploy broadband or expansion of legacy USF support mechanisms to include broadband services.  If a state wants to explicitly fund investment in broadband and wireless infrastructure, such a program should provide one-time subsidies for investment in infrastructure deployed to areas where service is not currently available. 

Specifically, AT&T supports government programs that create incentives for private companies to invest in broadband deployment.

· Technology Plans.  Connected Nation program creates localized eCommunity Technology Plans for individual communities designed to increase broadband deployment.

· Incentive Programs.  A variety of incentive programs have been used to encourage broadband deployment, including tax breaks and other investment incentives, government customers serving as “anchor tenants” for broadband deployment and grant programs for broadband providers and/or consumers.  The SC K-12 and Government network is an example of how a government “anchor tenant” can successfully help incent investment in broadband facilities.

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

See response to Item II (4) above.  To the extent there is an identified need to accelerate deployment of broadband services in a particular area, it should be done in a manner that does not unfairly reward companies that have been slower in deploying broadband to their existing customers or incent them to further delay deployment, or unfairly penalize companies that have already made significant investments in their service areas. 
Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

EMBARQ operates in 18 states and has seen the most successful approach to broadband expansion through the e-NC Authority program which uses matching incentive grants, awarded on a 50-50 matching basis.  Such grants have been awarded through a public/private partnership to expand broadband service to rural and sparsely populated communities in a manner that is both technologically and competitively neutral.  

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC): 

Three part answer:

a).  The first step should  be to immediately publish the RFP for the EBS licenses.  This would be a simple and no-cost step to accelerate the deployment of broadband services in South Carolina.

b) The incumbent providers testified that they would not oppose this step if the EBS licenses were bid at market rate without any government subsidy.  Thus, the most prudent action would be to accept the testimony of the incumbent providers and to bid these licenses at market rate, without any government subsidy, and without any restrictions other than those required by the FCC.  This approach would ensure that the private sector would have a competitive bid process.  And the end result would give the citizens of South Carolina a wireless broadband option in addition to their current land-based option.  For the citizens of this state, and for economic development, this approach has no downside.  

c)  The second recommended step is for the Study Commission to be reconvened to address the issues of broadband beyond the bidding of the EBS licenses.  One desired outcome would be a framework for a non-profit 501-c3 entity, similar to the Kentucky model.  This entity would coordinate the collection of data on broadband deployment and “take” rates, coordinate grants, and perform many other duties to improve broadband accessibility to our citizens and to our businesses.  

Greenville Tech:

Grants, tax incentives, or other incentives should be considered for negotiation purposes.  These incentives may be offered to both primary and sub-contractors to facilitate win-win partnerships, create jobs, and increase competition.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

Offer the state’s allocation of spectrum (ETV and Technology colleges) to the marketplace for lease to build out a wireless broadband network.  Release the RFP’s for ETV and Tech Colleges in January of 2008. This will meet FCC regulations, be a catalyst for rural build out, spur economic development, advance educational services, provide new public safety applications, and offer the state a mechanism to bring in revenue.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

None.  Competitive market forces have led to excellent broadband deployment in South Carolina.  Further development of on-line services will lead to greater demand for broadband which will increase the take rate and lead to further deployment.  Grants and tax incentives will be complex, difficult to administer and will distort the market.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:   Provide an anchor tenant (ie, the Great State of South Carolina), to make the business model work such that private entities are encouraged to partner with the State.  Preferred license terms for use of the EBS spectrum.  Make the existing 66 radio towers available at a low site lease cost, and make other public lands available for new site locations to provide optimum locations for new cellular sites while minimizing the time and costs for rolling out a new network.  

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

It will take a combination of efforts.  This is no small undertaking, but the progress of our state as a whole (both educational and economic) depends on insuring the majority of our citizens are squarely on the empowered side of the digital divide.  I work technology daily with young adults from (largely) lower income backgrounds, and the digital divide is a profoundly painful reality for too many of our rising citizens.  If you thought South Carolina lags painfully behind other parts of the country, imagine how we’d look when the 21st Century takes off without us.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

If any action is taken to further encourage broadband, it is important to ensure it does not undermine competition by favoring particular providers or industry segments.  Tax incentives are usually an effective and competitively neutral mechanism.

Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative, 

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN:  

It should focus on availability.  If done intelligently, the proceeds from such a program could encourage take-rates and computer literacy.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

Both

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

I would argue for both.  On the supply-side, I think we need first to settle on a vision.  What do we want our cyberinfrastructure to support?  Form follows function.  

Brent Legg, Connected Nation, Inc., Washington, D.C.:  

As mentioned above, Connected Nation believes that any successful statewide broadband expansion strategy will require a comprehensive focus on both the supply and demand sides.  ConnectKentucky has proven that providers will deploy broadband infrastructure when demand side issues are addressed, allowing them to make a business case for deployment.  

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

The focus on mobile broadband should be on demand, since this capability does not exist. The focus of for other broadband should be demand, where poverty makes broadband unaffordable, and on supply in rural areas where the deployment of wired broadband is prohibitively expensive. 

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

It is not enough to just increase the supply, particularly in rural under served areas. Programmatic support is often required to educate the market, to provide user training, and to help organizations and institutions build the software application infrastructure to gain the maximum benefit from such a network. It’s best to think of the broadband network as an enabling platform for regional collaboration on new solutions and applications. Please also see the accompanying white paper.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.: 

Supply, or the entrance of more providers in the market place, is a key to lowering the price of broadband access which will increase the take-rate.  

In addition, the more useful applications offered via the Internet (i.e. on-line services offered by the private and public sectors) the more South Carolinians will value access which will drive up the take-rate. 

Demand will also be driven as our population matures.  South Carolina must be ready to supply the broadband access today’s school children will demand as they graduate.  The alternative is to lose these graduates to other states with widespread and affordable access.   

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.: 

Increase availability and decrease price.  Studies have shown that the correlation between prices and take-rate is strong so decreasing the price will increase the take-rate.

Cindy Cox,  AT&T South Carolina:  

See Response #6 and #12.

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

See response to Item II (4) above.  The issue in SC Telco Alliance member service areas appears to be that demand for broadband service lags behind deployment.  SC Telco Alliance members have taken steps to increase awareness of broadband availability in their respective areas.  However, it will be difficult to address the lagging demand for broadband services without recognizing and addressing the underlying socio‑economic factors that contribute to lower demand (e.g., South Carolina’s education and poverty levels in comparison with other states).

Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

While increased availability should continue to be a goal, the most successful broadband expansion programs in states such as North Carolina and Kentucky have focused significant effort in the areas of training and education to increase digital literacy and expand the public’s awareness of how internet connectivity may be used.  The concept of Technology Centers not only provides training and education for citizens but also provides free public access locations for broadband use.  Educational initiatives will drive market demand and availability.  To get the full benefit of broadband for the citizens of South Carolina, there should be a balance between increasing broadband demand and broadband availability.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC): 

Three part answer:

a).  The first focus should be the immediate publishing of the RFP for the EBS licenses.  This would go a long ways towards solving the supply issue by offering wireless broadband to all of our citizens, even in the rural areas.  Thus, the initial focus should be on supply, and to increase the number of private sector providers to create a more competitive landscape.

b).  After the RFP has been published, attention can be given to a more holistic approach.  Supply and take-rate are both important.  More than likely, the demand is already there and this demand will experience natural organic growth as we head for the year 2010.  The question is how to tap into that demand.  Such demand can be accelerated by educational outreach programs, new private sector applications, online health services, etc.

c).  At some point, the affordability issue will need to be addressed if the competitive landscape does not resolve it.  A non-profit 501-c3 could monitor the affordability issue and publish recommendations when appropriate.   The Kentucky slogan is a good one to follow … “No Child Left Offline

Greenville Tech:

The broadband program should focus on both supply and demand equally and the channels should be leased, so there is access across the state,  SC should develop a detailed concept of operations (CONOPS) for the broadband program which should include a study of our foreign competitors, technology trends, “hot” consumer apps, value/benefit analysis, rural needs survey, national success stories, and a life-cycle roadmap.  If there is no supply and demand is created, the result will be frustration and as take rates increase, more service providers will offer access.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

There is currently an overwhelming demand of broadband content in education, state and local government institutions, and the business community,  but the consumer marketplace needs to be educated to the benefits of broadband access.  Despite the reports that say most of South Carolina has access to broadband, this is still questionalbe, and there are many pockets that have no affordable access.  And only in recent months has there been any wireless broadband access, and those rates are generally $60 a month compared to the average $25-50 a month for wire services in urban areas. Incumbent broadband providers currently market their services in profitable markets, where take rates are higher, and market less aggresively in regions where take rates are lower.
The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The focus of any broadband program should be on encouraging demand.  Increasing demand will lead to a higher take rate which will lead to further deployment.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

First priority must be on availability which implies the coverage and the average and cell edge data rates that can be achieved for a given amount of capital dollars available for the initial build-out of the network.  After that, supply (Mega bits per second) must track with demand (more subscribers demanding faster network speeds).    This is the business of NextWave.  

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:
Both should be addressed, or you risk wasting resources.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

The Committee should consider an incremental approach.
Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative,

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN:  

I cannot answer this question.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

Rural areas, new business development zones, & county government seats should come first, along with particular government needs.  Deployment should be in phases so that mistakes can be corrected, and funding controlled.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

Where we have dedicated resources to simultaneously provide digital literacy programs and services to increase the capacity of folks to use them.  

Brent Legg, Connected Nation, Inc., Washington, D.C.:  

A comprehensive, statewide, GIS-based broadband inventory map will highlight all remaining unserved areas across the state.  When a household density GIS layer is added to the coverage gap map, it will become apparent which areas of the state have high household densities, but have no broadband coverage.  Those are the areas that can be targeted—and served—most quickly.  Of course, it is extremely important that ALL unserved areas are targeted for accelerated deployment, and the state’s efforts should not rest until 100% coverage is achieved.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

There should be accelerated deployment of broadband services related to education, public safety, health care and economic development.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

Some analysis of how consumers, business and government would benefit (i.e. generate demand) is required for selecting the first market, but essentially there are multiple rural under served areas in all geographic areas of the state that can provide a good starting point when coupled with state and county services. If there are local peculiarities that result in poor urban or suburban coverage, it would be good to get them into the mix early. It provides more diversity in proving use case and business models.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

Because there are so many uses for broadband other than the traditional home and business use for accessing information (including public safety, homeland security, health care and remote meter reading to name just a few,) and because of  the use of new technologies (such as mobile broadband), the push for additional deployment  of broadband should not be limited to only certain areas of the state.  

Cindy Cox,  AT&T South Carolina:  

See Response #6

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

See response to Items II (4) and (5) above. 

Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

Market data and customer demand are already used by many of our companies to prioritize and deliver broadband service.  Even in our most rural and difficult to serve areas, we track customer requests, monitor population growth, and incorporate the newest technologies in order to find cost-effective ways to deliver service.   Any acceleration programs or incentive grants should be targeted for the most difficult to serve areas, with unserved areas as a priority.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC): 

Two part answer:

a).  The first focus should be the immediate publishing of the RFP for the EBS licenses.  We should not confuse the “deployment of broadband” with the deployment of “wireless” broadband.  The state should not interfere with the private sector’s deployment of land-based broadband.  The state should focus on the EBS licenses.  

b).  The RFP should bid the EBS licenses at market rate, without any government subsidy, and without any restrictions other than those required by the FCC.  I would prefer to target the underserved and rural areas first, but I would not recommend making this a requirement in the RFP.  Under the FCC rules, it appears that all areas must be built out using the EBS licenses by a certain deadline, so the winning bidder would eventually blanket the whole state.  It would seem that trying to target a specific area would become a non-issue.  We need to keep our eye on the big picture, which is a state-wide wireless broadband cloud.

Greenville Tech:

This would be best determined after the state has completed the data collection initiative.  Once all the served and under-served areas have been accurately identified, priorities can be established to accomplish fiscal objectives that meet both consumer demands and eGov objectives. If rural areas are the top priority, then the apps and services that benefit those areas most should be considered first.  A free portal to provide news, events, emergency, K-12 and eGov services would drive up the take rate in rural areas.  Once the take rate is established, a fee-for-service model can be introduced so consumers can gain access to all services offered over the SC Broadband network and the WWW.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

ETV’s licenses cover the entire state, and there is no reason to leave behind any rural county, especially rurual school districts and local government, so the entire state should benefit from wireless broadband. There is only one mobile wireless broadband service technology in S.C. That is EV-DO offered by Verizon, Alltel, and AT&T.  The largest coverage area offered by Verizon only offer services to half the state. Alltel and AT&T only duplicate parts of Verizon’s coverage area.  Verizon charges nearly $60 per month for wireless broadband, and has only been available for a few months. Their broadband speed is the equivalent to a DSL connection.  WiMax providers have stated they are interested in the entire state, not half. Their rates in other markets are $25-$30, and the broadband capacity is much faster and efficient than EV-DO.  So, the entire state should be targeted.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

No.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

Public Safety:  During the recent fires in San Diego, our community successfully evacuated over a quarter of a million people in less than 12 hours in a large part due to reverse 911 capabilities.  The reverse 911 capability is a fundamental part of the WiMAX wireless technology developed by NextWave and available to South Carolina residents assuming they adopt NextWave’s WiMAX technology.  

Public Buildings:  Schools, Hospitals, fire departments, police, libraries, and municipalities all need broadband services and need some type of subscriber equipment such as a mobile phone, notebook computer, PC Card, or desktop modem.

Residential communities not currently served by Cable or DSL.

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

Yes.  A combination of services and methods should be first applied to households and businesses that are likely candidates for successful use – “low hanging fruit” if you will.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:
Data collection will aid in identifying target areas.

Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative, 

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN:  

If South Carolina is to be competitive, it must have broadband everywhere.  However, it may make sense to prioritize areas that show demand.  Some have used this as an opportunity to encourage communities to create committees that raise awareness of the importance of connectivity in order to demonstrate demand.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

Yes, just like the REA.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

Yes.  On a pilot basis, perhaps.  But, you’ve got to put the companion programs in place to make it work.  

Brent Legg, Connected Nation, Inc., Washington, D.C.:  

Connected Nation believes that demand should always be a factor in considering where broadband deployment should be accelerated.  That is why a comprehensive program that focuses on supply and demand is important—and most effective—in achieving statewide broadband coverage.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

No area of the state has access to mobile, broadband services, so the focus should be on creating a statewide, wireless broadband network to enable the delivery of new communications services to the citizens of the state.  

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

See above.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

This question assumes there is not demand in the unserved areas which is incorrect. In fact, access to broadband service may be more critical in these unserved areas which generally are the rural areas of our state because of the efficiency by which public services can be provided through the use of broadband.  For example, healthcare and library services can be offered much more cost effectively to citizens living in rural areas via broadband than by building healthcare facilities and libraries in all rural areas.  

This question also assumes that people who live in the rural areas are somehow different in their demand for access to broadband than those living in the metro areas which is incorrect. 

There is no question that the 67 EBS licenses that South Carolina holds must be used to build a statewide mobile broadband network as quickly as possible. 

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

Yes.  We’re laying the groundwork for 5 to 10 years.  Demand will significantly increase over that time.  However, demand will be stunted in underserved areas because those who want broadband and can’t get it will leave or others won’t enter the area because of the lack of demand.  Providing broadband in underserved areas will increase the demand in those areas. 

Cindy Cox,  AT&T South Carolina:  

See Response #6 and #12.

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

See response to Items II (4) and (5) above.  Any efforts to accelerate deployment should be focused on unserved areas; however, consumer demand is an important economic factor.  Training, education, the development of useful applications, and other efforts to stimulate demand will help drive accelerated broadband deployment by the private sector.   

Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

Programs such as the e-NC Authority have a matching grants component so that financial incentives are provided on a technologically and competitively neutral basis to encourage companies that might not otherwise have enough population or “demand” to make a feasible business case for broadband expansion.  Such incentives will enhance the availability of broadband service in the most difficult to serve areas.  The ultimate goal is to make broadband service available to all citizens. 

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

Three part answer:

a).  The first focus should be the immediate publishing of the RFP for the EBS licenses.  The only restrictions should be those imposed by the FCC.

b). The FCC requires that the EBS licenses must be used to cover the whole state, apparently without regard to demand for services.  So the FCC has essentially answered this question for us.  

c). There is already a demand in underserved and unserved rural areas.  As each year goes by, demand will experience a natural organic growth without any intervention.  To accelerate this demand, the state would have many educational and public/private approaches to explore.  We must not allow these questions to delay or derail immediate action on the EBS licenses.  I would recommend that this Broadband Study Committee reconvene after the publishing of the RFP to tackle these more complex and time-consuming issues.  

Greenville Tech:

The efforts should be simultaneous.  Focus should be on training and awareness in unserved areas while accelerating deployment so there is no frustration and abandonment.  If the consumer doesn’t have access at the time when he/she sees value in the service they may lose interest.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

An effort should be made to offer the state’s available spectrum to build in unserved and underserved areas.  The market place will determine if and where there is no demand.  There are several service providers publicly stating they are interested in all the state’s spectrum offerings, urban or rural. In addition, the market is best served by competition, so simply stating that one broadband provider is available should not exclude other broadband providers from offering services.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

No.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.: 

Highest priority should be given to Public Safety then Public Buildings followed by underserved areas.  Underserved areas may require expensive network infrastructure to serve a few.  These costs and benefits must be studied on a case-by-case basis.  

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

No.  Some method of gauging demand is essential if vendors are to realize a vested interest in the venture.  They have a right to make a living too, and return on investment is a reality to recon with.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:
See response above.

Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative, 

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN:  

Again, all areas need broadband.  However, private providers are more likely to target urban areas and strand rural areas.  The State must take this into account.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

Yes, just like the REA

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University: 

 Yes.

Brent Legg, Connected Nation, Inc., Washington, D.C.:  

Connected Nation believes that the state should focus its efforts on ensuring broadband coverage in unserved areas first.  Only after all unserved areas are reached should the state begin to address issues such as increasing speed.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

No area of the state has access to mobile, broadband services, so the focus should be on cresting a statewide, wireless broadband network to enable the delivery of new communications services to the citizens of the state.  

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

See above.
Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

Yes, the actions of the State of South Carolina should be to encourage broadband access for all South Carolinians, not just those living in certain areas of our state. 

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

The focus in rural areas should be on competition, availability and price.  The focus in urban areas should be on competition, price and FTTH.

Cindy Cox,  AT&T South Carolina:  

See Response #6.

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

See responses to Items II (4), (5), and (9) above.  Any efforts to accelerate broadband deployment should focus on unserved areas only.  “Underserved” areas is a term that can change in meaning depending on the size of the defined area.  People either have access to broadband or they do not.  Focusing on underserved areas, as opposed to unserved areas, will result in the inefficient use of scarce resources.

Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

Efforts should be focused on any areas where market demands drive usage.  This should certainly include building demand for broadband in both rural and urban areas through educational initiatives.  

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC): 

Two part answer:

a).  The first focus should be the immediate publishing of the RFP for the EBS licenses.  Determining which areas are underserved should not be allowed to delay or derail the immediate publishing of the RFP for the EBS licenses.  

b).  The RFP should bid the EBS licenses at market rate, without any government subsidy, and without any restrictions other than those required by the FCC.  I would prefer to target the underserved and rural areas first, but I would not recommend making this a requirement in the RFP.  Under the FCC rules, it appears that all areas must be built out using the EBS licenses by a certain deadline, so the winning bidder would eventually blanket the whole state.  It would seem that trying to target a specific underserved area would become a non-issue.  We need to keep our eye on the big picture, which is a state-wide wireless broadband cloud.

Greenville Tech:

The focus should be on developing a strategy to deploy a sustainable system.  If the economics demand a for-profit enterprise, then underserved areas not demanding the services should be a second priority until the a sustainable business model is developed.  

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

Yes, as stated in #9.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

To the extent that it is determined that efforts should be made to encourage deployment, perhaps by programs to encourage demand, those efforts should not be limited to rural or urban areas.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.: 

This is a hard question to answer, and needs to be evaluated based upon the priorities of the State of South Carolina, and the real needs of its communities. 

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

Yes, provided they are fruitful candidates – whether urban or rural.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:
See response above.

Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative, 

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN:  

I cannot answer this question.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

South Carolina is a poor state.  Its citizens have not been able to afford the higher costs of broadband access, or the computers able to access such networks.  The State Public Service Commission has historically kept telecom companies from charging unjustified higher rates in SC.  So, the Bell companies have invested elsewhere to punish South Carolina.  Also, SC has never challenged the Bell/telephone companies for their poor service and lack of technology available to our citizens.  A check of their lobbying expenditures and to whom it goes explains that clearly.  

It has been the Bell companies continued game plan to block competition though court actions, lobbying, stone walling, deliberately ignoring laws such as the 1996 Federal Telecom Act, even recreating the exact same companies found to be in complete Anti-Trust violation and broken up by Judge Green in the 1980’s.  They have found this to be much more profitable than building advanced competitive networks and hiring the correct people to run such networks.  

Only once in 100 years has South Carolina led the nation in advanced telecommunications networks available to its citizens.  This was in 1980’s when Virgil Summer of South Carolina Electric & Gas Company became tired of losing new electrical businesses customers to other states like North Carolina, due to poor telecom data networks offered by Southern Bell.  He authorized the creation of MPX Systems and SCANA Corporation.  These 2 new companies built the first major Fiber Optic lines in South Carolina.  They established SC as a leader in Fiber Optic Line Design and Deployment.  The Southern Bell tried a lawsuit to stop MPX Systems.  But, only got a settlement guarantee that MPX would not build any local networks; only long distance networks.  That’s the main reason we don’t have a great local fiber optic network in South Carolina to this day.  They eliminated their biggest competitive threat through a lawsuit and settlement deal.  

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

Education and income levels are certainly a factor.  But, I would once again, have you consider what should be the vision for the future…in order to lift SC out of the muck.  We must have vision, leadership, and investment.  Einstein’s take on insanity comes to mind…

Brent Legg, Connected Nation, Inc., Washington, D.C.:  

The only way to determine why South Carolina’s take-rate is lower than the national average is to conduct research at the local level  In Kentucky, a significant reason for the state’s low take rate was the lack of computer ownership in the home.

Dr. Jim Martin, Assistant Professor, School of Computing, Clemson University:  

Not sure if this statistic covers the areas the incumbents decide not to build out.  If so, this will change now that AT&T is required to buildout their DSL network.  There are PEW reports that provide explanations for why a population does or does not chose to obtain broadband access
. Low take-rate is highly correlated with statistics such as income levels, high school graduation rates.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

Probably because of the low level of education attainment by South Carolina citizens. The best way to increase the demand for communications services in the state is to educate people. 

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

It is understood that market penetration and take rate are functions of service availability, affordability, and the applicability of those services to current and potential users in both their professional and personal lives. Without a better understanding of each environment, there are probably several additional reasons that would need further analysis.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

This question would need to be fully researched.  The important question is what can be done to stimulate the creation of jobs in the state and increase the ability of our citizens to afford broadband access.  If South Carolina will take advantage of the EBS licenses it owns, the economic development potential of this State could be unleashed increasing the per capita income of the state and the take-rate.  Not taking advantage of this rare asset will lead to more of the same.

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

There is likely a strong correlation between how South Carolina take-rates compare to the national average and how South Carolina education and income levels compare to the national average.  

Cindy Cox,  AT&T South Carolina:  

See Response #4.

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

There is a strong correlation between broadband take rates and socio‑economic factors such as age, income level, and educational attainment.  South Carolina historically has trailed the national averages for income level and educational attainment.  There may be additional factors that could be identified and addressed as well. 

Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

Updated data studies are needed and may then confirm that SC does lag behind or is on par with the national average.  The data of all service providers (ILEC, CLEC, cable, wireless, and satellite) must be considered, however, to determine the true utilization of broadband service.  EMBARQ’s own experience has, in fact, been a higher than normal take rate in our SC properties.  Nevertheless, almost all studies on broadband usage show a correlation not only in take rate with income, but more importantly, with education and training.  

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

A reasonable hypothesis would be that South Carolina has a higher proportion of low-income households and affordability is a large hurdle.  The more rural areas may only have access to the Internet via satellite, which even costs more.  I am not inclined to believe that a low demand exists.  Instead, I believe that the demand is there, but the three “A”s create a barrier.  Availability, Accessibility, and Affordability.  

Greenville Tech:

SC has a lower take rate because of the large percentage of our residents that do not have a high school diploma or GED.  Many of these people have not had the opportunity to use a computer or the internet and they have low paying jobs and cannot afford a computer or internet access.  If limited educational access is granted these people can get access to GED training and pursue a college degree and improve their quality of life.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

This question is for service providers to explain, but according to Broadband Business Review, Broadband take rates are climbing at Rural Telco’s (Oct. 2. 2007) and predictions by ABI Research, believe that take rates of more than 56 percent are expected by 2011(Oct. 31, 2007).  We have yet to see where broadband demand has decreased.  It is probable that claims made about broadband penetration are inaccurate, and the take rate is actually higher and in line with the national average.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA does not have sufficient information to respond to this question.
Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

This is likely because the existing service providers provide inadequate coverage for land-line broadband access (ie, Cable & DSL).  Wireless accesstechnology will change this. 

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

Our state needs an overhaul with respect to the Public Service Commission and the regulated industries for which it provides oversight.  There are painful abuses that are – quite frankly – too painful for the common man to pursue.  (I have personally witnessed documented cases, but let’s not digress too far there… yet.)

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

Sprint has no opinion on this issue.
Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative,

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN:  

Many of these questions need to be answered at the local level.  Some communities may have language barriers while others have different barriers.  Many programs are ultimately needed, but should be decided at the local level.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

First you have to have a network, such as: WiMax available to the citizens.  Then worry about how to increase its use.  You will find that the citizens find their own ways to use this network, and that businesses will greatly expand their use and the services they can offer over it.  First you build the highway, then let the business community create the cars, trucks, freight companies and commerce over it.  But, no highway equals wasting time on anything else.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:

I would argue strongly for digital literacy programs.  At the risk of appearing a self-promoter I feel I need to let the committee know that we are trying very hard to do some things that are very much in line with increasing demand.  I have been working with Clemson and SC State Extension agents to build our capacity to deliver programs to help small businesses understand and effectively integrate Internet technologies into their business plans (see www.ecommercesc.org).  We also have content and some organizational capacity to deliver programs in other dimensions of e-literacy (e-government; e-nonprofit; basic computer, Internet, and e-mail; etc.).  We are striving to pilot these programs in collaboration with technical colleges, chambers of commerce, small business development centers, and others that see digital literacy as a priority.  However, we need more capacity, more training, more content, more marketing, scholarships, --- in short, we need the resources to allow this program to directly deliver content to learners at prices they can afford.  

We are also working with several collaborating agencies to develop a website for the agricultural and food industries of South Carolina (www.marketmaker.uiuc.edu).  This website is currently being deployed in several other states and will likely be in about 20 by the end of 2008. MarketMaker will allow consumers (retail and business) to find specific products offered for sale by SC producers and processors.  It will allow them to find farmers markets in their area.  It will also allow producers, processors, and others in the business to more to locate and target consumers.  We are working with the SC Department of Agriculture (Hugh Weathers), Clemson Extension, Farm Bureau, and a host of others to make the development of this site and a supporting educational and marketing program a reality for SC.  Once again, finding and securing the resources to deliver public goods such as MarketMaker can go a long way towards increasing demand for advanced telecommunications infrastructure.  

Brent Legg, Connected Nation, Inc., Washington, D.C.:  

A great deal of ConnectKentucky’s success can be attributed to its “eCommunity Strategies” component, in which the individual needs of each community are examined so as to determine what local programs are necessary to enhance the demand for broadband.  This may include training programs, public awareness campaigns, community computer centers, and programs such as “No Child Left Offline,” which makes refurbished computers available to low-income families at no cost.  The barriers to broadband availability and adoption can vary widely from community to community.  Connected Nation believes that a grassroots, community-focused effort must take place in each South Carolina county to best determine how the utilization of broadband can be enhanced.

Dr. Jim Martin, Assistant Professor, School of Computing, Clemson University:  

First and foremost – teach the teachers. 

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

The EBS leases should require that the private provider include in their proposal a place for leveraging the spectrum to deliver enhanced education, public safety, health care, and economic development services.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

Yes to the examples, but more specifically, the market analysis will spell out which ones are best for which communities and which markets.  See #11 and the attached white paper for more details.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

Public access to computers with broadband connections is very important.  Libraries and schools already provide such services and the continuation and even acceleration of these services should be encouraged.  However, these types of services will never replace the value of computers with Internet access in homes.  

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

Free public access in community centers, municipal buildings, libraries and education centers would probably be the most effective method.

Cindy Cox,  AT&T South Carolina:  

Seeking to understand consumer needs should be an integral part of the Committee’s work.  Since consumer broadband needs might vary depending on a number of factors, inclusion of information about what consumers seek in a broadband offering (such as desired speeds, the total cost and value of the broadband experience, and an understanding of why consumers do not subscribe where broadband is available) will help tailor deployment initiatives.  The most effective way to understand consumer needs is through consumer surveys which could help the Committee and providers understand what consumers view as barriers to adoption of broadband where it is available.  The Committee should also look closely at the broadband needs of other sectors, including small businesses, telemedicine, and education.  

Broadband adoption (as opposed to deployment) is an often overlooked, but critical, component to bringing the benefits of broadband to Americans.  To increase broadband adoption, issues such as computer ownership, the affordability and value of broadband offerings, assistance for low-income areas, and education about broadband uses and benefits must be addressed. 

Some examples of ConnectKentucky’s (an initiative in KY that led to the Connected Nation state model) advancement of broadband adoption include:

· Working with government offices to set up funds to subsidize the nonrecurring and/or recurring cost of broadband.  The Department of Agriculture launched a pilot satellite cost-share program for farmers.  The program subsidizes 50% of the equipment and installation cost (up to $250) and 50% of the monthly recurring cost (up to $40 per month) for one year.

· Partnering with government and equipment and technology companies to provide computers for target groups without access to a home computer.  In Kentucky, a pilot program is supported by Connected Nation, the Appalachian Regional Commission and the Kentucky Department for Innovation and Commercialization.  Additional state support is provided by the Education Cabinet, the Commonwealth Office of Technology, and Kentucky Correctional Industries (through the donation of surplus computers).  Microsoft Corporation, CA, Inc. and Lexmark International donated software and printers to the project, and companies from the private sector have also funded the effort.

· Connected Nation publicizes technology through Connected, a quarterly newsletter designed to inform all Kentuckians of technology opportunities across the Commonwealth as well as provide examples of how other Kentuckians are using technology.

Additional information on specific Connect Kentucky initiatives can be found at http://www.connectkentucky.org/
M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

The SC Telco Alliance believes that all such efforts would be beneficial, in addition to addressing general socio‑economic barriers to broadband demand, such as educational attainment and income level.  One key factor in stimulating broadband demand is to develop and promote broadband applications that are relevant and useful to the consuming public.  In this sense, broadband can be considered a “pipe” through which services are delivered.  Consumers will not care about the pipe unless the services that can be delivered are meaningful and useful to them in their everyday lives.

Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

EMBARQ would recommend the use of Technology Centers such as those established by the e-NC Authority.  Public libraries are existing resources that should be utilized and promoted for free public access points, and the state’s technical college system could be utilized very effectively for education and training as well as public access.  Another example not only of education and training but also of an effort to provide low-cost computers is the technology centers already established in South Carolina in Holly Hill and New Ellenton.  These centers are receiving computers released by the federal government, they are refurbishing the computers and providing them to local citizens, and they are teaching computer usage as well as job training skills.  A real focus on applications should also be a component of the state’s goal to drive demand—programs such as e-government, e-business, e-education, e-health, etc.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

Two part answer:

a).  The first focus should be the immediate publishing of the RFP for the EBS licenses.  The only restrictions should be those imposed by the FCC.

b).  After the RFP has been published, attention can be given to how to encourage the utilization of broadband services.  The Kentucky model of a 501-c3 could be an excellent vehicle to increase public awareness and to disperse free or reduced-cost equipment.  It could receive donations from businesses, citizens, and possibly even from the United Way.  ETV already supports educational efforts state-wide and it could work with the 501-c3 to ensure that efforts were complementary and not redundant.  I would recommend that this Broadband Study Committee reconvene after the publishing of the RFP to tackle these more complex and time-consuming issues.  

Greenville Tech:

Free technology education, awareness centers, opportunities for jobs, reduced equipment costs and recognition are all great ways to encourage early adaptors.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

ETV surveyed 45 of our educational constituents during a focus group (March 15, 2006) on EBS. Although not scientific, the results showed an overwhelming use of broadband content in their institutions. For example 93% of the participants’ institutions have utilized online courses and training. Last school year, there were over 2 million views of video on-demand though the Internet, but this content is only available on the broadband provided within schools or libraries.  If students or teachers have no broadband at home, multimedia content and curriculum, such as the new Virtual School, are not viewable.  There is an existing demand for broadband utilization, and ETV is willing to promote and continue training for more utilization.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA does not have information sufficient to make specific recommendations concerning such programs but believes that the Kentucky type programs are worthy of further study for implementation in South Carolina.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  Training programs are a good start.  First show the benefits of Internet Access by demonstrating the capabilities in schools, libraries, and local community centers.  Expose the community the good things that communications and technology have to offer for young and old alike.  Older folks who may not be as ambulatory as they used to are an underserved group of people who can immediately benefit from the technology by accessing love ones through email, and being active by reading large font print on a screen which isn’t available in a magazine.  Even live video chat with family and friends can be a wonderful experience for someone who’s never experienced the internet.  

The cost of these programs should be part of the operational startup costs and should anticipate an ongoing program that measures the penetration rates, and success rates.  

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

A comprehensive effort supported by any/all identified stakeholders.  It will take considerable leadership to identify feasible options, map out reasonable timelines that include some form of accountability.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

Sometimes, the price of a desktop or laptop computer can be a hurdle.  Fortunately, wireless provides some innovative and less expensive handheld devices which may be an option. 

Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative, 

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN:  

Many communities, such as Burlington, (see my case study – http://www.newrules.org/info/bt.html ), have invested in municipal fiber networks that offer very fast speeds at prices considerably less than existing providers.  These low prices tend to remove any talk of subsidization.  It may be hard to believe, but by viewing fiber as a long term, infrastructure investment, communities are quite capable of investing in networks that will offer both faster speeds and less expensive monthly bills.  Further, these networks can be opened to all competitors, solving the long-standing problem of natural monopoly.  

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

A state run network is its own beneficiary.  Don’t provide funds to non-government related groups. Charge a small fee that covers the installation and operation of the network.  Any losses, if any, could be covered under a special sales tax or income tax.  We are not talking about a great deal of money.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

Subsidizing deployments that facilitate public goods should be the focus.  Third-party evaluative frameworks should be designed and deployed so that we can provide feedback to program initiatives and make necessary adjustments.  A good example of positive spillovers was presented by the Greenville County School System where they provided subsidized access to students --- but also to parents.  The potentials they opened up are pretty nifty.  But, I would also strongly encourage them to think through how they can demonstrate the benefits with cold hard facts so that a future administrator or public official or parents’ group does not undermine their efforts --- if the benefits are truly there.

Brent Legg, Connected Nation, Inc., Washington, D.C.:  

To date, no subsidies have been required in Kentucky to bring affordable broadband served to residential and business consumers across the state.  Because each state is different in terms of barriers to availability and adoption, it is important that these barriers are identified before subsidies are considered.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

The EBS leases should require that the private provider include in their proposal a place for leveraging the spectrum to deliver enhanced education, public safety, health care, and economic development services.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

These are policy decisions that distinct from market analysis and technology assessment.. In general, subsidies should be available based on a demonstration of need. The measurement is usually earned income. The wireless enterprise should be cash flow positive within 3 years, and can throw off some resources for a low-income subsidy. Government programs and private foundations can also be used to subsidize low income or special uses. There may also be special-purpose incentives or subsidies to encourage certain applications with social or cultural benefit.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

While such a program would extend Internet access to more citizens, the continual funding of such a program would be problematic.

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

The State should work with all providers to understand the factors that limit their deployment of affordable broadband and devise incentives that will help them overcome these limitations.

Cindy Cox,  AT&T South Carolina:  

See Response #6 and #12
M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

It depends on what is meant by the term “subsidized.” The State should be careful to ensure that any public assistance with broadband costs is done in a competitively neutral manner.  

Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

With pending rulings affecting broadband service before the FCC and pending legislation before Congress, EMBARQ would recommend following the national lead on any significant changes to broadband policy for the state.  And as previously stated, market forces have already driven the costs of service down significantly in the last few years, just as the market has similarly affected the prices of wireless service, consumer electronics, etc. 

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

Two part answer:

a).  The first focus should be the immediate publishing of the RFP for the EBS licenses.  The only restrictions should be those imposed by the FCC.

b).  After the RFP has been published, attention can be given to whether access to broadband services by residential or business consumers should be subsidized.  We must be careful not to allow this question to distract us from the importance of the EBS licenses because the answer to this question is unrelated to the EBS licenses.  Providing subsidies is a policy issue to be decided by our elected representatives.  I would recommend that this Broadband Study Committee reconvene after the publishing of the RFP to tackle these more complex and time-consuming issues and to make appropriate recommendations. 

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

At this point, it would be best not to offer specific subsidies or free services. In some cities there are ad-sponsored services that provide subsidies or reduced access cost, and there are federal and national grant programs that provide funds.  However, in both cases the funding is dependent on an existing services already in place.  If the wireless broadband services are available statewide, the necessary funding can more easily be acquired for the needy.

The leasing of this valuable spectrum will produce income for the state, and the state could barter the lease revenue to subsidize education. One of the best ways to make broadband more affordable is through increased competition, so the result of a new wireless broadband provider would be more aggressive pricing and marketing for all broadband services.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

No.  No system of subsidies should be implemented.  As discussed above, the competitive market for broadband is healthy and continuing to develop and there is no reason to distort it with subsidies.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

Subsidies may be necessary to offset the costs of the equipment; however, subsidizing the costs of services must be carefully weighed with respect to the overall goals of the state-wide program.  Certain communities may feel it’s necessary to do this for lower income residences or businesses in these communities.   

Perhaps you subsidize the initial equipment (ie, desktop modem or PC Card), and make the monthly service costs flexible through tiered service plans for internet access and download speeds like I suggested earlier.  Flexible $ / Mbps is the answer.  

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

Should access to broadband services by residential or business consumers be subsidized?  Yes.  Who would be the beneficiaries of such subsidies?  A determination should be made based on an objective set of criteria – a sort of sliding scale.  How would those subsidies be funded?  Not with real money – since state coffers are already strapped.  Rather, a combination of credits/concessions should share the cost for ALL stakeholders – consumers, businesses, providers, local/state government.  There are practical ways to work this.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

The Committee should avoid creating a subsidy program because such programs distort competition, especially subsidy programs that force one provider to give money to a competitor to subsidize their competitors’ service. 

Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative, 

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN:  

The state should encourage competition so citizens have a choice in providers.  Ensuring competition solves many of the problems with broadband.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

The profitability of the regulated phone companies, or public rights of way access granted Cable TV companies, offering Broadband services is not relevant to the State of South Carolina.  That is those particular companies’ problems.  But, the law demands equal access for all citizens, business and other telecom companies to any public asset that has been granted to any company.  Therefore, the telephone companies, Cable TV’s, and wireless providers must provide access to their mostly public networks: period.

But, if the broadband network is owned and operated by the State of South Carolina, the problem is solved.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

Possibly.  If not the state, then the county, perhaps, with technical assistance from the state.  The open network deployment models I mentioned earlier are a possible partial solution to this conundrum.  Public investments in the buildout of open (non-exclusive) networks, that are then leased to private providers of content and services, can allow these regions to enjoy the benefits of advanced telecommunications, and can make the business model work for the private sector.   If there are positive externalities (public goods) embedded in these situations, then some public sector investment is probably appropriate.  

Brent Legg, Connected Nation, Inc., Washington, D.C.:  

In almost all cases, broadband can be deployed as a standalone profitable venture if the right type of technology is deployed under a solid business model.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

No.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

Typically a provider (either wholesale or retail) will want to bundle a service if it is available and economical.  The market gives us successful examples of both. Unbundled or bundled services need not be an incentive nor a deterrent to participation.   These decisions should be left to the service provider at each level of service offering and not artificially mandated or provided, unless they can be provided to all participants.

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

See above.

Cindy Cox,  AT&T South Carolina: 

See Response #4, #6 and #12

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

This does not seem to be an issue for SC Telco Alliance member companies.  However, to the extent such a situation exists, it can probably best be addressed within the overall context of increasing deployment to unserved areas, rather than being addressed as a separate issue.
Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

As stated, EMBARQ believes that market and customer demand are driving expansion and it is in a company’s interest to market services on a bundled basis.  Therefore, our company has been expanding our full range of communications services (voice, data, wireless, and entertainment) as aggressively as possible and we will continue to do so.  Matching incentive grants in a public/private partnership arrangement will enhance that process, but we are nevertheless committed to serving our entire customer base as quickly and as economically as possible.

In addition, we include a quote from FCC Commissioner Copps:

“We must recognize of course that business plays the critical role in innovation and investment. We should rely upon the market, rather than upon government regulation whenever possible to accelerate broadband deployment. The role of government is not to pick winners and losers among competing technologies. Indeed, different broadband access technologies work better in different locations and circumstances. Our role here is to eliminate barriers to competition so that companies have the incentive to invest and innovate, and to regulate with clarity, transparency and predictability so that business is not asked to operate with a question mark. If we are successful, America's consumers will have the opportunity to choose the technology and service that best meets their needs.”

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

Two part answer:

a).  The first focus should be the immediate publishing of the RFP for the EBS licenses.  The only restrictions should be those imposed by the FCC.

b).  I would recommend that this Broadband Study Committee reconvene after the publishing of the RFP to tackle these more complex and time-consuming issues and to make appropriate recommendations.  We must be careful not to allow this question to distract us from the importance of the EBS licenses because the answer to this question is unrelated to the EBS licenses.  

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

A public/private partnership will ensure both sides are accountable. There are strong companies operating on a national basis that have determined that wireless broadband networks over leased EBS spectrum can be successfully deployed. WiMAX is a standards-based technology in use around the world, and expected to grow in the US marketplace. If the lessee/operator does not deliver the promised benefits to the state and the people of South Carolina, the state will be able to terminate the arrangements and seek another. So as unlikely as that scenario is, there is no risk to the State.
The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

There is something the state can do along these lines.  One way that the Study Committee could improve the deployment of cable broadband in South Carolina would be to recommend the removal of impediments to cable companies providing telephone service in rural areas of the state.  In order to justify further deployment of broadband services cable companies must project profitable operations in the new areas.  To the extent that cable companies can provide video, broadband and telephone services to a new area the business case is enhanced and it is easier to justify the capital expenditures necessary to extend service to that new area.  In some rural areas of South Carolina cable companies have been blocked from offering telephone service.  That fact slows broadband deployment by cable operators.  

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

Yes.  These issues must be addressed because services such as Voice over IP (VoIP) are a perfect example.  A plan must be in place to address the types of services made available on this network.

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

Yes, but a close assessment of the barriers to deployment must be validated.  For select cases, another level of resource should apply if deployment yields a broad impact.  In other cases, we should respect practical limitations.  Again, objective criteria in assessing such matters is critical to success. 

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

Sprint has no opinion on this issue. 

Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative, 

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN: 

I strongly encourage the Vermont model.  This is essentially a public/private partnership in that communities can invest in the wire infrastructure that private providers can use to offer services in a competitive environment.  The danger with ConnectKentucky is that is has been successful in deploying DSL (speeds from 5 years ago) but does not necessarily scale well when Kentucky is trying to compete with states that have invested in fiber networks.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

S.C should not follow other government’s leads.  Instead, just as MPX Systems and SCANA did in the 1980’s, SC should do it our way.  That is: we create our own networks, needs and installation methods.  Then let the rest of the world come here to learn how it is done. 

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

I think the study committee needs more time and due diligence to make this determination.  I like the public/private model --- if it is understood that there are certain matters that are still exclusively public and some that are private.  Such an arrangement cannot be allowed to devolve into a conduit for private sector interests to penetrate what are obvious public interests.  Strong public leadership is a prerequisite.  

Brent Legg, Connected Nation, Inc., Washington, D.C.:  

Connected Nation strongly believes that South Carolina should establish a public/private partnership called “Connect South Carolina” that replicates the successful ConnectKentucky program across the state.  South Carolina will greatly benefit from the insight and advocacy of leaders in business, education, healthcare, state government, etc. In fact, Connected Nation has already identified private sector partners are willing to support—in a variety of ways—a statewide partnership that results in enhanced technology literacy and expansion across South Carolina.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

Yes, but this does not go to the core transformational opportunity for South Carolina. ConnectKentucky is focused primarily on the delivery of traditional broadband services to underserved populations and geographies. The transformational potential of a statewide, wireless broadband cloud is the development and delivery of new and enhanced education, health care, public safety services and capturing economic development opportunities. A broad public/private partnership should be formed that is much broader and aspirational in scope that the ConnectKentucky model.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

This depends on the ultimate goals of the program. If the program is focused on government and public services, then a governmental entity is appropriate. However, if broad community involvement and access is the goal, an independent entity, with broad and open participation in its governance is better. This kind of public/private partnership will allow the participants to provide focus in addressing three key elements – access to spectrum, access to capital and a comprehensive market demand program.    In addition, the public/private sponsorship should include the ability for local communities to offer branded application services for their community through an affiliated partnership program, which includes offering their applications to other interested parties.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.: 

 Yes, South Carolina should create an organization similar to these in other states.  

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

Yes.  

Cindy Cox,  AT&T South Carolina:  

See Response #2, #6 and #12 of Section II. 

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

No comment from Clearwire on Section II. 

Jeffery S. Bridgland, Director of I.T. & Telecommunications, 

Piedmont Municipal Power Agency: 

The concept of a public/private partnership, on its surface, is a commendable idea.  The unique capability of government, such as management and the construction and maintenance of infrastructure, united with the unique capabilities of telecommunications specialists, such as technical communication skills and marketing, seems to be an attractive blend of talents.  On the other hand, government must avoid the creation of either a government-backed monopoly or the creation of a government-backed competitor to existing incumbents.  Either situation would create political and economic fall-out that could be costly.  We feel that the structure of a government entity, solely for the construction and maintenance of telecommunications infrastructure, would follow a similar path as that for constructing and maintaining roads and highways.  The goal is to create an open-access electronic pathway across which all service providers may provide their services.  Funding is available at the federal level, as well as through capacity leasing as the infrastructure is built out.

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

See response to Item II (2) above.  SC Telco Alliance members are willing to submit data to any entity that can guarantee the confidential treatment of individual company data.  We do not believe that can be accomplished with a government-based program.
Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

EMBARQ advocates a public/private partnership and highly recommends the e-NC Authority as a model not only for broadband expansion through matching incentive grants but for education, training, and the utilization of technology centers and public access points throughout the state.  

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

Two part answer:

a).  The first focus should be the immediate publishing of the RFP for the EBS licenses.  Creating a new entity should not be allowed to delay or derail the publishing of the RFP.

b).  After the RFP is published, South Carolina should then create a public/private partnership such as ConnectKentucky to act as a central coordinating entity.

Greenville Tech:

A high-speed wireless broadband “state-wide laboratory” would be best designed, deployed and supported by a public/private partnership.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

A government program is not necessary to begin the negotiation for leasing the state’s spectrum holdings.  ETV and Tech holdings by FCC regulation must be built out and services utilized before May 2011.  So the RFP to lease the ETV spectrum should be released in January 2008.

However, a third party assessment of broadband availability and how those services are currently used throughout the state could be beneficial; especially, if the evaluators could gauge the economic benefits of broadband.
The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA does not believe that the case has been made for the creation for such an entity.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

A public/private partnership is probably the best approach to maintain continuity of the goals, objectives and ultimately the long term success of this project.  I envision an anchor tenant (ie, State or Community Governments) are critical to the success of the business model.

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

Something like ConnectKentucky, but adapted for the Palmetto State.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

If South Carolina creates a broadband program, it should be private-based and should focus on promoting broadband competition from all broadband technologies.  

Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative, 

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN:  

Communities should be empowered to invest in their own systems.  They should invest in fiber networks for longevity and open the network to all competitors under equal terms – following the long history of common carriage in western civilization.  This policy creates a competitive environment and ensures the community benefits from its investment.  Funding is available from any of the mechanisms common to municipal financing – from bonds to municipal capital leases.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

(a)  goals;  Build a complete Wireless WiMax Network covering the entire state of South Carolina.  Use existing 2.5 gigabit ETV network wireless frequencies, government towers, government facilities, and government fiber optic lines to create this network.  To work with major manufacturers of WiMax equipment to create the network.  To build its own equipment or joint venture with other manufacturers to create better and less expensive equipment where necessary.  To make sure that connection hardware, either at the WiMax or Wi-Fi level is easily and affordably available to the citizens.

(b)  duties;  To install, operate, and maintain South Carolinas Broad band highway to meet the goals in part a.

(c)  staffing; Increase staff of the State Telecom Dept to accomplish the goals above.

(d)  funding. Obtain a cost estimate for construction, operation and maintenance of the network. Break down the network into small phases that can be properly funded and results evaluated.  Obtain special and creative funding from the state, local governments, school boards, colleges, and businesses that will have special access to the network.  To apply for Federal and Private funding grants.  Apply for funding from the Military for making the network available to the large number of military installations in South Carolina.  Again, with a small fee structure, the network should not run that large of a loss, and the business gains for the State should more than offset the costs.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

Such recommendations could come out of a longer-term study and public hearing process that did the due diligence necessary to make these determinations.  

Brent Legg, Connected Nation, Inc., Washington, D.C.:  

Keys to Success

Connect South Carolina should be a comprehensive broadband deployment and adoption plan that will blanket South Carolina with broadband Internet access and dramatically improve the use of related technology. The program will follow Connected Nation’s model for technology expansion. Key ingredients for Connect South Carolina’s success should include:

· Significant leadership from the Legislature and Governor. Connect South Carolina’s success will be explicitly traced to the legislature’s ability and the Governor’s willingness to elevate and guide a comprehensive technology plan as an economic development platform that can lead to job development, more efficient healthcare, education and local government.  Legislative leadership that supports a sufficiently comprehensive plan is the key to ensuring all agencies and entities can find “their” place in the program. The plan must be large enough to encompass all those with a vested interest in technology expansion and the leadership will be strong enough to instill the confidence that this is a priority. 

· Purpose driven data collection and mapping. As a non-profit organization, Connect South Carolina will be capable of receiving and publishing data from broadband providers in a manner that does not jeopardize their infrastructure or business plan (via NDA’s).  As a non-profit organization whose mission is to quantify (map) the gaps in service and implement market based programs to encourage build out of new service, Connect South Carolina will be capable of ensuring the protection of proprietary data that private sector providers require and the consumer protection and advocacy for which the public sector has been mandated. 

· Cooperation from the entire technology community. A sturdy technology plan begins with measuring and quantifying the gaps (mapping). Connected Nation’s model creates an incentive and environment for all technology providers to cooperatively share their data and plans in an effort to identify the gaps and lower the cost of entry to new markets. Connect South Carolina’s cooperative mapping program, for example, will provide benefit to and receive data from all of South Carolina’s telecommunications providers.  Connect South Carolina’s range of partners will be comprehensive including software, hardware and IT services providers and beyond. 

· Comprehensive demand creation at the local level. The Connect South Carolina initiative will implement local technology planning teams in each South Carolina community to create and aggregate demand (eCommunity Leadership Teams). In doing so, Connect South Carolina’s public-private partnership will nurture a receptive market in underserved communities. It is this local demand creation that enables the broadband mapping program. Providers want to reach out to underserved communities as they prepare for their own technology adoption investment. The statewide broadband inventory map becomes the providers’ roadmap because it will quantify gaps in broadband service helping them more efficiently leverage their build out resources. Taken together, the mapping and local demand creation activity lowers the private sectors’ cost of entry in to new markets. 

· Localized technology planning. Connect South Carolina’s program will make technology planning a community activity. In order to facilitate this process, it must be organized by those who are keenly familiar with South Carolina communities. Connect South Carolina will employ and deploy South Carolinians as facilitators of this statewide program. 

Goals

Connect South Carolina’s goals should be:

1. Affordable broadband availability for all of South Carolina;

2. Dramatically improved use of computers and the Internet by all South Carolinians;

3. The formation of eCommunity Leadership Teams in every county – local leaders who assemble to develop and implement technology growth strategies for local government, business and industry, education, healthcare, agriculture, libraries, tourism and community-based organizations;

4. A policy and regulatory framework that encourages continued investment in communications and information technologies year after year; and 

5. A meaningful online presence for all South Carolina communities, to improve citizen services and promote economic development through e-government, virtual education and online healthcare.

Staffing

As a subsidiary operation of Connected Nation, most of the initiative’s staff would be from South Carolina and based in Connect South Carolina headquarters in Columbia.  This includes an executive director who would provide South Carolina-based leadership for the initiative, along with staff to fill communications, advocacy, program development, and administrative functions.  In addition, regional program managers for Connect South Carolina's eCommunity leadership teams would be hired from within South Carolina to build teams and facilitate local planning within designated regions.  Mapping and research personnel, support staff, and senior management would continue to operate from the Connected Nation operational headquarters in Bowling Green, KY.  Federal policy staff would continue to operate from Connected Nation’s national headquarters in Washington, DC. 

This structure ensures that Connect South Carolina would be a program that is "all things South Carolina”:  incorporated in South Carolina with South Carolina employees, uniquely branded for South Carolina, and directly overseen and authorized by the legislature.  At the same time, Connected Nation mapping, research, and support tools, methodologies, and resources can be tapped for most cost effective delivery for the state.

Funding

As a public/private partnership, Connect South Carolina should be funded by the state government AND the private sector.  In Kentucky and Tennessee, the private sector contributes approximately 20% of the total cost of the initiative.  The remaining 80% can be funded through a legislative appropriation and/or the utilization of federal and state grants that are intended for economic development purposes.

Dr. Jim Martin, Assistant Professor, School of Computing, Clemson University:  

I would recommend a public/private partnership that is synergistic with proposed nationwide broadband wireless  plans.  I think there are Department of Justice/NIJ programs that would be interested in this South Carolina project.  I would suggest that we leverage our Clemson University DOJ/WiMAX project and seek DOJ support/collaboration. Please refer to my web site  for details:  http://people.clemson.edu/%7Ejmarty/publicsafety/PublicSafety.html
For a program structure, two possible approaches:

1.A SC center (existing or new) develops the network and runs it.  Access to the network is based on a service model to  incumbent  broadband providers or competitors to provide the desired set of services.

2.Solicit a single provider to develop and run the state-wide network. This model however seems to have fairness and competition hurdles. In the early 2000’s the idea of a CLEC using an incumbents infrastructure proved to be flawed.  

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

See “Realizing a Transformational Opportunity To Make the Citizens of South Carolina Healthier, Wealthier, Safer, and Better Educated”
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SC has a unique, transformational opportunity to create a statewide, wireless broadband network upon which new and enhanced communications services can be developed and deployed to make citizens of the state Healthier, Wealthier, Safer, and Better Educated.
Unlike any other state, available spectrum in South Carolina is owned by one entity, ETV. This spectrum is a public asset that should be leveraged for the public good, by creating a broad public/private partnership to both deploy, and just as importantly to leverage, this spectrum. 

ETV owns EBS spectrum, and the transition from analogue to digital signals will free up 95 percent of this spectrum. The FCC has mandated that ETV create a plan for deployment of this spectrum by January 2009. To date, the discussion of developing this plan has focused on two possibilities. 

First, ETV does nothing and the spectrum reverts to the FCC. The FCC will then auction off the spectrum, so it will be commercially deployed, but the state will have lost a valuable asset and the opportunity to develop and deploy significant new services for the citizens of the state.

The other alternative considered is for ETV to lease the spectrum to a third party provider. ETV will reserve five to ten percent of the spectrum for its own needs and will negotiate a lease fee sufficient to cover its network costs and to provide resources for content development. The remainder of the spectrum would be available for a private partner to commercially deploy the system to provide broadband services across the state. The revenue generated would cover the cost and operations of the system, and fund the lease fee to ETV. This option is significantly better than doing nothing, but it elicits a strong negative response from incumbent telecommunications providers who see it primarily as new competition for their existing services. It also fails to realize the transformational opportunity to significantly enhance services to citizens. 

I proposed a fundamentally different paradigm. ETV should seek out a private partner who meets its core objectives to reserve five to ten percent of the spectrum for its own needs, to cover network costs and to provide resources for content development. Then the private partner should be required to develop and execute a plan for developing broad public / private partnerships for leveraging a statewide, wireless broadband network to develop and deploy new and enhanced communications services to make South Carolina citizens Healthier, Wealthier, Safer, and Better Educated.

Enhanced Services to Citizens

WiMAX will be deployed globally over the next several years. WiMAX is an essential technology for mobile broadband which allows streaming video either from or to a mobile person, device or vehicle. A statewide, wireless broadband network allows for enhanced services to SC citizens related to education, government, public safety, and health care. To the extent these enhanced services involve mobile broadband, they are not possible with the existing wired, broadband or the existing wireless infrastructures in the state. A statewide, wireless broadband network also provides for cost effective broadband access to rural areas where the last mile costs of wired broadband is prohibitive, and to people in poverty who can not otherwise afford broadband connectivity. 

Much of the debate about deploying and leveraging a broadband network using ETV’s spectrum revolves around the potential competition with wired broadband providers. Some incumbent carriers support a ConnectedNation/ConnectKentucky model for South Carolina. ConnectKentucky organized community leaders from nine sectors to provide a comprehensive picture of the community in terms of broadband deployment, and to assess and plan for broadband in each community. A ConnectedNation/ConnectKentucky model for South Carolina may be an appropriate way to address rural access where wired broadband is cost prohibitive or access by poor citizens where affordability is an issue. A statewide, wireless broadband network could be an effective component of a comprehensive approach to broadband. A ConnectedNation/ConnectKentucky model does nothing though to address the delivery of enhanced mobile broadband services that are not possible with the existing wired or the existing wireless broadband infrastructure. Nor does it address the economic development potential of developing new applications here and marketing them globally.

Enhanced Economic Development

Beyond enhanced services, a statewide, wireless broadband network creates a transformational economic development opportunity. Most of the possible mobile, broadband applications do not exist. A statewide, wireless broadband network will be a unique advanced wireless laboratory for South Carolina companies to develop these emerging wireless services here, and then market them globally. The opportunity to be on the leading edge of a major emerging technology globally is a unique opportunity for companies in South Carolina to create enormous wealth. 

In addition to the ETV spectrum, this network would allow the state to leverage other significant assets here, for example, the Clemson University-International Center for Automotive Research, the BMW Information Technology Research Center, the Port of Charleston, the new Dubai Port, and the Center for Research in Wireless Communications at Clemson. It could engage several significant health care related partners, such as Blue Cross Blue Shield and Health Sciences South Carolina, which itself is a collaborative of Clemson University, the Greenville Hospital System, the Medical University of South Carolina, Palmetto Health, Spartanburg Regional, and the University of South Carolina. Building an advanced wireless laboratory would attract significant global technology partners, like Intel, Microsoft, Oracle, Cicso and Google. 

There is a growing entrepreneurial support base that can be leveraged. The SC Venture Capital Authority invested $50 million in four venture funds, who now have an obligation to invest in South Carolina companies. Entrepreneurial partners across the state, from ThinkTEC to Engenuity to Next can also be engaged to help and develop and grow companies commercializing mobile wireless applications. This is an activity where success will create an image for South Carolina as a technology leader, which will attract talent, which will attract capital. Success will breed success.

A Public/Private Partnership

ETV should seek a private partner to manage a broad public / private partnership to build out a statewide, wireless broadband network, and then leverage the network to enhance education, health care, public safety, and economic development. 

The private partner should be engaged to build and operate a wireless broadband network across the entire state. The spectrum should be made available as collateral to raise the required capital to build the system. A portion of the spectrum should be reserved for enhanced education, public safety, health care, and economic development. The remainder of the spectrum should be available for the private partner to deliver revenue generating services to fund the capital costs and maintenance of the system. 

Beyond merely deploying the network, the private partner should be required to develop and execute a plan to create and manage broad public / private partnerships, including government, education, public safety, industry, and technology, to develop and deploy new and enhanced wireless, broadband solutions.

This private provider would be required to sell broadband services to generate the revenue to fund the costs and operation of the system, which would be competitive with existing carriers. But there would be net positive benefits to existing communications services providers in the state. 
Fundamental to realizing the transformational opportunity for the state is leveraging a statewide, wireless broadband system to enhance educational attainment. For example, 170 children attend the Fuller Normal Advanced Technology Charter School in an impoverished area of downtown Greenville, SC. The school has web based curriculum in each classroom. Children and their parents could access this web based curriculum at home, but fewer than a dozen students have broadband access to the Internet at home. In addition, most of their parents have deficiencies in their education too. If each child had a wi-max enabled laptop, they could individually access their web based lessons at school, at home, or anywhere else they were. In addition, through a partnership with the technical college system, their parents could be provided with adult education to enhance their educational attainment. Educating children and their parents will grow the market of consumers of high value communications products of existing service providers. In many cases, existing communications service providers could and should be partners in delivering enhanced education to people in their service area. 

The development of new and enhanced mobile broadband services will drive the demand of existing communications products and services. For example, a system might be developed for first responders to have cameras on their hats to stream video in real time from a disaster area to a central command center. There will need to be enhanced communications services at the command center that will be delivered by existing communications service providers, and well as new equipment at both the first responder and the command center. Again, existing communications service providers could and should be partners in delivering enhanced public safety applications in their service area. 

Much has been made of the issue that “the state shouldn’t compete with the private sector.” First, if ETV does not lease this spectrum the FCC will auction it off. So the question is not if the spectrum will be deployed by whom and what will be the benefits be. Second, the government will not be competing, a private sector partner will be. Third, while there may be some competition with telecommunications service providers, there are many other private sector partners, from health care to manufacturing to transportation, who will benefit significantly. One could argue that school cafeterias compete with grocery stores, or public transportation competes with car dealerships. In many cases the state has a compelling interest in insuring that infrastructure is in place to ensure that a broader education, public health, public safety, or economic development objective is achieved. 

Business Model

The key to realizing the transformational opportunity to create a statewide, wireless broadband network is developing a viable business model for the private partner. While the specifics of this model are yet to be developed, below are several elements that differentiate this model from have a provider that simply depends on providing broadband services to the state.

1) The private provider leases spectrum from ETV.

a. ETV reserves five to ten percent of the spectrum for its own purposes.

b. ETV received a lease fee sufficient to cover its network costs and to fund additional content creation.

2) The private provider generates revenue to fund the capital and operations costs of the system, as well as the ETV lease payment.

a. The private provider sells broadband services, focusing in particular on deploying mobile broadband that does not currently exist in South Carolina. 

b. Rather than creating its own retail system, the private provider focuses on wholesaling broadband services where possible to others who already have retail systems in place, such as existing communications providers or electric cooperatives. This helps build collaborations with existing providers, and eliminates the need and cost of retail systems such as marketing and billing.

c. The private provider seeks sources of revenue that have not been considered to date. For example, there have been conversations with experts in the state who know of funds available from the US Departments of Defense, Department of Justice, and Homeland Security, to leverage the network to develop advanced mobile broadband applications. These projects could involve collaborations with existing providers of communications services and products, as well as universities and industry and government partners such BMW, Michelin, Blue Cross, SPAWAR, and the Savannah River National Laboratory.

d. The private provider would raise capital to invest in South Carolina companies that commercialize new mobile broadband applications globally. There have been conversations with major technology companies, such as Intel, who would be very interested in leveraging a unique wireless broadband laboratory, as well as venture capital funds supported by the SC Venture Capital Authority who would also be interested in these emerging companies. Creating and growing these companies create opportunities for collaborations existing providers of communications services and products, and as well as other partners in the state. 

e. Revenue from development projects can help the private provider to fund its overhead and otherwise meet its financial obligations. Investments in emerging companies may ultimately provide the largest return on investment to the private provider. Both of these sources of profit significantly reduce the need of this private provider to aggressively market retail broadband services, which is the competition that incumbent telecommunication providers are most concerned about.

3) A first phase of a statewide, wireless broadband cloud for the state could be deployed for a cost in the range of $20 million. While this is very preliminary, an initial cost in this range was estimated by two independent Wi-MAX experts. This amount equity capital is available from partners who would have an interest in seeing a statewide wireless broadband network created. An incremental approach to deployment also ensures that the private partner is not required raise to a high level of debt financing that can put the partner in distress if revenues do not materialize in the time frame anticipated. Patience is in the interest of all parties since we are dealing with the development and deployment of an emerging technology. 

Significantly more detail needs to be developed for this plan, but initial conversations with many potential partners have been very positive. This plan meets the core objectives of ETV, while maximizing the upside potential to the state of deploying this spectrum. It leverages other major investments the state has made, such as CU-ICAR, Health Sciences South Carolina, and the SC Venture Capital Authority. It minimizes the competitive threat, and in fact generates new business, for existing communications services providers. 

Most importantly, this plan realizes a transformational opportunity to make the citizens of South Carolina Healthier, Wealthier, Safer, and Better Educated.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

This question will be addressed briefly.    Structuring the entity is a non-trivial task based on which key players will be participating, including those providing access to spectrum, capital and marketing program support.   A neutral, non-profit entity which can attract stakeholders to support the acquisition of spectrum, take on the risk of the network build out, and broad statewide and local partnerships to create sustainable demand would be top priorities, followed by an operational support team to take over day-to-day duties once the network is operating and launch a market demand creation program. A wholesale/retail business model would also be recommended, where the entity would provide wholesale services open to any retail service provider.

            (a)  goals;    The top 3 goals are access to spectrum, raising enough capital to reach critical mass that achieves positive cash flow in three years and launching a demand creation program to support the revenue model.  Within these goals should be interim milestones to support a build out in three years or less, including supporting objectives to assure rural build out, operational team capabilities and retail service provider partners.

            (b)  duties;   The duties should include all elements of corporate governance and finance, plus the establishment and build out of a wholesale product offering to attract retail providers to the network.   In addition, the entity should be accountable for supporting the establishment and operational capabilities for specific offerings which enhance state and local services. Cost-effective outsourcing of any and all operational tasks can be considered.

            (c)  staffing; The staffing begins with a board of directors that is representative of the key stakeholders in the entity and is also representative of the targeted customers.   The board will be responsible for establishing the business model, including executive operational duties and determining the extent to which the entity would be responsible for day-to-day operation of the wholesale network and marketing programs.   It is too early to say to what extent the staffing mix would be operations support, business development and/or marketing, but suffice it to say that the entity is responsible for establishing and growing a brand, which includes product offerings, quality of service and ongoing customer support.

            (d)  funding.  As discussed earlier, the funding model is defined to be cash flow positive in 3 years or less.   The elements of seed funding will include both risk capital and some incentives to attract partners.   The actual funding levels will be determined based on the markets to be served, the underlying infrastructure already in place and the incremental build out required. In addition, significant federal and foundation funding opportunities exist for specific programs.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

This organization must be staffed with the primary goal of ensuring the full deployment of broadband access to all homes and businesses in South Carolina.  The organization would collect data from all providers serving South Carolina and report this data in a way to reflect the true deployment in the state. 

The organization would also study developing technologies and applications dependent on Internet access to determine the transmission rates that will be required in the future and the price at which these rates must be offered for South Carolina to compete in the global marketplace.  This information will be used to focus South Carolina’s efforts on reaching these required rates and prices. 

The organization would also pursue funding to encourage the roll out of applications by the public sector to increase the take‑rate. 

Funding for the organization would be by Internet access providers as is the case in Kentucky as well as from a portion of the revenue from the lease of the 67 licenses.

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

The proper structuring of such an entity is beyond my area of expertise but the primary goal should be to continuously increase the availability of affordable broadband in South Carolina.

Cindy Cox,  AT&T South Carolina: 

ConnectNation Economic Development Model: based on the first "Connect Kentucky" program, this model gives states a role in assessing and advancing the availability of broadband through the creation of private/public partnerships, rather than through regulatory or legislative mandates.

· Specifically, the ConnectNation model focuses on identifying and mapping unserved areas, making use of third party customer surveys, and creating a public/private partnerships to incent deployment.  

· Responsible entity:  The Connected Nation model authorizes a 501(c)(3) or other agency with economic development focus to gather broadband information and issue reports.  

· Under the Connected Nation methodology, operators provide general deployment information on a confidential basis and the economic development organization calculates broadband availability and creates an aggregate map.

· Data Provided:  Companies provide raw data for wireline broadband capable equipment (for DSL providers, usually the location of the DSLAM is provided) and the third party maps availability based on its own set of assumptions; for wireless, publicly available coverage maps may be used.
· AT&T and other companies responsible for reporting data should be allowed to participate in the determination of what data is to be included in such reporting.  

· Confidentiality:  Data reporting requirements or requests should be structured in a manner designed to protect any proprietary data or information submitted by participants, including the availability of non-disclosure agreements, from public disclosure. 

· Availability:  Assessments or evaluation of broadband availability within the state should be developed by the Connected Nation task force based on methodologies developed independently of the companies reporting raw data used in the assessment.  

· Companies reporting data should not be required to report conclusions or analyses as to the availability of broadband to any particular area or groups within the state.  

· Reporting requirements should be limited to readily available data collected in the normal course of business.

· Data reporting for the state Connected Nation program should coincide with federal reporting of similar data, including both the time period covered by the data set and the time of report submission.

· Subscriber counts:  The economic development organization conducts end user surveys and determines subscriber counts directly from end users through telephone surveys or similar methods and not from providers of the broadband service.

· This methodology manages operator competitive concerns regarding subscriber data and ensures consistent methodology and participation.

· Incenting deployment:  After a baseline of availability is established, the economic development organization facilitates creation of local initiatives to drive deployment.  

· These efforts can include: demand side exercises such as government infrastructure and anchor tenant planning; creation of a local strategic technology plan involving education, healthcare business and industry, community-based organizations, government, tourism, recreation, and parks, and agriculture; as well as working with local communities to help identify and apply for any available federal or state funds or grants for purchase of broadband services.

· Funding:  funding in the legislation should be specifically earmarked for the mapping and execution of availability planning. 

· To the extent that the funding of the organization is not through private means, it should be from the state’s general budget and not through an assessment that is specific to communications services or carriers.  

· No funding should be provided for a government-owned or financed broadband network.    

· Additional funding outside the context of ConnectNation may be provided for the promotion and development of programs intended to increase the adoption of broadband, through, for example, tax incentives or similarly structured credits.  

· The enacting legislation or charter should include the last provision of the Connected Nation model legislation ensuring that nothing in its creation gives any entity additional oversight over providers of telecommunications and information technology.
R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

See General Comments. 

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance

The SC Telco Alliance does not have specific recommendations at this time regarding the structure of such an entity, its staffing, or funding.  

The goals and duties of such an entity should be (1) to inventory and monitor broadband deployment and availability; (2) to assess, measure, and monitor broadband demand; (3) to propose and implement solutions to accomplish ubiquitous broadband deployment, to the extent it does not exist, including making recommendations on and providing for incentives to the private sector to accelerate deployment where necessary; (4) to propose and implement solutions to increase broadband demand in South Carolina, including making recommendations to address underlying socio‑economic factors, recommending and implementing training programs and public awareness campaigns, and encouraging the development of relevant and useful applications. 

Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

The goals of a public/private partnership should include being technology neutral, encouraging local solutions, utilizing the private sector to the maximum, avoiding “extra special” regulations, and avoiding “same solution for all.”  These are the principles of the North Carolina model.  Funding might be provided from a combination of legislative funding, grants, public resources, and possibly revenues from the leasing of the ETV spectrum.  Schools, the public libraries, and the state’s technical college system should also be utilized at the community level for educational programs and for public access.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  


(a)  goals;

· Determine broadband availability

· Determine broadband accessibility

· Determine broadband affordability

· Determine broadband take-rates

· Work with ETV on outreach programs to rural and disadvantaged areas to maximize their benefit from broadband

· Work with Dept. of Commerce on economic development opportunities and to ensure a friendly environment for future technology investment

· Work with Dept. of Agriculture to help farmers use broadband to improve their operations 

· Work with Higher Ed on innovation and business incubators for local entrepreneurs

· Work with Parks and Tourism to promote WiMAX availability (could inspire international tours of our world-class environment)

· Work with counties and municipalities to increase broadband demand and to ensure broadband availability (Kentucky had coordinated eCommunity leadership teams in all its 120 counties to create broadband plans to address nine sectors)

· Pursue new funding opportunities

· Work towards achieving the goal of 100% availability and accessibility (“no child left offline”)

· Help improve the socio-economic situation of rural South Carolina


(b)  duties;

· Issue and monitor contracts for broadband studies

· Sign non-disclosure agreements with the incumbent providers

· Manage and monitor incoming revenue and donations

· When appropriate, disperse free or low-cost equipment to qualified citizens

· When appropriate, issue grants for approved projects

· Hire or contract appropriate legal and accounting services

· As in Kentucky, take appropriate action that would drive South Carolina towards 100% household broadband availability

· Going beyond Kentucky, take steps that would drive South Carolina towards a 100% take-rate.   

· Work with the private sector to remove barriers to their ability to compete

· Work with the public sector agencies and act as a clearinghouse for broadband issues and opportunities


(c)  staffing; and 

The entity would need an Executive Director, and several supporting personnel.  Possibly a total of six people would be sufficient for the first two to three years.  The Kentucky model would be an initial good template.

(e) funding.  

The entity could be funded from the recurring revenue stream generated by the EBS licenses.  Maybe 10% to 20% of the licensing revenue would be an adequate funding source for the 501-c3.  This would ensure that the entity would be essentially at zero cost to the taxpayers.  I am assuming that ETV would want the remaining 80% to 90% of the funds for their programming efforts.  The entity could also receive donations from other organizations such as Intel, Google, BMW, Michelin, Microsoft, Cisco, IBM, and even the United Way.  

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:


(a)  goals; 

to use broadband infrastructures to their fullest capabilities


(b)  duties; 

assess broadband access and evaluate economic and educational benefits

(c)  staffing; and


 out source services through university research

(d) funding. 

corporate sponsorship, grants, Chamber of Commerce

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

See answer to question III(1) above.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

(a)  goals;   

The goals for this entity are to deliver broadband access services to the  South Carolina communities covered by the wirelesss network and may include VoIP, IPTV, and other related multimedia services.

(b)  duties;

The duties of this entity are to design, construct and operate the wireless network and services under direction of the private / public partnership.

(c)  staffing; 

The entity is responsible for staffing either directly or indirectly through contractors, the human resources needed to design, construct and operate the network;

(d)  funding.

The entity is funded through distributions of service fees rendered for the anchor tenants and other subscriber customers which may include residential, small business and enterprises. 

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

I would welcome the opportunity to cultivate and assess options further.  Some volunteer, grassroots pioneers will likely be needed.  However, key stakeholders should allocate (for initial development and design stages only) a modest budget and staff.  The potential return is considerable.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:
(a)  goals;

Promote broadband competition from multiple broadband technologies.

(b)  duties;

Gather information, clear obstacles to EBS spectrum availability.

(c)  staffing; and 

(d)  funding.

Sprint has no opinion on this issue.
 


Christopher Mitchell – Director, Telecommunications as Commons Initiative, 

Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Minneapolis, MN:  

My area of expertise does not help me to offer input on these questions.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

Private business concerns are not a problem of the State of South Carolina.  The spectrum belongs to the State and how the State uses it is only the business of the State’s Citizens.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

Treat the spectrum as a component of essential public infrastructure, whose ownership will remain in public hands, but whose rights to use will be leased under a situation whereby public benefit is maximized and private returns are sufficient to make the business case.  

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

The question is not whether the spectrum will be deployed, but who will benefit from the deployment of the spectrum. Either ETV will lease the spectrum to a private provider who will deploy the spectrum, or the spectrum will revert to the FCC who will then auction the spectrum to another private provider. EBS licensees should focus their negotiations on meeting their core mission, and then on commitments from the private provider to deployed new and enhanced communications services in education, public safety, education and economic development. 

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

In the model suggested, the spectrum holders would be contributing the use of a very valuable asset to the public/private broadband partnership and would become key stakeholders. In return they would potentially receive lease payments from the partnership entity, access to the network, and a long term strategic platform upon which to implement a wide range of educational (video, TV, and data) services. By making the spectrum available for the benefit of the entire state, the return on spectrum assets goes far beyond the basic financial return from leases and becomes a long term strategic tool for the social, cultural, and economic development of all of South Carolina. 

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.: 

Providers of Internet access are not regulated by federal or state law.  This decision was made by Congress to encourage competition in order to increase access and lower price. 

Since the current providers built their systems with the knowledge they were entering a competitive market and if the EBS licenses are leased at fair market value and in accordance with FCC regulations, there is no issue.

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  Clearly the biggest concern of existing providers is the existence of another competitor for services they provide.  Historically, the incumbents have operated as monopolies or duopolies and telecommunication’s deregulation hasn’t had a significant impact on that, especially outside of the larger metropolitan areas in South Carolina.

There should be little to no attempt to address those concerns.  The EBS spectrum is an asset that, if managed properly, can increase the availability and decrease the cost of broadband to South Carolina citizens.  That is the central, important fact that all involved should stay focused on.  The incumbent telecommunication companies are naturally averse to any additional competition and traditionally lobby heavily for rules that allow them to compete outside of their core areas while limiting competition in those core areas.  That’s completely understandable but as a State we have to move beyond that.  The incumbents have significant existing assets at their disposal.  Ironically, many of those assets are historically rooted in (and to some extent financed by) early attempts by the federal government to ensure telephone access for citizens in rural areas.  It is disingenuous for these companies to now argue that there should be no government assistance to ensure adequate broadband availability in those same areas.

The demand for bandwidth is growing significantly and will continue to grow.  A wireless solution based upon the EBS spectrum has advantages in mobility and in its ability to cost effectively provide coverage in rural areas.  However, any wireless solution based upon today’s available technology is already behind in its ability to keep up with the new applications that are driving higher demand for bandwidth.  The incumbent telecommunication providers are the only ones in a position to truly meet this demand.  These providers should spend less time worrying about potential wireless competition that can provide, at best, 2 to 3 Mbit/sec of bandwidth and instead focus on how to provide cost effective broadband to consumers at speeds of 5 to 10 Mbit/sec or more.  These are the speeds that will be required in the coming years and it would be a great advantage for South Carolina if the incumbents focused on and implemented solutions that met those demands.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

General Comments:  Clearwire has successfully participated in hundreds of RFP processes with local and state governmental entities throughout the United States for the leasing of EBS spectrum.  Clearwire recommends an open competitive bidding/request for proposal (“RFP”) process for the lease of EBS spectrum. This process is similar to, and based upon the principles of FCC spectrum auctions which are designed to obtain the highest price on the spectrum to be leased and to protect against any unfair advantage between current and potential providers. A competitive bidding process makes an independent third party valuation unnecessary because the lessor is assured that it is obtaining the highest price from an actual third party bidder. In the RFP requirements, the lessor can propose non-monetary terms (i.e,. a number of free Internet connections, build out requirements and deadlines for specific geographic areas) to which the bidders may agree or propose alternative arrangements.  Incumbent broadband service providers generally do not rely on EBS spectrum to provide services and therefore, the leasing of EBS spectrum to a new broadband provider will not prevent, but in fact increase competition. The additional competition in the broadband provider space will offer additional choices and options for consumers and drive down the price of broadband services.

Jeffery S. Bridgland, Director of I.T. & Telecommunications, 

Piedmont Municipal Power Agency:  

It should be expected that incumbent providers of broadband within South Carolina will believe that the State’s interest in broadband infrastructure is a competitive threat.  This will be all the greater should the State decide to partner with only one or two service providers in this mission, or create a competitive partnership. The threat will be seen as an encroachment on territory by an entity with unfair advantage.  It is possible to use this spectrum in an open-access manner, allowing all service providers access to the transport medium, without giving preferential treatment to any one provider.  Because incumbents are unfamiliar with this concept (see comments at para. 2, § II), some education and assurance will be required.

The effective results of the State maintaining control of the infrastructure and associated spectrum would be to provide unrestricted access on a first-come, first-served basis.  Some of the spectrum could be used for back haul capability to landline-based Internet service providers, some for integration into a mesh network.  With the State setting access rates for service providers, special incentives could be provided to ensure last-mile connectivity to unserved or underserved areas before expansion to other areas.

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance

As a threshold matter, the role of government should be to provide services when private industry cannot or will not do so.  The State of South Carolina has an asset that it must utilize, of course, in the set of ETV licenses.  However, the SC Telco Alliance strongly believes that the State should not seek to use that asset in a manner that undermines the significant – very significant – investment that the private sector has already made in the wide deployment of broadband networks across South Carolina.

The members of the SC Telco Alliance have invested millions of dollars in our networks in order to bring broadband access to 93% of our residential subscribers, and are continuing to invest significant amounts in order to finish the job.  Deployment to business customers is virtually 100%.  From a capital investment standpoint, the private market has worked.  Our primary concern is that the leasing and related build‑out of the spectrum held by ETV not be designed and undertaken in a manner that jeopardizes our investment by giving an unfair competitive advantage to the spectrum lessee.  The SC Telco Alliance members are confident that we provide robust broadband services at competitive prices.  Our concern is that government intervention in a private, functioning market can have disastrous results if not managed properly.  Another concern is that the lessee not be given preferential treatment when it comes to providing additional telecommunications and information services to state agencies.

It is private industry that provides South Carolinians jobs, pays the State of South Carolina taxes, and contributes to the quality of life in the communities we serve both through the state‑of‑the‑art services we provide and the philanthropic and community service activities we support.  Many of the most vocal supporters of a “statewide wireless broadband cloud” tout the economic development benefits that would materialize as a result of their specific broadband deployment ideas.  It would be counterproductive and regressive if those ideas were implemented in an ill‑conceived manner that created a large state government‑run program that essentially disincented further deployment of broadband in rural areas through private investment.

Kaye Koonce, Trident Technical College:

It is critical that all licensees move forward with an RFP in order to meet the FCC time restrictions. GTC and TTC request that the Committee recommend to the General Assembly that license holders be allowed to move forward with the RFP processes in January, or as soon thereafter as possible,  in order to meet all of the FCC deadlines and requirements.

Zel Gilbert, EMBARQ:

EMBARQ has not answered the questions concerning spectrum individually, and we would strongly advise that an expert in spectrum be retained to fully analyze these questions and the concerns of the study committee and to provide advice and recommendations.  We do have several considerations to add, however, regarding the leasing of the spectrum:

· Broadband deployment solutions in South Carolina should be both technologically-neutral and competitively-neutral rather that being focused solely on the use of wireless technology.

· We do have concerns about the effects of a state-provided and publicly funded wireless network which has the potential to compete with the private sector.  Any new entrant into the field of broadband deployment in the state should compete on a level playing field with existing providers, without public subsidies or “special” considerations which do not apply to private industry.

· Long term viability of the proposed technology should be carefully weighed in signing a 30-year lease.  Technology is continually evolving and changing, and many companies such as EMBARQ are looking not to any sole solution but to converged solutions which offer a blending of wireline and wireless features and interoperability.

· Differing opinions have been offered concerning the capabilities and the risks of the spectrum owned by ETV.  Again, it would be prudent to enlist the services of an expert to fully analyze the viability of the spectrum.

· Leasing of the spectrum should be market priced, with no special pricing considerations that do not apply to private industry.

· Some consideration should be given to the upcoming Jan. 2008 auction of the 700 MHz bands which will be available for public safety and commercial use.  The terms of the auction include timeframes and deadlines for build out on a nationwide basis and include provisions for public safety to have a nationwide (as opposed to statewide) network.  Again, an expert in spectrum management and capabilities should be able to address the effect of the 700 MHz build out and the implications for the value of the state’s spectrum by comparison.

· Mobility has been raised as an issue in citing the need for a statewide wireless broadband network.  EMBARQ today offers not only DSL and fiber based options for broadband, but also offers a wide range of wireless and data solutions, including wireless broadband options utilizing a nationwide network.  Other telecom providers in the state offer similar services.  Utilization of an existing nationwide network enables our customers to travel not only within the state but also outside of the state for personal or business purposes and still have connectivity to the internet and e-mail.   

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC): 

The current providers of broadband testified that they were concerned that the EBS licenses might not be bid at market rate.  They also testified that they would not oppose the RFP if these licenses were bid without government subsidy and fully at market rate.

Thus, any competitive concerns can easily be addressed by writing the RFP so that the licenses are fully bid at market rate without any government subsidy. The only restrictions in the RFP should be those that are imposed by the FCC.

Greenville Tech:

Competition is good for the consumer and additional competition will benefit the consumer.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

The concern is there will be more competition to the providers for their service in the state. The state should not regulate the market place if competition exists. The state needs to assure providers that the leasing of the state’s spectrum will be for fair market value.  

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The EBS spectrum should be leased at market rates pursuant to a fair and competitive bidding process.  The SCCTA recommends that the state retain a consultant with expertise in license leasing matters to advise on the preparation of a RFP that will maximize the value of the spectrum for the state and insure that the eventual lessee not be allowed to acquire the spectrum at a below market rate.  

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:   

I cannot comment about the concerns for current providers of broadband services. I can only speculate.  

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

With respect, ETV neither possesses the infrastructure nor the manpower to pursue a tenable, comprehensive broadband solution.  The sheer magnitude of scale we’re dealing with here takes a far greater effort, and a combination of technologies that extend way beyond spectrum real estate.  I’m sure wireless vendors would argue some points here, but I could shut them down in 15 minutes of lunchtime conversation.  It’s not that this is a valid concern.  Rather, a minor facet of a much greater challenge requiring all manner infrastructure, process and people.  I’m going to fast forward to Item 9 below.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

Sprint is a current provider of broadband services using its third-generation wireless EV-DO network and has no competitive or other concerns regarding the leasing and operation of the EBS spectrum (the “Excess Capacity”) held by ETV, Greenville Technical College and Trident Technical College (collectively, the “South Carolina Licensees”).  As stated in our previous testimony to the Committee, Sprint proposes to use Excess Capacity leased from the South Carolina Licensees (as well as capacity on licenses that Sprint already owns in the state) to provide a fourth-generation wireless broadband network – the next generation of wireless technology -- using the Worldwide Interoperability for Microwave Access (“WiMAX”) standard.  While Sprint’s WiMAX service may compete with other providers of broadband service, such competition should inure to the benefit of South Carolina residents, offering them more options for high-speed broadband services.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

Leasing the State Network to a Bell company or other such company would be a devastating loss to South Carolina.  It would effectively give away one of the State’s most valuable assets, and condemn our State to remain dead last in the gifts that broadband would provide.  It is equal to allowing a private unregulated company the right to put a toll both on every road in South Carolina, and charge our citizens every time they tried to go anywhere.  This is exactly what the old highway “Pike System,” was in the 1800’s.  If we had allowed that to continue, as many people in our State Legislature at the time wished: our economy would have been destroyed and the very safety of our nation would be at risk.  This is exactly analogous to the proposals for leasing wireless bandwidth by the FCC and now ETV.

We can not let private companies put up road block “Pikes,” on the Information Super highway.  The Telephone and Cable TV companies are already trying to do exactly this by: attempting to purchase all the available wireless bandwidths with no intention of ever using them or running up the costs, just to keep them away from future competitors; blocking equal access to their State and Federal Government granted public rights of way access franchises: trying to create a 2 tiered internet, one for those who pay-up and a pitiful one for the rest of us; even blocking or disconnecting citizens from using the internet to send large files or accessing web sites of competitors.  These people are trying to protect their existing businesses, not create new industry for America or South Carolina.  Any money they pay, or free services they offer, the State for these frequencies will pale, when compared to the massive agony that will be sustained by our citizens every day from the loss of our public assets. 

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

This is hard to know.  

Though more complicated, one might envision structuring the auctioning process to allow for multiple bidders to bid on multiple components of network buildout.  This would make the state the “general contractor” and the bidders the “sub-contractors”.  This disaggration might occur on a regional basis, a functional basis,  or some other technical basis. 

If the auction is not structured in this way, with one bidder winning, then they might still require sub-contractors.  In fact, we might want to structure the RFP to require a certain percentage of in-state expertise, labor, technology inputs, etc. be used.  

Prior to the auction existing providers have at least some opportunity to consider joining forces with other entities that complement their strengths in order to amass the requisite assets to successfully bid on the spectrum.  

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

The economic impact on customers will be very positive, because they will receive access to new communications services, especially mobile broadband capabilities. 

The net economic impact on existing providers will be positive. Enhancing education will grow the market of consumers of high value communications services in the state. The creation and deployment of enhanced mobile broadband services will also drive the demand of complimentary communication services delivered by existing communications providers.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

If offered on a wholesale basis, then the existing providers would have opportunity to obtain retail rights to provide services and in some markets will be motivated to provide more services and applications at a lower cost of operation than they can through their existing networks. In essence, existing provider can use such a statewide network, the enhanced services, and the broad partnership to expand their coverage, market, and revenue stream.  

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

Refer to the answer to IV (1) above.

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

I don’t have complete insight into the business models of existing providers but my expectation is that the economic impact will be less than what they would claim.  The existence of a statewide or regional wireless competitor would bring additional broadband consumers into the market but should not decrease their subscription rates substantially since the class of service offered by a quality wired services is inherently better.  It would be very easy for them to differentiate themselves in the marketplace and continue to maintain and sign on customers who require a higher level of service than can be provided wirelessly.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

See General Comments. 

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance

If the EBS spectrum is leased in a manner consistent with the recommendations of the SC Telco Alliance, the economic impact on existing broadband providers should be no different than the impact of the addition of any service provider to an already‑competitive market.  The Alliance is not afraid of competition, as long as it is fair competition.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

It is a reasonable hypothesis to predict that the existing providers would see at least one more competitor in their market.  However, the economic impact could potentially improve or be neutral, and is unlikely to be negative.  With the availability of a wireless option, overall broadband demand will increase.  As overall demand increases, more people will prefer a land-based broadband connection to their home and they will not necessarily opt for a wireless service.  This is especially true if the connection is also delivering television and other forms of entertainment.  As long as the EBS licenses are bid competitively, the market should take care of itself.  

Greenville Tech:

The impact depends on the cost of the service.  At the current price point, wireless broadband will have little if any impact on current broadband providers. Because of the cost, wireless broadband serves those not currently served with broadband and it serves those requiring mobile broadband services.  Broadband mobile and broadband fixed offer access to the same applications and services…new services must be offered via broadband wireless access points to drive demand and increase the take rates.   If the cost of wireless broadband becomes comparable to current fixed broadband pricing and consumers see a benefit in portability, it could drive down the cost of broadband fixed and increase competition.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

The existing state providers will not be excluded from the lease process.  They should be encouraged to bid the fair market value of the spectrum.  If they do not, they hold the future in their hands. It is not up to the state to create barriers to competition, or hold back technical advances. Incalculable damage could be caused to the State and its citizens if opportunities from EBS licenses are not realized, and South Carolina becomes the only state without access to WiMAX and new wireless technologies.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA does not have sufficient information to give a specific response but it is not opposed to the spectrum being leased for use in a wireless broadband application provided the lessee is not allowed to acquire the spectrum at a below market or subsidized rate.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:    

The competition will benefit the citizens of South Carolina.  More competition is better for the cost and quality of services available to the communities served.  

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

As stated in its answer to Question 1 above, Sprint’s proposed WiMAX network will compete with incumbent providers of high-speed broadband services.  As in any free market, competition in the broadband marketplace should result in more choices and better prices for the citizens of South Carolina.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

Can’t be done fairly, so don’t do it.  Only a short operations agreement should be considered and only with non-conflicted contractors.  Ultimately, the State should run it similar to the State Highway Department.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

The open network deployment strategy is one approach worth investigating.  

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

The private provider leasing the EBS spectrum should be free to provide broadband services to the citizens of the state. The competition will significantly enhance the delivery of services to citizens, which will grow the overall communications services market in the state. 

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

The third party provider will maintain an open wholesale/retail model in all markets. 

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

The specifics of how to structure such an agreement so that a third party lessee does not obtain an unfair advantage would require the hiring of an independent third-party professional with experience in FCC auctions.  Such an expert could be hired to work with ETV and the technical colleges in a review of the RFP and valuation of the bids received.
David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

In order for any third party lessee to build out a statewide or regional network they would be starting from scratch and have to spend hundreds of millions of dollars on capital equipment.  This expenditure would be well beyond what they would spend for the lease.  Given that the incumbent telecommunication companies already have billions of dollars of assets in the ground and in their network operation centers at their disposal (many of which are fully depreciated and where built out while these companies were monopolies) and already have healthy income streams based upon these assets (for example, AT&T’s most recent quarterly financials show $3 billion in after tax income on $30 billion of revenue with their wire line service being the most profitable segment), it’s hard to imagine a scenario in which the third party lessee would have an unfair advantage.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

See General Comments. 

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

First, the lease should not be structured in a way that explicitly or implicitly mandates a particular retail price point for the broadband service offered to the general public.  As the SC Telco Alliance has indicated (see answers to IV (1) and (2)), the existing broadband market is a competitive one, and the market should continue to set the rates for service.  Second, the terms of the lease should be based upon prevailing market rates for licenses in this particular band of spectrum.  This is important because the spectrum itself is a key input into the provision of wireless broadband, so any preferential discount for the spectrum would reduce the cost of this input to the lessee, giving the lessee an unfair advantage in the market.  Current broadband providers have built their networks with private capital; the lessee should do the same.  Third, and for the same reason, the lessee should not be granted any preferential treatment for non-spectrum facilities under the State’s control, such as tower attachments.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

The RFP should bid the EBS licenses at market rate, without any government subsidy, and without any restrictions other than those required by the FCC.  We should let the free market drive the outcome.  The incumbent providers would have the same bidding opportunity as any non-incumbent.  No party would have an unfair advantage.  

We must remember that if South Carolina does not lease the EBS licenses, then they will revert back to the FCC.  The FCC would then lease these licenses without any oversight by South Carolina and without any revenue generated for South Carolina.  This would be a tragedy.

By allowing these licenses to revert back to the FCC, it would not change the eventual outcome.  It would not prevent a third party winning the lease from the FCC and then entering South Carolina as a new provider.  However, yes, it would delay the inevitable.  Hopefully, no party is arguing that South Carolina should lose this opportunity to generate new revenue and to grasp this transformational opportunity … just to delay the inevitable for a few extra years.  

Greenville Tech:

The leases should be bid out on the open market and the successful bidder will pay the market value for the asset based on their estimates of cost to lease, the cost to digitize and the income that will result when the access is purchased by customers.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

There is no issue of unfair competition in these circumstances.  The state’s spectrum would be leased a fair market value, and the lessee/operator would therefore have no unfair competitive advantage in the marketplace.  Indeed, because lessee/operators would be constructing under the risks and costs associated with using leased rather than owned spectrum, it is arguable that there the EBS spectrum will enter the wireless broadband marketplace at a possible competitive dis-advantage.  

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA recommends that a consultant be retained.  See Response to Question IV(4) above.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.: 

The lease can be structured to provide equal bandwidth to multiple service providers over a single access network much like the way Vonage offers services over the Comcast or Time Warner Cable network.  Service providers are not necessarily always the access provider.  

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

The ultimate lessee of the Excess Capacity held by the South Carolina Licensees will not have any unfair advantages vis-à-vis other broadband providers in South Carolina.  If offered the opportunity to bid on leasing the Excess Capacity, Sprint proposes to pay market rates for the ability to access such Capacity.  Sprint would then have to spend tens of millions of its dollars to build out its WiMAX infrastructure, just as the incumbent wireline providers have spent tens of millions of their own dollars to build the infrastructures for their cable modem and telephone DSL broadband services. In fact, the challenge that Sprint faces in building a broadband wireless network from the “ground up” is trying to overcome the inherent advantages held by the incumbent wireline broadband providers.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

No

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

Be very precise in your RFP language.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

The private provider leasing the EBS spectrum should be free to provide broadband services to government entities of the state. The competition will significantly enhance the delivery of services to citizens, which will grow the overall communications services market in the state. 

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

See above.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

The entrance of the third party lessee to the South Carolina market would not change the fact that government entities purchase broadband access according to the state’s procurement code.   ETV and the technical colleges will continue to use the spectrum for their own programming purposes.  In the future they will use less of the spectrum due to the change from analog to digital. 

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

See above.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

See General Comments. 

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

First, the in-kind compensation the State receives for the lease of the spectrum should be limited to the equipment directly related to ETV’s transition to digital transmission, as mandated by the Federal Communications Commission’s EBS rules.  The spectrum lessee should not be granted preferential status in the award of any contracts for new services provided to ETV or any other governmental entity, either directly or through the State Chief Information Officer.  In the telecommunications and information technology industries, the only constant is change.  Advanced services using new technologies are constantly being introduced by both established and start-up companies.  It is in the best interest of the government and its citizens that it retain the flexibility to enter into contracts with whatever vendors can best meet the government’s needs for particular applications or services at particular times.  Second, the government should limit its use of the post-transition network specifically to those activities associated with ETV’s educational mission, as currently defined.  The SC Telco Alliance believes this is simply a matter of good government.  ETV has been very successful at carrying out its educational mission; in fact, it serves as a role model for the nation.  The issue facing ETV at this time involves the manner in which it complies with the Federal Communications Commission’s mandate that it convert its equipment from analog to digital technology by January 19, 2009.  ETV should maintain its focus on its educational mission, as currently defined, and not involve government in the provision of services that are better provided by the private sector (see response to Item IV (1), above.)

Finally, as mentioned above (see response to Item IV (3)), the SC Telco Alliance believes that the lease should not be encumbered  with the requirement that free service be provided, either to the public or to the government at a significant level.  Doing so would disadvantage private providers by locking them out of the ability to provide government partners with future state-of-the-art services that would better meet particular needs or provide particular solutions.

Kaye Koonce, Trident Technical College:

Wireless broadband services provided to government entities should follow the current procurement guidelines of the license holders. This should result in no additional costs or regulations for license holders, or private companies which wish to partner with the license holders.   

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

The RFP should bid the EBS licenses at market rate, without any government subsidy, and without any restrictions other than those required by the FCC.  We should let the free market drive the outcome.  The incumbent providers would have the same bidding opportunity as any non-incumbent.  No party would have an unfair advantage.  

Government entities would continue to procure their ongoing communication services as they have always done, according to state procurement code.  Usually this is based on best value, which is a combination of price, function, support, service, etc.  It does not seem reasonable to tell government agencies that they would be prohibited from doing business with any new entrant.  

If these licenses revert back to the FCC, it would not change the eventual outcome.  It would not prevent a third party winning the lease from the FCC and then entering South Carolina as a new provider.  Competition should be viewed as just a normal and healthy part of the free market.  

Greenville Tech:

Wireless broadband services provided to government entities should follow current procurement guidelines resulting in no further rules or government involvement.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

One of the FCC stipulations of holding EBS licensed spectrum is that you have to provide educational services.  That requirement is at minimum 5% of utilization, but the FCC allows as much as the state wants to demand.  The third party will inherently only negotiate what they can afford.  It  may mean that the third party would delegate less lease revenue to the state for more education availability for state constituents. 

The CIO will continue to procure their ongoing communication services according to state procurement code.  Their goal is to acquire the best price and service.  The only difference is a new competitor that will inevitably lower the cost to the taxpayer.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA does not have sufficient information about the broadband or other communications needs of governmental entities to give a helpful response.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

Same as 3 above -   The lease can be structured to provide equal bandwidth to multiple service providers over a single access network much like the way Vonage offers services over the Comcast or Time Warner Cable network.  Service providers are not necessarily always the access provider.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

Being able to lease spectrum at fair market rates would not allow the lessee of the Excess Capacity to obtain any unfair advantages in attempting to sell or provide its wireless broadband services to governmental entities of the State of South Carolina.  The spectrum is merely the vehicle by which the ultimate lessee is going to deliver its wireless broadband services; it does not afford such lessee any advantages in terms of the sale of its services to any customers (including governmental customers).

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

Don’t bid it out.  This is exactly what they want you to do.  Make it look like SC is getting all this money, and boy do we need it because we have so many government needs.  It’ll keep down taxes is the favorite “Red Herring,” used by non-competitive carriers to remove competitors from their service areas.  No money we receive can cover the loss and non-utilization of these assets by our State.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

That they will have a double bottom line --- profitability and returns to shareholders; and buildout of the network that serves the aforementioned vision-based network that delivers public good.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

None.
Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

A bidder should not be able to acquire just the urban markets.   A bidder should not be able to acquire the entire state of South Carolina without making a significant commitment to simultaneously develop a significant percentage of the state’s rural markets.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:   

The goal is to lease at fair market value the excess capacity of the EBS licenses to a provider to build a state-wide mobile broadband network and to convert the use by ETV and the technical colleges from analog to digital.  Restrictions should only apply if imposed by the FCC or for technical reasons required to meet either goal. 

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

Any restrictions should precisely mimic the FCC provisions required to keep the license.  As part of the bid process the bidders should be asked to describe the commitments they are willing to make in terms of statewide or regional availability and price of broadband.  These commitments should be evaluated qualitatively as part of the selection process.  This approach would promote the highest number of bidders and allow for a better understanding of the true market value of the spectrum.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

See General Comments. 

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

In order to ensure that the State realizes the true market value of the asset it holds in the form of the ETV licenses, the State should not place any restrictions on bidders of the spectrum.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

The state should only require that the bidders conform with federal, state, and local laws.  Bidders should have to meet the same standards that are required by state procurement code, but no additional restrictions.  

Greenville Tech:

If the winning bidder does not begin and complete the build-out within a reasonable timeline, the spectrum is forfeited back to the original license holder. Leases should be renewed every 10 years to adjust for increased/decreased market values and allow vendors to earn a profit. 

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

No restrictions should apply, other than required by law. The RFP for bidding should be issued no later than January 2008.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA believes that a well-informed consultant would be the best source for recommendations on such restrictions.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

None.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

Sprint is trying to do something fairly novel – build a ubiquitous wireless broadband network from the “ground up”.  The costs of this undertaking will be significant.  Consequently, while Sprint proposes to pay fair market value for access to spectrum for its WiMAX network, if there are too many restrictions placed on the ultimate lessee of the spectrum, then Sprint may have to look elsewhere (including at its owned assets in the spectrum band) for spectrum for its WiMAX network.  This is a tremendous opportunity for the introduction of another broadband provider in the State; instead of restrictions, the State should be thinking of ways to encourage broadband competition, especially in the mobile wireless space.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.: 

 None, Don’t do it: period!!!!!!

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

That they will have a double bottom line --- profitability and returns to shareholders; and buildout of the network that serves the aforementioned vision-based network that delivers public good.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

The EBS leases should require that the private provider include in their proposal a place for leveraging the spectrum to deliver enhanced education, public safety, health care, and economic development services.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

A bidder should be willing to work within the confines of the public / private partnership model.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

The goal is to lease at fair market value the excess capacity of the EBS licenses to a provider to build a state-wide mobile broadband network and to convert the use by ETV and the technical colleges from analog to digital.  The state should only place requirements on the lease as called for by the FCC or as needed for technical reasons in order to meet either goal. 

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.: 

See above.  The only additional requirement would be the amount of bandwidth that must be reserved for use by ETV (15 to 20%).

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

See General Comments. 

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

The State should require that the winning bidder coordinate and pay for the transition of ETV’s existing network from analog to digital technology, as described in the Federal Communications Commission’s rules (see response to Item IV (4) above.)  Additionally, the State should require that the winning bid include a lease rate which is no less than the full market value of the spectrum, as determined by an independent, third party expert hired by the State for this purpose (see response to Item IV (8), below.)

Kaye Koonce, Trident Technical College:

All RFPs must comply with FCC requirements governing the leases and the excess capacity to be retained for educational purposes.  Each license holder has different mission requirements, which will affect the use of excess capacity to support current and future technology and multi media needs.  GTC and TTC believe all revenues generated from the excess capacity should be retained by these license holders, and used for educational purposes in accordance with each license holder’s mission and the FCC regulations.  This is consistent with the FCC’s goals when the FCC permitted EBS licensees to lease excess capacity.  The FCC specifically noted that EBS licensees should derive the benefit of the FCC’s leasing policies.  See Amendment of Parts 1, 21, 73, 74 and 101 of the Commission’s Rules to Facilitate the Provision of Fixed and Mobile Broadband Access, Educational and Other Advanced Services in the 2150-2162 and 2500-2690 MHz Bands, 19 FCC Rcd. 14165 (2004), at ¶179. 
Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

The only restrictions should be those imposed by the FCC.  The capacity still needed for EBS purposes should be identified in the RFP.

Greenville Tech:

Set no guidelines on how much capacity must be leased.  Each lessor must complete a capacity assessment to ensure optimum use of excess capacity to support current and future multi media needs. Ensure all revenues generated from the excess capacity go to the license holders to be used for educational purposes.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

Other than meeting FCC regulations and state procurement requirments, the lease must be for all the available licenses.  The licenses are statewide.  To not lease as a whole will result in cherry picking the urban areas, exclude the rural areas, and not meet the mandates of the FCC license holders’ responsibilities.  

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA believes that a well-informed consultant would be the best source for recommendations on such requirements.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

The entity should be capable of building out and operating the state wide network.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:
Obviously, as a potential bidder to lease the Excess Capacity, Sprint would prefer to see as few requirements and restrictions as possible on the ability to use the Excess Capacity.  However, the State should ensure that any lessee of the Excess Capacity agrees to help meet any EBS usage requirements imposed by the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”).

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

None, Don’t do it: period!!!!!!

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

That they will have a double bottom line --- profitability and returns to shareholders; and buildout of the network that serves the aforementioned vision-based network that delivers public good.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

The EBS leases should require that the private provider include in their proposal a place for leveraging the spectrum to deliver enhanced education, public safety, health care, and economic development services.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

If they are a wholesale provider, then they must provide the services with equal functional capability and performance in the unserved and underserved areas as would be possible in urban markets.   Incentives may be provided to the bidder to encourage an accelerated rate at which the build out occurs in the unserved and underserved markets.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

The goal is to lease at fair market value the excess capacity of the EBS licenses to a provider to build a state-wide mobile broadband network and to convert the use by ETV and the technical colleges from analog to digital.  Mandates and restrictions should only be placed on the lease if required by the FCC or as needed due to technical specifications.  Incentives should not be offered by the state since the goal is to lease the spectrum licenses at fair market value. 

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

See above.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

See General Comments. 

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

In order to ensure that the State receives the full market value for the lease of its spectrum, the SC Telco Alliance believes that no mandates, contingencies, restrictions, or incentives should be placed on or provided for the winning bidder with respect to serving unserved areas beyond those that may be mandated by the Federal Communications Commission.  The SC Telco Alliance believes that, with respect to broadband service, there are few unserved areas left in South Carolina, and that any mandates based upon the false premise that large areas of the State are unserved will only devalue the lease and put the government in the position of tampering with a functioning, productive market (see response to Item IV (1), above.)

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

No mandates, contingencies, or restrictions beyond those imposed by the FCC should be specified in the RFP.  No incentives should be offered either.  The bidder with the most advantageous offer to the state should be the winning bidder. If the bidder is reluctant to serve the underserved areas, the bidder will either lower its bid or choose not to bid.  The free market would drive the outcome.

Greenville Tech:

Service to areas unserved by wired broadband providers should be competitively priced with wired services so  as not to exclude wired providers from expansion or not to allow wireless providers to overcharge for services due to monopolization.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

For all the licenses to be bundled together, there should be opportunities for collaborative partnerships between small and large service providers 
The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

As a general proposition the SCCTA believes that there should be fewer restrictions placed on the potential bidders for the spectrum. 

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.: Service tiers should be established to address the variety of needs within the state.  This can be established by zip code or by income or by entity type such as a hospital.  

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

While Sprint appreciates the desire of the State to meet the broadband needs of unserved and underserved areas in South Carolina, trying to provide wireless broadband service to all parts of the State would be tremendously expensive.  If a requirement is imposed to provide statewide wireless broadband, then Sprint will have to look carefully at the costs involved and weigh whether such an endeavor is cost prohibitive.  Having said that, there are trade-offs in terms of the mix of compensation that Sprint would pay to lease the Excess Capacity.  If Sprint, or any other commercial operator, is willing to pay a certain sum to lease the Excess Capacity, then to the extent that the costs of a statewide build out can be taken out of the overall spectrum leasing compensation package, it might become a viable option.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

None, Don’t do it: period!!!!!!

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

In the current market environment, is this possible?  How would the information be used once obtained?  

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

The terms of the lease should be determined through a negotiation between the EBS licenses and a private provider. The objective of this negotiation should not be maximizing revenues to the EBS licenses. It should require that the private provider meet the core needs of the EBS licenses, but then the private provider should also be charged generating revenue to support the cost of deploying and maintaining the system, as well as with leveraging the system to provide enhanced education, public safety, health care, and economic development services.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

Both approaches would be advantageous.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

Due to the FCC’s mandated timeline, retaining an independent, third party valuation of the EBS licenses is not possible.  An independent third party may be employed to assist in reviewing the details of the RFP and evaluating the bids received.  

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

The value of the spectrum should be market driven.  Any other approach would just delay the process and would be speculative.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

See General Comments. 

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

The State should retain, at its expense, an outside, independent third party to provide a valuation of the EBS licenses held by ETV, Trident Tech and Greenville Tech.  The valuation should consider the current market price, nationwide, of spectrum in these frequency bands, as well as the cost of coordinating and implementing the transition of ETV’s existing network from analog to digital technology.  The resulting valuation should serve as a reserve price for the spectrum lease in the request for proposals that the State then issues.

Kaye Koonce, Trident Technical College:

TTC’s position is that license holders should have the authority to employ a spectrum expert to assist in the valuation of the spectrum if necessary.  License holders should have the latitude to select and contract with such a spectrum expert in accordance with current procurement regulations to which the licensee is subject. 
Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

No.  A third party should not be retained to provide a valuation of the EBS licenses.  A third party analysis would just be a waste of time and money.  The value of the spectrum should be market-driven, based on responses to the RFP.  

Greenville Tech:

Each license holder should be able to determine whether or not a spectrum expert is needed and if so, the licensee should have the latitude to select and contract with a spectrum expert to determine the fair market value of their holdings. 

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

The formula for determining the value of spectrum is based on price per Mhz/Pop(population).  This variable rate is available online for all to view.  There are also negotiated lease agreements already in force that could help determine the current market rate. Since the state owns many licenses in rural and urban S.C., we could apply the national average rate. However, the value is driven by the market within the time it is acquired. The market is predicted to go down, because more investment is need to build the infrastructure, not to obtain more spectrum. In addition, the hiring of a national consultant to determine the value of the network could cost over $100,000. So, there is no real need to waste time or expense to learn an arbitrary value. A bidding war will arrive at the market value.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

Yes an independent consultant should be retained and paid by the state. 

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

You should do both retain a third party and value the spectrum through RFP.  The state should pay for the valuation estimates.   

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

Sprint has no opinion on this issue.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

Unbelievable asset for education.  Space here does not allow me enough room to start listing all the educational benefits such a network could provide.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

Certainly.  Look to the Greenville County Schools example and extrapolate it to other regions. 

Dr. Jim Martin, Assistant Professor, School of Computing, Clemson University:  

Yes – SC Dept. of Education is moving to ‘virtual’ classes.  This makes South Carolina’s digital divide very evident.  A statewide network with support from the K-12 schools brings clear benefits.  

We’ve looked at these issues as a part of our broadband research agenda.  There is data that suggests just providing technology does not make any academic improvements.  My suggestion is to make sure that teacher, student and curricula development is tightly coupled to this proposal.   John Holton in Columbia seems to be at the heart of this.  

His information:

Dr. John Holton,Mathematics and Science Unit

SC State Department of Education

1429 Senate Street

Columbia, SC 29201

Tel: 803-734-8311    

Fax: 803-734-5953

jholton@sde.state.sc.us 
John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

Making a statewide WiMAX network available to teachers and students is a foundation of the transformational opportunity that this technology provides for the state.

If every student has a WiMAX capable laptop, personalized, web-based curriculum could be delivered to each student. An individual student could not progress to the next lesson until they had mastered the prior one. Yet another individual student in the same class that excelled at the subject could advance as far at they were capable without being constrained by the average pace of the class.

Students would have access to web-based curriculum at school, at home, or anywhere else they chose to access it. Teacher and parents would be able to better understand and support the progress of an individual student. 

In many cases, parents themselves may have a deficient education. Through their childs laptop parents could access adult education delivered in partnership perhaps with the technical college system.

Wireless broadband capabilities could also enable enhanced education services, for example virtual science fairs where students collaborated closely with leading researchers in industry or academia.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

No Comment 

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

Yes, a statewide WiMAX network would be beneficial to all – teachers, students, businesses, and the general public. 

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

Absolutely.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

Yes. A WiMAX network will allow the State of South Carolina to continue to be a leader in providing educational use of EBS spectrum by utilizing mobile applications that can be used in and outside of the physical classroom.  Intel has committed to the WiMAX standard and has announced that by 2010 millions of computers will be embedded with WiMAX enabled chips.  WiMAX is an internationally adopted standard and will be deployed in thousands of communities in every state in the United States.  South Carolina should act now so that its teachers and students have the same access, technology and applications in order to remain competitive.

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance

The SC Telco Alliance believes that, in today’s information economy, broadband access and related applications are vital educational tools.  In fact, the members of the Alliance, along with other SC incumbent local exchange carriers, were key partners of the government’s back in the early 1990s when we first began re-wiring our schools in order to bring internet access to them.  By 1993, every single school in South Carolina – elementary school, middle school, and high school – had internet access.  Today, every single school has broadband access brought to it by, at the very least, a T-1 circuit.  

It should be observed that WiMax is simply one wireless standard out of many.  In addition to a variety of wireless services, there are, of course, countless wired services available as well.  Educational needs will best be served by analyzing the exact services and applications desired on a more granular level, and matching those needs with the technical solution best able to economically meet those needs at the time they are required.  Technology is an important tool for educators and school systems to use, but no single technology should be viewed as a panacea for all of education’s needs, and thoughts vary even between and among individual educators.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC): 

Absolutely.  There is no doubt whatsoever that a statewide WiMAX would be hugely beneficial to serve educational needs.  

Greenville Tech:

Yes.  Students need access to on-line media to complete their home work assignments and enhance their learning experiences.  WiMax could be used to provide access for the last “7” miles. 

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

Students learn 24/7, not from 8-3, 5 days a week.  They are digital learners, and live and learn in a mobile virtual world that must be facilitated by qualified teachers. The benefits are too numerous to list.  The opportunity to gain educational value in South Carolina from technology has never been greater. The opportunity to fall behind has never been greater either. New technologies and new technology-savvy students and consumers will challenge all institutions public and private. As the Greenville School District educators testified to the Committee, and as State Superintendent of Education Jim Rex wrote in his letter to the Committee, this network could be transformational for education in South Carolina. ETV’s StreamlineSC service is a streaming video service in use in every school district, and could be expanded through an EBS network. In addition, ETV’s Teacherline certifies thousands of teachers every year and could be expanded through this EBS network. Training for public safety officers and other agency officials could be expanded and enhanced through an EBS network.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA does not have sufficient information to provide a helpful response.  Schools in this state are currently served with broadband.  It is uncertain whether WiMAX will be a viable delivery method for broadband.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

Absolutely yes.  WiMAX is capable of delivering more than just high speed wireless access.  It is capable of supporting a multitude of different multimedia applications.   NextWave is prepared to demonstrate these capabilities on our 2.5GHz network in Las Vegas at CTIA  2-4 April, 2008.   We invite you or your representatives to participate in our demonstration.  

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

Yes IF…  You see, we’re trying to surmise a scenario with no real appreciation for what actually works in a given environment.  What I recommend is a series of carefully crafted pilot projects to BENCHMARK critical factors (cost, performance, reliability, etc.).  Prove a thing is viable FIRST, only then scale up.  (Something I call crawl, walk, run.)  The investment of time on the front side is ABSOLUTELY CRITICAL AND NON-NEGOTIABLE.  

I have successfully (and unsuccessfully) worked a wide range of technology projects for more than a decade with all manner of budgets, intended results, etc.  If you don’t work the “due diligence” up front with details that validate stewardship and integrity, you’re risking tremendous loss.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:
Having competitive broadband service providers brings benefits to all sectors of the South Carolina populace in the form of more choices and better prices.  The benefits should be even greater when the competitive alternative is on a mobile wireless platform.  Having the Internet “on the go” in a truly mobile environment would have tremendous benefits for teachers and students.  While a statewide WiMAX network could be extremely costly, the public and private interests involved might be able to reach a compromise to make such a build out less costly.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

WiMax access equipment, just like Wi-Fi equipment is cheap and will be cheaper.  Intel is including it on every chip they make starting this year.  WiMax access equipment that looks like, works like, and cost about the same as Wi-Fi access equipment was displayed for sale in May 2007 at the international NexCom Telecommunications convention in Chicago, Ill.  It’s already available and inexpensive. 

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

They will likely need to make these investments eventually, anyway.  If they’re not on that path, then our investments in education are inadequate.  The investment in spectrum might hasten their getting on the right path or moving more quickly upon it.  

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

Since the precise enhanced services that will be provided by ETV are unknown, it is impossible to determine the costs required by school districts to receive the content. What is certain is that new wi-max capable products announcement by Intel and other technology companies will dramatically lower the cost of equipment required to receive broadband content. 

One of the significant advantages of wireless broadband versus wireless technologies is that the last mile infrastructure costs, such as rewiring of a building, can be totally avoided. It is often these types of expensive last mile infrastructure that had previously made access to broadband content cost prohibitive by school districts and others.

In addition, wi-max technology will allow cost effective delivery of capabilities that are not possible today. For example, Intel has indicated that within two year, virtually every laptop sold in the world will be wi-max capable, the way virtually every existing laptop sold is wi-max enabled. So wi-max will enable the cost effective delivery of video content by ETV directly to the laptop of individual students, whether those students are at school, at home, or elsewhere.  

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

It would be helpful to look at the MTAs for each and determine a cluster model which includes both urban and rural markets.    Leasing the entire state may appear easier at first, but may also limit the public / private partnership’s ability to support specific community needs.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

All electronic equipment in our homes and schools will be required to be converted to digital so this should not be a consideration in the decision of whether to lease the EBS licenses.

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

That’s hard to assess without knowing the final solution and how ETV plans to leverage their portion of the bandwidth.  However, it’s reasonable to expect that Customer Premises Equipment (CPE) for WiMAX will be down below $100/unit by 2009.  Fixed, external antennas of the size and type needed to receive a WiMAX signal should only cost around $100 to $200.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

Clearwire anticipates that an open bidding process for EBS spectrum will garner tens of millions of dollars for the State, which would be more than enough to offset any potential costs if the State decides to utilize the technologies. 

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

The SC Telco Alliance is not in a position to answer this question.  However, the Alliance would like to reiterate that the digital transition that ETV must undertake pursuant to Federal Communications Commission rules will not, in itself, change ETV’s mission.  ETV should limit its use of the post-transition network specifically for purposes associated with its educational mission, as currently defined (see response to Item IV (4), above.)  In addition, the educational community should examine in detail the costs that will be incurred as a result of the digital transition.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

This question is better answered by ETV and the school districts.  Generally speaking, most technology equipment has a fairly short lifespan.  So most of the equipment mentioned will probably have to get replaced in one to four years regardless of the decisions made here.  

Greenville Tech:

Costs are dependent on the technologies provided. This is difficult to foresee these costs without knowing what is planned.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

Not only are computers and all other wireless devises used by learners have ongoing cost, there are expenses to create and acquire educational content as well.  ETV envisions use of the lease revenue for the content creation and acquisition. Local School Districts are currently absorbing  the cost of digital video projectors or laptop equipment.  Schools are already adequately wired for broadband, however, the demand for bandwidth is increasing exponentially.  Schools not only need revenue for the devices to receive this content, they need funding for the growing Internet pipe to the schools. So, the cost of the pipes they need for the educational process will also grow. The main problem is not demand, it is they have no affordable access outside of the physical infrastructure of the school.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA does not have sufficient information to respond to this question.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

The wireless modems are relatively inexpensive; for example, a WiMAX modem in low volumes today is less than $100 dollars, and the industry predicts they will be less than $50 once volumes increase.  Digital TVs and the like are not absolutely required.  PCs are sufficient.   Again, NextWave can demonstrate the different products that are enabled by a WiMAX network.

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

That depends.  See Item 9 above.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

To the extent that the South Carolina Licensees want to retain their video operations on mid-band EBS channels, then the costs for such a transition should be borne entirely by the “Proponent” of the FCC-mandated transition process.  To the extent that the South Carolina Licensees have wireless broadband needs beyond video operations, then the lessee of the Excess Capacity could pay for some of those costs, but, again, in the context of not exceeding an overall compensation package.


William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.: 

 None, Don’t do it: period!!!!!!

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

See earlier comments in Section IV. #2.   I would also add that I’ve attempted to be the general contractor on the refurbishment of several houses.  Subcontractors tend to work first for the general contractors that can offer them additional work in the future.  

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

ETV should lease its spectrum to one private provider to deploy, manage and leverage a statewide, wireless broadband network. ETC should not break up its spectrum and negotiate with separate providers because this will lose on of the most significant opportunities, which is to create a ubiquitous wi-max cloud over the state. Greenville Tech and Trident Tech should also seriously consider becoming parties to this lease.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

If this approach is taken, then the minimum requirement should be structured around uniform performance, availability and quality of service at a comparable wholesale price state-wide, regardless of cost to provide such services.   The lessee would lose its rights to the excess capacity if it did not meet the minimum build out of rural service offerings in a specified timeframe.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

The ideal would be to lease the excess capacity of all three entities on a statewide basis to encourage the build out of a complete statewide network.  

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

Ideally, bidders of the spectrum should be given the opportunity to bid both on the complete spectrum and on smaller pieces.  The smaller pieces should be created by combining a larger metro area (such as Richland County) with a more rural area (such as Kershaw County).  This approach may result in a higher return for South Carolina.  However, if the spectrum is bid out by region, requirements would need to be placed upon the winning bidders to ensure mobility across the whole state.  This is technically possible as is the ability for to different providers to operate in contiguous regions.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

The spectrum can be leased as a package or broken down by each individual FCC license or by each geographic service area (GSA). However, potential providers need at least 15 contiguous channels in each GSA in order to deploy a wireless broadband network. Clearwire has observed in other RFP processes that the bundling of spectrum in sufficient packages for deployment increases the value of the spectrum. 

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

The answer to this question should be dictated by whatever option yields the most revenue to the State for the use of its asset.  This question should be addressed by the independent third party that will conduct the valuation for the State.

Kaye Koonce, Trident Technical College:

In addition to the restrictions noted in Greenville Tech’s response concerning GTC’s current lease obligations, and in accordance with FCC requirements, the licenses for GTC and TTC are limited to the geographic areas of each college’s respective service areas. Therefore, the excess capacity of these two license holders should be leased directly by the license holders, as well as from this geographic standpoint.  It is possible that lessees may choose to aggregate leased spectrum from several licensees and develop broader service areas, but the licensees may only lease spectrum in their current license areas.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

 I would recommend that the excess capacity be considered for lease on a statewide basis.  It would probably be appropriate for Greenville Tech and Trident Tech to receive 100% of the revenue generated from their lease, but it is best if they are grouped together with ETV for the bid process.  

Greenville Tech:

Excess capacity should be broken down according to license holders. Each license holder should have control over the leasing of its excess spectrum.  GTC’s assets are currently under lease and the only way to lease those assets is to allow the current leaseholder a right of first refusal (ROFR).  The leaseholder may not wish a ROFR for the entire state and it would not be fair to other bidders to offer a ROFR to one company that is not currently leasing the channels.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

The lease must be for all the licenses.  The licenses are statewide.  To not lease as a whole will result in cherry picking the urban areas, exclude the rural areas, and not meet the mandates of the FCC license holders’ responsibilities.  There should be opportunities for collaborative partnerships small and large service providers for all the licenses to be bundled together. There is no reason to leave behind any county or rural community from the educational or economic benefits of EBS. 

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA does not have sufficient information to make a recommendation on these issues.  A qualified consultant would be helpful in addressing these issues.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

Make them available on a statewide basis; otherwise, you risk making this overly complicated and not accomplishing your goals. 

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

Sprint would prefer to see that the Excess Capacity held by the South Carolina Licensees be leased on a statewide basis.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

None, Don’t do it: period!!!!!!

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

Some requirement that the core elements of the network focused on safety, health, general welfare are provided on equal terms and at equal levels to all regions.  After that, one might consider making available basic access for free or very low cost to consumer.  That is, if we think that this sort of investment will result in stimulating a cultural shift towards tech-saavy. As I mentioned earlier, this needs to be accompanied by appropriate education and training. 

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

The private partner should be charged with deploying ubiquitous, wireless broadband coverage statewide within the timeframe required to comply with FCC requirements for deployment of the spectrum.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

This question as currently stated will  result in a wide range of quotes based on a broad list of assumptions, including selected technologies, service offerings and partnership models, therefore, we will defer our response until we have more specificity in the business model and known partners capabilities.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

The independent, third-party party professional working with ETV would provide appropriate language to be inserted in the agreement with the lessee that would ensure a statewide build out. 

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.: 

Geography and timing should be a part of the bid response and should be evaluated qualitatively.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

See General Comments. 

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

The SC Telco Alliance believes the State should not impose any requirement on the lessee with regard to geographic or accelerated build-out beyond what is contained in the Federal Communications Commission’s rules.  The Alliance believes such requirements are unnecessary (see response to Item IV (7), above), would inappropriately put the government in a position of tampering with a functioning, productive market (see responses to Items IV (1), IV (4), and IV (7), above), and would devalue the spectrum and reduce the amount the State could receive for it (see response to Item IV (5), above).

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):    

I do not recommend any requirements beyond what are imposed by the FCC.  However, ETV and the Techs should determine what capacity they need to use and what can be considered excess capacity and then include these figures in the RFP.  The bidders need to know this information in order to determine their bid.  

Greenville Tech:

There needs to be a detailed and approved build-out plan and schedule, fully disclosed business model to ensure sustainment, long-term commitment to maintain and operate the broadband service, built-in incentives and promotion programs to generate demand and increase take-rates, detailed metrics/out-comes to ensure the deployment is tracked, success is measured and reported.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

Again, to assure the mandates are carried out, ETV must bundle the more lucrative spectrum holdings with the rural and underserved spectrum locations.  So the operator would have to build out and establish the service for all the licenses before the May 2011 deadline. Also, there would be established a minimum throughput is utilized for defined educational use, still to be determined but in the 10 percent range. 
The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA believes that the spectrum should be leased with a minimum of such restrictions so that the spectrum will bring a maximum return to the state.  A third party lessee should be free to exercise business judgment in building out its system.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

You need to determine the build-out requirements in terms of hot spot versus coverage network requirements defined by population densities and/or specific geographies.  The cell edge data rates are critical to establish as this will determine the Service Level Agreement (SLA) for customers, and you need to establish the application requirements and if these are to include services such as Mobile VoIP, Mobile Video, reverse 911, etc.  Broadcast like services must also be defined.  

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:
Sprint would prefer that the State not mandate a statewide WiMAX build out that requires ubiquitous wireless coverage throughout the State.  In fact, it is unclear whether the Excess Capacity held by the South Carolina Licensees covers all areas of the State.  While Sprint would prefer to let market forces decide where wireless broadband networks are built, if the State decides to impose a statewide build out requirement, then Sprint asks that the State closely examine the costs associated with such a build out and work with the ultimate lessee to control costs.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

18 to 24 months and approximately $20 million dollars should pay for a WiMax network covering most if not all of South Carolina.  Operation and Maintenance fees should be containable by initially using contract maintenance crews and hiring a few more Engineers and Technicians in the SC Telecom Dept.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

I would not let it linger for more than 3-5 years or it will lose momentum.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

Preliminary discussions with experts and potential equipment providers indicate that phase one of deployment that delivered a ubiquitous wi-max cloud could be completed for $20 million and could be operational within 24 months. Full deployment of the spectrum could take 10X that initial investment and take several years. 

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

See (1) above. The key to these institutions is the platform for collaborative content creation and distribution rights at a discount over the broadband network.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

The cost question is not relevant since the State would not be building the network.  The time to build the network would be defined in the responses to the RFP.

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

This is highly dependent upon the ultimate goals and definition of availability for the build-out.  $500 million is not an unreasonable estimate.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

24-36 months from the time the spectrum is made available to the party. 

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

The SC Telco Alliance is not in a position to answer this question.  It may best be answered by the independent third party retained by the State.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

It should cost the state zero dollars.  And the state should not concern itself with the cost.  The bidders are the ones who need to be concerned about the cost.  They will adjust their bid accordingly. 

As for the timeline, the RFP would need to require the timeline for the build-out to conform with the FCC mandate.  The RFP should not require a timeline more accelerated than what is required by the FCC.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

To meet FCC regulation it must be built and services offered by May 2011.  The cost of the WiMAX network itself will be incurred by the lessee, not by the state.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA does not have sufficient information to respond to this question.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

This would likely take about 18-24 months to completely cover the state from the inception of the project to meeting the 2nd phase of build-out requirements.  NextWave has not done a cost analysis which is predicated on the answers to requirements defined in question 12 above.   The cost of the network is highly dependent upon the  cell edge datarate and the coverage  expectations established in the requirements.  

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

With the right organization, leadership and commitment, seven to ten years minimum – if everything goes well and we ALL PULL TOGETHER.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:
A statewide build out is likely to take a minimum of five years and cost tens of millions of dollars.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

None, Don’t do it: period!!!!!!

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

Negotiations with a private provider should focus on delivering to should focus on delivering to ETV, Greenville Tech, and Trident Tech 1) access to the spectrum to fulfill their core education mission, 2) reimbursement of costs associated with existing deployment of network infrastructure, and 3) resources available for the creation of new educational content. 

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

Under the proposed model, the market should become more open and competitive, resulting in additional availability. As is the case with many Internet service offerings, less competitive providers will have difficulties.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.: 

As in any RFP, the cost of the build-out would be a consideration of the bidder not a consideration of ETV or the technical colleges.  

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

$10 million to $20 million.  This estimate is based upon a 2005 study of spectrum values.  

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

The potential bidders in an RFP process will structure their bids to account for any build out requirements and adjust the leasing fee compensation accordingly.  

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

The SC Telco Alliance believes that ubiquitous build-out using spectrum at this frequency range would be very expensive; the State will not receive any additional consideration, and, in fact, may be asked to discount the spectrum if such a requirement is imposed.  That is why we recommend that the State not impose such a requirement (see response to Items IV (5) and IV (12), above.)

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

ETV and the Techs will not absorb the cost.  The winning bidder will absorb the cost.

ETV and the Techs should not expect to obtain any additional consideration for the lease of their excess capacity.  They would obtain revenue from the lease as specified in the winning bid.  And 

Greenville Tech:

The license holders should receive the lease payments from the successful bidders or the full value of the leases if the state chooses to create restrictions that will lessen the value.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

In addition to services for K-12, there are potential applications to serve public safety, tourism and economic development. Therefore, design of the network might include consideration to facilitate those services.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA does not have sufficient information to respond to this question.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:  

They likely should get preferential treatment of services in terms of pricing and/or bandwidth.

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

Ubiquitous wireless coverage is not a tenable, cost-effective goal.  “Broadband For All” will mean a range of solutions.  Or is this just a way to stump for support with ETV’s budget with the Budget and Control Board?  (I sincerely hope not – though I love ETV and consider they could play a critical role in this venture nonetheless.)

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:
If given the opportunity to submit a bid to lease the Excess Capacity, Sprint envisions making an offer that contains a mix of compensation – a signing fee, monthly lease fees and monthly service credits that would enable the South Carolina Licensees to gain free access to Sprint wireless products and services that are available in the State.  To a large extent, this compensation mix can be monetized.  If the construction of a statewide network is required of the ultimate Excess Capacity lessee, then the cost of such a network would take away from the other forms of compensation that would be available to the South Carolina Licensees.  The exact amounts would depend on the cost of a statewide build out and the cost of other requirements imposed on the potential Excess Capacity lessee.  

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

None, Don’t do it: period!!!!!!

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

Incumbent providers should have the same opportunity to compete in the bidding process.   Structuring it so that they can effectively participate is worthy of consideration.  I would be more concerned about smaller, regional incumbents than those owned/controlled by out-of-state providers.  

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

No. Other communications service providers will be free to compete to provide communications services to governmental entities in this State, as will the private provider to who the ETV spectrum is leased. New mobile broadband services made possible by a statewide wimax cloud will enhance the communications services available to governmental entities in this State, and these new services will also increase the demand for wired broadband and other services provided by existing service providers. 

For example, if first responders are equipped with new mobile broadband capabilities, new complimentary communications capabilities will also have to be developed for a command center that can manage the first responders. These new command center capabilities are most likely to be created though wired communications services delivered by communications service providers in the state. So developing and delivering enhanced mobile video applications also increases the demand for services provided by existing communications service providers.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

See (1) above. There is not necessarily a need to forego some form of lease and still participate in the public/private entity. The capital raised by the entity should cover the conversion costs. In general, the cost of today’s technology is far less than in the past. For individual institutions to follow parallel paths would prove challenging. Focusing on a coordinated plan that shows the FCC how they intend to producing maximum value for the spectrum holders and for the citizens of South Carolina is first order.   A pilot demonstration market with adequate financing would be a first step towards attracting follow on capital and perhaps convincing the FCC to delay negative action.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

No.

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

No.  See the notes above on quality of service.  Government entities are going to continue to need wired services that far exceed the capabilities of a wireless solution.  In addition, other wireless opportunities are becoming available, such as the 700 MHz auction in early 2008, and improvements to the EVDO technology currently used by the cellular carriers.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

See General Comments. 

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

If the State incorporates the SC Telco Alliance’s recommendations as outlined in its presentation to the Study Committee and contained in its answers to these questions, it believes that the lease of ETV’s spectrum in and of itself will not prohibit other communications providers from providing communications services for a fee to governmental entities.  In that case, there will be no negative ramifications to this particular issue.

Greenville Tech:

It should not have any impact on the use of other service providers.  The assets should be leased to the highest bidder and the state should continue to go out for competitive bid for communication services. 

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

No, there is a difference between landlines and wireless, similar to the difference between landline telephones and cell phones.  All forms of broadband are used by agencies, government, and education. The ETV/tech college spectrum is purely wireless, and is the technology slated to use this spectrum is mobile WiMax.  Mobile WiMax is one of the fastest, most efficient technologies and is brand new in the United States. But WiMAX is last mile only, and requires a fiber or cable.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC): 

No.  All forms of broadband will be needed by governmental agencies.  Land-based and wireless.  

Wireless broadband (WiMAX) is coming and will continue to expand in the United States and the world.  This cannot permanently be blocked and it just represents the new competitive landscape.  All incumbent providers will need to learn how to compete with this new almost disruptive technology.  Instead of fighting it or blocking it, we all need to view this as a great opportunity.   Just like land-line telephones could not stop cell phones from changing the competitive landscape.  The same will be true of wireless broadband.  

It is not a question of “if” WiMAX is coming.  It is a question of when.  South Carolina has a tremendous opportunity to leap ahead.  

Government entities continue to heavily use land-line telephones as they have added cell phones.  The same is expected to be true of wireless broadband and land-based broadband.  Both will be integral to governmental operations.  

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA does not have sufficient information to respond to this question.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.: 

No.  Independent service providers can provide services over the same wireless access network.  

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

If the South Carolina Licensees decide to lease their Excess Capacity to a commercial operator, then Sprint cannot see any reason why other communication service providers would be prohibited from offering their services to South Carolina governmental entities.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

Yes, See all the proposals listed in past sections.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

I don’t think so.  But, they need to lease it in such a way as to maintain control within the state in a way in which it is transparently governed. 

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

No. Leasing the spectrum generates resources for ETV, Greenville Tech and Trident Tech that provides them free access to a portion of the spectrum, as well reimbursement of existing network costs and resources to create new educational content. They will lose these benefits if the spectrum build out is self-financed. 

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

As members of the non-profit entity they are essentially doing that. It should be possible to plan the allocation of the bandwidth such that a wide range of future services will be possible.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:   

No.  There is no reason to discard an asset already held by these agencies to look for alternative solutions.  In addition, the state would lose a revenue stream and lose a tremendous economic development opportunity.

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

Absolutely not.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

No.  These entities would be missing an incredible opportunity for considerable revenue, with very little risk, and missing an opportunity to participate in 4th generation wireless (“4G”) technologies and services.  See responses above.

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

The SC Telco Alliance is not in a position to answer this question, other than to reiterate its position that, if ETV determines that a lease of the spectrum best meets its FCC-mandated transition needs, then the SC Telco Alliance is supportive of the State pursuing that option, provided the Alliance’s recommendations as outlined here are accepted.

Kaye Koonce, Trident Technical College:

TTC is in the same position as GTC in that, the college cannot afford to finance and maintain a conversion. The colleges have always planned to use the revenue from the excess capacity leases to upgrade and maintain the technology and communication systems necessary to meet the needs of TTC and its students.  As noted above, in response to IV(6), the FCC recognized that EBS licensees should benefit from leasing their excess spectrum.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC): 

That would be an insane approach.  There is no good reason to deliberately sacrifice a revenue generating opportunity at zero cost to the taxpayers.  This approach would mean that revenue that should go to South Carolina instead reverts back to the federal government.  

ETV and the Techs should not forego the lease, should not forego the revenue opportunity, and should not look at other funding sources.  

The biggest loss in this case would not just be the revenue (which could be substantial).  The biggest loss is the opportunity to be a leader in the United States on the deployment of a statewide wireless broadband network.  All of the socio-economic, educational, and commercial opportunities that would accompany such a network would also be sacrificed.  That is a huge loss whose economic impact and quality of life issues are incalculable.  

Greenville Tech:

Greenville Tech is not in a position to finance and maintain its own conversion.  The revenue recovered from the lease of excess capacity and negotiated services is required to maintain the technology and offer the WiMax services to 8 operating locations and surrounding communities.  

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

The conversion is not the issue.  ETV already provides content over the web.  This is an opportunity to offer the state an international wireless broadband standard that would benefit education, the economy and government of South Carolina. The lease revenue would generate funds, at no cost to the taxpayers, but those monies are just a drop in the bucket to compared to the impact this could have on the economy. Giving back the licenses means forfeiting millions of dollars in lease revenue. And there would be no catalyst for   business investments, other than depending on less competitive ventures. In sum, it would deprive South Carolina of the substantial advantages that every other state in the union is enjoying or will enjoy as its EBS spectrum is deployed for wireless broadband services under the secondary markets leasing rules contemplated by the FCC.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA does not oppose the leasing of excess spectrum.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.: No.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

Wireless networks, especially wireless broadband networks, are extremely complicated and costly to construct and operate.  Instead of burdening the taxpayers of the State with this responsibility, the better alternative might be to lease the Excess Capacity to a wireless operator with the financial and technical wherewithal to construct and operate such wireless broadband networks, and in addition pay the State for the ability to lease such Excess Capacity.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

Most definitely: Yes.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

It would be wasteful for them to retain “too much” excess capacity.  

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

No. The core mission of ETV, Greenville Tech and Trident Tech are education. They should maintain their focus on their core education mission. There are other applications that the state has a compelling interest in seeing delivered in public safety, health care and economic development. In addition, the build out of the system needs to be financed. The most effective way of ETV, Greenville Tech and Trident Tech realizing access to the spectrum to meet their core educational needs, as well as having public safety, health care and economic development applications developed and delivered, is to lease the spectrum to a private partner charged with deploying the system as well as leveraging it other areas. 

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

No Comment

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

Each entity must define the use of the spectrum they will need in the future.  If they preserve 100% of the spectrum when not needed, the public’s access to mobile broadband will be lost for no reason. 

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

No.  Although a properly structured public/private partnership that gives the State greater control of the whole network is appealing.  Despite the bad press municipal wireless networks have gotten recently, there exist significant examples of public/private partnerships at the municipal wireless level that are working.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

No. WiMAX and the commercial broadband wireless systems will make available the parties with the ability to provide additional and enhanced services by deploying the system on a more efficient, cost effective and risk-free basis than these entities can provide for themselves. 

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

The SC Telco Alliance believes that the nature of the FCC-mandated transition to digital technology makes this a highly unnecessary and undesirable option.  Again, transitioning of the spectrum does not change ETV’s mission.  It is clear that, in order to meet the needs of their educational missions as currently defined, ETV, Greenville Tech, and Trident Tech do not need nearly the spectrum capacity that will become available post-transition.  The Alliance believes that the private sector is best positioned to partner with government to provide future additional and enhanced services (see response to Item IV (1), above.) 

Kaye Koonce, Trident Technical College:

Each license holder should determine what percent of the spectrum should be retained for its educational purposes in accordance with its mission, and in compliance with FCC requirements that licensees continue to use a portion of their licensed spectrum for educational purposes.  TTC engineering personnel will continue to review the college’s needs to determine what percent of spectrum should be retained. Our RFP would reflect a minimum percentage to be retained.  

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

No.  We must trust ETV and the Techs to know their business better than the rest of us.  They are the experts concerning their present needs and their expanded vision for the future.  They are good stewards of their assets.  And just a scientific approach and good common sense would corroborate that converting to digital would create a large excess capacity.  

Greenville Tech:

YES, each entity should have the option to use as much spectrum necessary to the mission of the license holder. Spectrum will be purchased in some form by each license holder as bandwidth needs increase. Selling bandwidth and then purchasing it may not be the best solution. Keeping the bandwidth already owned allows each license holder the ability to grow the services provided by each license holder.  

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

ETV has no intention of preserving full use of the spectrum.  It actually benefits ETV more for the market place to have access to affordable broadband.  All ETV listeners and viewers need access to broadband in order to enjoy the entire compliment of ETV content and resources. The cost of building the network would be prohibitive without an adequate business model, and the State does not have the expertise in constructing, operating and maintaining a WiMAX network. And the educational benefits can adequately be fulfilled with a percentage of the capacity.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA does not have sufficient information to respond to this question.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.: 

That depends on their roadmap and future plans.  I would suggest that if they have excess capacity now, what will dramatically change in the future?   A third party can likely deliver higher value services in the short term that benefit the citizens of the state of South Carolina.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:
As stated in its answer to Question 16, Sprint notes that constructing and operating wireless networks is extremely complicated and costly.  Rather than having the South Carolina Licensees hold on to their spectrum on the chance that some enhanced service might come along that the South Carolina Licensees might not be able to leverage because of a lease of the Excess Capacity, a better option might be to lease the Excess Capacity to a commercial operator that would establish a viable competitor in the high-speed broadband realm (to the benefit of the South Carolina populace).  If the South Carolina Licensees are worried about the possibility of a new technology coming along that they might not be able to pursue because of the Excess Capacity lease with a commercial operator, then the South Carolina Licensees can reserve some spectrum (preferably in the mid-band channels) for future use. 

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

None, just try and gain access to what fiber optic lines that might be available at the continuing escalating price structures.  Not very cost effective use of public funds.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

Further analysis required.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

ETV, and to the extent they choose to participate Greenville Tech or Trident Tech, will receive access to wi-max capability that can reach individual schools and students for free pursuant to the lease agreement, and in fact will receive reimbursement of existing network costs and resources to create new educational content. There is no other technology available that can provide these benefits to ETV.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

Each entity should be given the flexibility to invest the revenues back into the development and distribution of educational content.   This may include staffing, equipment and content licenses.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

Other technologies should not be considered.  Putting the WiMAX asset to work in South Carolina is the only right answer.  What will be lost if these licenses are not leased is a unique opportunity for South Carolina to address broadband service in unserved and underserved areas and provide the first and maybe for some time the only statewide mobile broadband network in the country.   

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

This question is irrelevant.  The EBS licenses are an asset that is available and if there are private entities willing to lease that asset then that should be pursued.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

Incumbent wireline-based and cable-based broadband technologies and third generation (“3G”) wireless technologies.  The 3G wireless technologies are not as robust as the 4G technologies that could be provided using EBS spectrum.  The services provided by 4G networks would compliment existing services, giving South Carolinians greater choice in the marketplace. In addition, wireless broadband networks utilizing EBS spectrum can provide the same or better level of services in a more efficient and cost effective manner than exist today. 

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

The SC Telco Alliance is not in a position to answer that question, but believes the State may wish to task its independent, third-party consultant with researching it.

Kaye Koonce, Trident Technical College:

TTC continually upgrades and evaluates technology advancements, and how they can be used to meet the need of our students.  Technology alternatives change at a rapid pace, and TTC continues to try to take advantage of these alternatives for our students’ benefit as finances allow.  We planned to use the revenue from the leases to help provide the resources to keep up with the ever-growing demand for technology and bandwidth for classroom instruction, as well as remote, on-line, and other technology enriched instruction, and to continue to expand internet access for our students. 

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

To look for other technologies when ETV and the Techs have a golden treasure in their hand would not be sensible or logical.  Our state already possesses an asset that most other states could only dream about.  It would be insane to not take advantage of this rare asset.  We should not want to just throw this valuable asset back to the FCC without extracting any benefit to our state.

If other technologies did exist, they would not be cost effective.  If ETV and the Techs lease their excess capacity, the cost to the taxpayers is zero.  And it will also generate revenue.  You cannot get any more cost effective than that.  This seems like a no-brainer.   

This is not just about ETV and the Techs.  This is about the future of South Carolina and how we compete nationally and internationally.

It is critical that we take advantage of this tremendous opportunity to be a leader in a statewide 

wireless broadband deployment.  

Greenville Tech:

There are no other viable solutions (emerging “standards”) to address the use of the 2.5 GHz spectrum and support broadband wireless mobility users.  Global Systems for Mobile Communications (GSM) is another solution for mobile users, however it operates on either the 900 MHz or 1800 MHz frequency band.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:

You can not get more cost effective than “free” and having it built by someone else, as envisioned by ETV. There will always be other technologies, but it would have to be wireless to be cost effective enough for a third party to build it at their cost. And we are not aware of a technology other than the WiMax standard that is use on the 2.5Ghz EBS spectrum in the United States.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA does not have sufficient information to respond to this question.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.: 

None that I can suggest.   

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

To Sprint’s knowledge, the services currently being provided by the South Carolina Licensees consist of analog video television services.  Such services could still be provided by reserving the mid-band channels for the continued high-powered video use of the South Carolina Licensees.  Alternatively, such video services could be provided on the Internet using video streaming technologies.  Both video streaming and the provision of video services on the mid-band EBS channels are cost effective.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

None, Don’t do it: period!!!!!!

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

Let’s develop a very robust program(s) to help all citizens (individuals, organizations, businesses)  and local and state agencies make effective use of this bandwidth.   

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

ETV, Greenville Tech and Trident Tech, should enter into a lease agreement with a private provider. Revenue sharing by these partners should be determined through a negotiation of the lease agreement by these partners. 

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  

Meeting the financial objectives of the non-profit as well as providing fair market value back to the Licensors to enable them to participate on an ongoing basis with content and distribution capabilities should be the guiding principle.  The board of the non-profit entity should advise to assure that the funds will be reinvested, but ultimately each of the institutions should have the final say.

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

(a) Revenue from leasing ETV’s excess capacity should be used to partially fund a private nonprofit organization to oversee the future of broadband deployment (as described in the response to question II (6)), for the conversion of equipment at ETV and public schools from analog to digital, and for ETV programming.

(b) Revenue from leasing the excess capacity of the technical colleges should be returned to the colleges.

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

Revenues should be used to fund a non-profit that would develop a true broadband plan for South Carolina (one that focuses on more than just the wireless component made possible by the EBS spectrum).  Assuming there are enough funds then those funds should also be used to provide grants to provide broadband to underserved areas.  These grants should be available to both wired and wireless providers.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

No comment from Clearwire.

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

The SC Telco Alliance believes that it is most appropriate for the General Assembly to determine how the revenues obtained from the leasing of excess capacity should be used.  In fact, the Alliance believes that it is premature to start deciding how the revenue will be used before the State knows how much revenue will be obtained. Having said that, the Alliance would like to take the opportunity to highlight one area for the General Assembly’s consideration.  The Study Committee was assigned two issues by the General Assembly:  1) the digital transition ETV faces and associated spectrum issues, and 2) the issue of broadband availability in South Carolina.  The Alliance’s position has been that these two issues are completely unrelated, and must be considered as such and not improperly combined based upon misinformation and misunderstanding.  The Alliance still maintains that position strongly.  But since, in the course of investigating the broadband availability issue, the Study Committee has been presented with a significant amount of information about the need to address computer literacy in South Carolina, the Study Committee may want to recommend to the General Assembly that some funds received from the spectrum lease be used for computer literacy programs.  It is not yet clear whether funds generated by the spectrum lease will be more than, equal to, or less than the funds required to address the computer literacy issue (since they are, in fact, unrelated).

While the SC Telco Alliance firmly believes that it would be a much more efficient use of scarce resources to focus on the demand side (i.e., to increase broadband use rather than availability) (see responses to Items II (4) and (7), above), to the extent the Committee decides to provide incentives for broadband deployment, the SC Telco Alliance believes that the following parameters should apply to any such incentive program in order to ensure the efficient use of resources:  (1) the focus should be on well-defined, truly unserved areas only; (2) the program should provide for loans to private service providers, as opposed to grants or tax-incentives; and (3) the program should include appropriate “checks and balances” to ensure that potential providers are qualified, both technically and financially, to provide the services.

Kaye Koonce, Trident Technical College:

Since the funds to obtain the FCC licenses and to operate the ITFS/EBS systems came from federal grants and local funds, the revenue from leases should be retained by Greenville Tech and Trident Tech.  
Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  


(a)  for ETV’s excess capacity; and

· 10% to 20% should fund a 501-c3

· 80% to 90% should return to ETV to fund their programs


(b)  for Greenville Tech’s and Trident Tech’s excess capacity?

· 100% should return to the Techs to fund their programs

Greenville Tech:

Funds should be retained by Greenville Tech and Trident Tech since the colleges used federal and local dollars to obtain and maintain the licenses and the licenses are actually held by the area commissions, not the colleges.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:


(a)  for ETV’s excess capacity; and

The increased demand for rich multimedia content created by universal access of wireless broadband will result in ETV having to operate and budget accordingly.  Live, interactive video-on-demand services though the Internet will require special skilled personnel and equipment.  ETV serves K-12 schools, state and local government agencies, higher education, and law enforcement. A percentage of the leasing revenue will assist all these efforts by creating and acquiring content that facilitates learning.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The answer to this question depends on how much money will be generated by leasing the spectrum.  The SCCTA believes that the consultant it has recommended should be retained and asked for an estimate of how much money might be generated by the leasing of the spectrum.  That information could then be used to determine how the revenues should be spent and who should make those determinations. 

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.: 

This depends on the business model, and at this point is hard to say.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

Sprint has no opinion on this issue.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.: 

None, Don’t do it: period!!!!!!

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

Those with the legal ownership of the asset should decide.  But, it would be nice if they were very transparent in their decision making.  

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC: 

ETV, Greenville Tech and Trident Tech, should enter into a lease agreement with a private provider. Revenue sharing by these partners should be determined through a negotiation of the lease agreement by these partners. 

Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.: 

(a) The SC General Assembly should decide the percentage of revenue from the lease of the excess capacity that should go to ETV and any other purposes.  The annual budget process of ETV would determine how these funds are expended.

(b) The SC General Assembly should decide the percentage of revenue from the lease of the excess capacity that should go to the technical colleges and any other purposes.  The annual budget process of the technical colleges would determine how these funds are expended.

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

The non-profit mentioned above.

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

No comment from Clearwire.

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

(See response to Item IV (19), above.)

Kaye Koonce, Trident Technical College:

As the license holders, Greenville Tech and Trident Tech should determine the use of funds from the leases of the licenses in accordance with the FCC’s leasing regulations and goals. 

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

 
(a)  for ETV’s excess capacity; and

· ETV should determine this.  We must remember that the FCC requires that these licenses be held by educational institutions.  This revenue stream should be included in their annual budget process.


(b)  for Greenville Tech’s and Trident Tech’s excess capacity?

· Greenville and Trident Tech should determine this and should be included in their annual budget process.

Greenville Tech:

Greenville Tech and Trident Tech  should determine the use of funds.

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:


(a)  for ETV’s excess capacity; and

The ETV Commission


(b)  for Greenville Tech’s and Trident Tech’s excess capacity?

The CIO for Technical colleges

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

See response to question IV(19) above.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.:   

The state of South Carolina should define these parameters before engaging with 3rd party vendors or before the RFP is sent out.  

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

Sprint has no opinion on this issue.

William A. Byrd, P.E., C.S., PrivaCom Ventures, Inc.:  

Advantages have been listed above.  Disadvantages, having to listen to the Telephone and Cable TV companies complain and try to disrupt the construction of one of the greatest assets in South Carolina History.

Dr. R. David Lamie, Clemson University:  

I see no disadvantages --- unless it is not constructed and managed as an open network.  

Dr. Jim Martin, Assistant Professor, School of Computing, Clemson University:  

In addition to:

-Improve upon the state’s ‘low tech’ perceived image

-Directly addressing the digital divide, especially from an education/training perspective

-Stimulate  investment in high-tech in the state

A statewide wireless network can be of high value to public safety.  The timing is perfect for SC to be a model for a future nation wide broadband wireless network.

John Warner, Swamp Fox LLC:  

See “Realizing a Transformational Opportunity To Make the Citizens of South Carolina Healthier, Wealthier, Safer, and Better Educated”
Miriam Hair, Municipal Assoc. of S.C.:  

Benefits: attract “new economy” jobs and raise the per capital income in South Carolina; lower price of broadband; increase the availability of broadband; and encourage the deployment of new technologies.  Disadvantages:  None

David Dunn, VC3, Inc.:  

Among other things:

· Increased competition for broadband services

· Decreased prices for broadband services

· A statewide mobile broadband network

R. Gerard Salemme, Clearwire Corporation:  

See General Comments. 

M. John Bowen, Jr., Margaret M. Fox, SC Telco Alliance:

The SC Telco Alliance believes strongly in the benefits wireless technology brings to consumers.  Most Alliance members are, in fact, wireless providers themselves and are implementing wireless broadband services in a variety of ways, based upon their understanding of the customers and communities they serve.  It is not the role of government, however, to grant a preference to one service provider over another, or to one technology over another.  As stated above (see response to Item IV (1)), the telecommunications and information technology industries are simply too dynamic, in terms of services provided, technology used, and even corporate participants, to be the subject of a governmentally-imposed mandate.  There are multiple private sector providers investing their own capital in South Carolina to ensure that current and future market needs are met.  The market – defined as individual consumers, businesses, and even individual government agencies – should ultimately decide how broadband networks, both wireless and wired, evolve in South Carolina.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  

· Disadvantages:  none

· Advantages:

· Tremendous opportunity to cross digital divide

· Tremendous opportunity to improve statewide education

· Tremendous opportunity to spur economic development

· Tremendous opportunity to create a Silicon Valley on the east coast

· Tremendous opportunity to attract Intel, Microsoft, Google, Cisco, IBM, etc.

· Tremendous opportunity to communicate during hurricanes and other disasters, enhancing citizen safety and promoting homeland security

· Once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to leap ahead of other states and to have a truly distinctive and  unique core competence

Greenville Tech:

Other benefits for the statewide wireless broadband network include the only fully meshed/wired “mobile” broadband network in the United States to act as a test bed to support new and emerging mobile applications, emergency communications, real-time anywhere access to information; DMV, EMS, K-12 (student outcomes, test results, report cards), medical records, property, eCommerce, eGovernment, GPS, HigherEd (transcripts, financial aid), state-wide collaboration, iCAR, Telemedicine, etc.  

Moss Bresnahan and Dean Byrd, South Carolina ETV:
There would be no disadvantage to consumers, no disadvantage to economic development, and no disadvantage students or teachers. In fact it would be a great advantage to education, business and commerce.

The advantages are too numerous to list. The presentation by John Warner, and his Power Point available online, articulate many of the advantages very well. Swamp Fox, LLC (PowerPoint format).
The opportunity to gain educational value in South Carolina from technology has never been greater. The opportunity to fall behind has never been greater either. New technologies and new technology-savvy students and consumers will challenge all institutions public and private. There is a historic opportunity here for ETV, the State of South Carolina and its citizens.  The opportunity should be seized and embraced.

The South Carolina Cable Television Association

Nancy Horne, Executive Director SCCTA; Frank R. Ellerbe III, Attorney for SCCTA:

The SCCTA does not have sufficient information to respond to this question.

Michael S. Librizzi, NextWave Wireless, Inc.: 

I see only benefits.  Greater competition for services and wireless broadband access available to all the residents of South Carolina.  If the spectrum in question is fallow today, then this makes good sense to put it to use for the benefit of the communities.  

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

A statewide wireless broadband network would become a defining moment in the history of our state.  Without one, the visiting heads of African states can continue to bash our backyard poverty in playful comparison with their own sad realities.

Shane Muchmore, Sprint Nextel:

The advantages of a statewide wireless broadband network include all the benefits that result when there is robust competition and choices for consumers (e.g., price, options).  The disadvantages of such a network are that it will be extremely costly and difficult to maintain, thereby potentially leaving little in the way of additional compensation for the South Carolina Licensees and possibly scaring away potential bidders for the leasing of the Excess Capacity

YOU ARE WELCOME TO SUBMIT OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE STUDY COMMITTEE TO CONSIDER IF THOSE RECOMMENDATIONS ARE NOT COVERED BY THE ABOVE QUESTIONS. 

Dr. Jim Martin, Assistant Professor, School of Computing, Clemson University:  Questions:

1.Why is someone from the SC Department of Education not on the committee?

2. What is the relationship of this effort with a future nationwide broadband wireless network.

Robert Panoff, RPM-Strategy, and Thomas Militello, Sequentus  LLC:  
[image: image1.png]



An Approach to South Carolina’s Statewide Wireless Network

South Carolina’s House of Representatives passed bill H. 3569 that created the Wireless Technology and Communications Commission “for the purpose of implementing a statewide wireless broadband network”. The fundamental underlying concept is that computer and communication networks form an important societal infrastructure. They are vital and integral to the operations of many sectors of our society - from government, healthcare, and educational institutions to financial and manufacturing businesses. They are engines for economic growth. However, traditional networks and business models seem to have reached limitations that hinder South Carolina’s social, cultural, and economic growth. The Commission envisions that the South Carolina’s communities should have improved access to broadband telecommunications infrastructure that is affordable, innovative, and necessary to meet current and future demands. 

A statewide wireless network, such as that envisioned by the bill and the Commission, encompasses a large geography with very diverse requirements and challenges. In addition to the obvious topological differences, going from the coastal Lowlands to Upstate’s hills and mountains, South Carolina contains hundreds of governmental jurisdictions and communities with distinct urban, suburban, exurban, and rural flavors. Community demographics vary significantly, with only a few large urban areas, and some moderately-sized communities. However, most of the State contains expanses of sparsely populated rural countryside – dotted with relatively small towns and villages. These communities may have well-formed centers around which some people and commerce are centered, but much of the population is spread along country roads, or located around some relatively isolated features of the state’s natural beauty. South Carolina’s regions and communities each have unique qualities, which need to be reflected in designing the network, its business model, and its governance. The biggest challenge for this design will be to effectively utilize the collective power and resources of the state, while fully incorporating, and even leveraging the unique character and spirit of each community. This white paper contributes the authors’ experience helping other states and communities implement networks similar to the South Carolina project. 

Introduction 

Our society and economy is increasingly reliant on information and correspondingly, depends on the technology and communications networks connecting people and organizations to the information they need on a daily basis. Today’s complex world demands efficient delivery systems capable of quickly delivering large volumes of products and services – in both public and private sectors. Increasingly, wireless communications networks accomplish this by extending delivery systems into the “field,” close to the ultimate consumer, patient, client, or constituent.

In addition, many rural and/or low-income communities are isolated from recent technological advances. They do not have access to personal computers, the Internet, or the interactions and opportunities these technologies provide. This experience defines the “digital divide” – the separation between those who do and those who do not have access to information technology. In many cases, traditional service providers, governed by commercial business models, have failed to provide ubiquitous low-cost broadband access. This is particularly so in densely populated, but relatively low-income markets, or sparsely populated rural geographies such as many communities within South Carolina. At the same time, economists have long acknowledged that ubiquitous broadband communications networks stimulate the economic growth and prosperity so badly needed in these communities. 

Wireless broadband technology platforms have developed to the point that public-private partnerships can implement networks capable of delivering economical, reliable, and secure wide area coverage with universal access across an entire community – even if that community goes beyond one city to encompass a county, a region, or even entire states. The public’s growing acceptance and adoption of wireless-enabled mobile devices, such as laptops and PDA’s, combined with the enormous growth of content transported over the Internet, has resulted in significant increases in demand and the ability to effectively use high-speed bandwidth over a wide area. 

The growing digital divide and the availability of new low-cost wireless communications technology increasingly drives communities to adopt innovative approaches to investing in the broadband communications infrastructure they require to provide truly mobile and interoperable voice, video and data applications for institutional users, residents, businesses and increasingly for public safety purposes. New business models that value returns on “social capital” as well as financial capital, and aggregate demand across disparate community groups enable the implementation of wireless networks with the broadest access, deepest market penetrations, and lowest possible costs that make such networks sustainable into the future.

Such business models often require building a governance model based upon public-private partnerships that can be made quite attractive to private companies and local service providers. Building partnerships that include local service providers often enable the "public" part of the partnership to focus its efforts and investments in incrementally expanding network infrastructure and services to specific portions of the community with special needs. Public support can come in the form of anchor tenancy for services used, low-cost capital, or subsidies to promote digital inclusion.

The Market Context

The telecommunications services industry is a huge business in the US, with wired communications worth over $299 billion per year and wireless communications adding another $240 billion. Much of this revenue comes from voice communications, but with the growing convergence of voice into data, broadband data communications is increasingly important. Application requirements determine users’ preferences for fixed wired or mobile wireless access. Over the past decade, broadband data network deployment has grown rapidly, with U.S. broadband penetration standing at approximately 45% of households nationwide. The rising popularity of Wireless Fidelity, or WiFi, with more than 400 million client devices in existence today (more than 100 million in the US), has created a consumer, business, and institutional demand for anytime/anywhere broadband data access. 

Growth in broadband access for households is being dramatically echoed by growth in municipal and county-wide broadband networks. The September 2007 MuniWireless list of U.S. wireless broadband deployments shows significant growth in community wireless activity, with more than 400 community wireless networks operating or being developed by cities of various sizes around the country. Normally, communities would expect demand for community wireless access to be easily satisfied by traditional service providers participating in such a large and dynamic industry. Yet, evidence shows that this is not the case. The MIT Internet and Telephony Consortium Group (http://itel.mit.edu/) has identified a number of forces driving the implementation of municipal broadband access networks: 

· Local broadband needs have not been met by many private sector providers in an adequate manner. 

· The current economic environment, especially in regards to telecommunications, makes such deployment highly unlikely in the near future.

· Regulatory and legal delays caused by the 1996 Telecommunications Act and initiated by incumbent service providers have resulted in institutional stalemates and excessive cost factors to create an inefficient path to broadband deployment.

· The over 400 community broadband deployments in some phase of development are proof that establishing city-wide broadband networks can be extremely effective. 

Even though the press has highlighted some notable growing pains among community wireless projects, the empirical facts show, quite simply, that community wireless broadband networks provide citizens and businesses the low-cost broadband access they want, save lives, make first responders more productive, improve the efficiency of government workers, and much more. Realistic and successful community wireless models do exist and work. South Carolina and local governments probably have the largest number of field workers employed within the state’s borders, so just the long term savings provided to these organizations through more cost-effective public services contributes significantly to the financial sustainability of the network. Regardless of whether community broadband wireless networks are provisioned by a city or a carrier and whether their purpose is improved public safety, stronger economic development, or more broadband Internet access, they are working. 

Developing the Local Market for Wireless Broadband Applications

Successful networks and network business models are based upon applications and services that solve real problems and deliver real value to people and organizations in the community. Sometimes these networks appropriately start focused tightly on specific applications, such as public safety or government services, but with broader projects such as envisioned in South Carolina, many high-value applications can, and should, be identified. However, the remoteness and lack of broadband connectivity in many under-served regions often stifles general market understanding and appreciation of today’s broadband services and their benefits. Similarly, these geographies often lack the software infrastructure necessary to implement the most useful applications on broadband wireless networks. A significant effort is required to educate the market and to foster the cross-sector collaboration that focuses resources on building the applications necessary for the community broadband network to deliver its full potential. 

For this reason, communities should endeavor to use their networks and associated marketing programs to completely reflect the unique character of their “community”. This strategy supports local self-expression and entrepreneurship of network users and customers, while promoting a “local community” branding opportunity for the network and its partners (as with RI-WINs, Neighbor Net, and Adirondack Lifestyle from some of the author’s others projects). The objective is to have local markets identify their networks as closely as possible with their local community – as its indigenous communications network. In the best outcome, residents come to view the network as a community resource that they prefer using as an expression of civic duty and a source of pride in the region. Customers need to identify with and adopt their community network and its service provider partners as their very own “community” network. This maximizes network traffic by aggregating community usage on the network and insures significant revenue and cash flow. Ideally, the entire community becomes stakeholders, vested in the idea, supporting the community broadband project as if it were the "home town team". This makes a broad public-private partnership possible, and is usually the key to a successful community broadband network marketing effort. 

Following a civic or community collaboration strategy can often be the catalyst for renewed cohesiveness within communities, their regions and states. It can provide civic benefits far beyond the advantages for the individual residents and organizations that use the network, and can be the key to a community wireless network’s overall success because it will:

1. Clearly differentiate the community wireless service offering from any other and provide significant civic-minded motivation for people and organizations to support and use the network.


2. Enable the community wireless network to develop the role of a “trusted neutral third party,” not driven by profit motives, partnering and working with all of South Carolina’s diverse entities and interest groups. This provides an inclusive umbrella theme under which different communities and factions can come together, resolve differences in direction or priorities, and develop common solutions to overall broadband needs. Most importantly, the community wireless network can be positioned to aggregate commercial and non-commercial demand, which is crucial to capital funding and the on-going financial model. 


3. Enlist partner organizations in marketing the wireless services that support their programs and natural constituencies, lowering the network’s cost and increasing its revenues. Partnering with such civic groups gives the community wireless network a natural “hook” to these constituencies as users.


4. Provide a smoother, lower cost path and programs toward “digital inclusion” within South Carolina by providing venues for public access kiosks, as well as the computer skills, training, and education programs needed.


5. Help fill the application infrastructure deficit referred to above by providing local content and collectively developing the collaborative applications the network needs to maximize success. 

While the overall universe of potential applications is very large (see examples in the table below), the diversity of South Carolina’s topology and communities will drive very specific requirements for each locale. Understanding individual communities and assessing their specific requirements are important steps early in network planning, and can establish the foundation of local cooperation and support from the entire community. The data collection process itself can be used to educate people, local institutions, and businesses about what is realistically possible and to build consensus around what network services each community needs. The process identifies key local stakeholders and service providers that can participate and contribute to the network. 

Potential Applications

	Building inspection-permitting:

· Easy sharing of complaint, licensing, and permitting information

· Automated dispatch, tracking, and accountability

· Acceleration of the inspection, permitting and development processes
	Housing inspection-permitting:

· Housing authorities provide ISP services to tenants

· Improved security and crime prevention

· Collaboration tools

· Easy access to images of properties

· Automated dispatch and tracking of maintenance crews

	Law enforcement-emergency response:

· Site data availability when responding to fires and chemical spills

· Automated fire inspection record keeping

· Availability of integrated GIS/incident records

· Multi-departmental response coordination and data sharing

· Wireless fire alarms

· Distribution of video to responders in field
	Elder care:

· Dedicated information websites for elder care

· Field use by social service agencies for senior

· Medicare prescription drug education and sign-up

· Streamlined administration of federally subsidized programs

· Health & wellness programs

	Education:

· Public access wireless in all local libraries and schools

· Virtual library branches with public kiosks

· Remote registration for library cards

· Student schedule tracking to help different agencies coordinate after-school programs

· Support for practical education and mentor programs

· Data access for student achievement tracking programs

· Homework assistance

· Access for homebound and home educated students

· Attendance officer tracking

· International curriculum availability

· Student use on long school bus rides

· Coordination of curriculum development
	Job skills training and placement:

· Coordinated programs across multiple facilities

· Coop and internship programs with colleges and employers

· Job and candidate matching 

Culture and the Arts

· Simulcast performances/audio & video streaming

· Virtual exhibits

· Culture experts on-line

· Satellite or virtual performance venues



	Consumer:

· Internet: high speed access, email, and web hosting

· Primary line VoIP telephone services with consumer feature packages and E911

· IP radio and music

· IP Television: multicasts and video on demand

· Time-slipped media distribution

· Home security services: video and alarms

· Home health and  medical support

·  Energy management


	Commercial:

· Internet: high speed access, company email, and company applications/ web hosting

· Primary line VoIP telephone services with common business lines, IP PBX, and IP Centrex service with commercial feature packages and E911

· Broadband data: high speed Internet and private line

· Unified messaging

· Video broadcast and multicast

· Background music

· Security: video and alarms

· Energy management




Business Models and Governance

It is necessary for South Carolina to create a cost-effective, coordinated, and interoperable statewide network that flexibly incorporates the diverse requirements of local communities. A central statewide organization will need to establish standards and key processes to guide communities in the planning and development of local networks, as well as a central location to provide the network planning and implementation resources that communities will need.  

While it important to accommodate and plan for diverse community interests and significantly different broadband requirements, it is important for South Carolina’s large-scale statewide effort to avoid small independent and disjointed local projects. Differing technical approaches and incompatibilities in localized networks might ultimately make it difficult to integrate them into a larger statewide network, or to take advantage of scale economies from regional application solutions. Dealing with local projects on an individual, first-come-first-served basis, might generate inequities, resentment, and political problems – especially with potential funding constraints.

Private service providers are motivated to implement networks in the most densely populated and economically well-off communities. Grants, subsidies, and incentives can motivate service providers to incrementally extend their networks, but it is difficult to motivate them to implement networks in the areas that need it most. If only one private, for-profit, service provider is helped in this way, some in the community often complain of preferential treatment or that private entities should not profit from use of public monies. 

Broadband implementations in the most unserved or underserved communities are usually left to governments, community groups, and non-profit entities. Unfortunately, as mentioned above, their very “unconnected-ness” often makes the institutions and people in these areas least aware of broadband technologies, potential applications, and the benefits to them and their community. While these community projects are generally supported by the population at large, local communities usually lack experience and expertise about how to implement community broadband networks. Community broadband projects must aggregate local traffic onto their networks in order be economically feasible and successful long term. Most communities will require outside assistance in assessing requirements and building local consensus on needs and priorities. When sufficient and sustainable market demand is finally identified, most communities will then need outside help in developing a local business plan to design, implement, operate (or outsource), finance, and market the community broadband network’s services.

This statewide entity will need to think about the following:

· A statewide plan that identifies, sets priorities, and targets specific unserved and underserved geographies and application requirements. 

· A detailed framework for assessing community needs and requests within the context of the entire State of South Carolina. 

· The state’s goals and objectives in relation to those of individual communities, and how to make them most compatible. 

· Using state government’s mobile/field communications requirements to strengthen local community network efforts. 

· Developing tools and programs to help individual communities through the entire implementation cycle – from market education and consensus-building, network design, technology selection, through business planning, to implementation and operation. 

· Developing a statewide or regional group that could provide cost effective operational services (service activation, customer support, network management, billing, etc.) for individual communities, while still providing local control and enabling each local network to reflect the unique character of that community. 

The bylaws and board of directors governing South Carolina’s community wireless network should be designed to represent the broadest possible cross-section of stakeholders from the state’s population and various communities. Operational procedures and reporting practices should be open and visible to the public to invite broad community participation. 

The objectives of this entity are to satisfy the community’s data access and communications needs (to support economic growth and innovation, enable more cost-effective public services, and ensure more broadly available and affordable broadband services) that are not currently being satisfied by existing service providers. The South Carolina business model can creatively provide appropriate incentives (cost and risk reduction, upside revenue potential) to attract private entities into public-private partnerships designed specifically to satisfy community needs. Such a business and operating model needs to:

· Be a trusted third party, able to resolve diverse community interests and aggregate demand from multiple entities and sectors within communities across the state.

· Be a non-profit corporation that is not profit driven, but values the return on social capital invested by the state and communities to solve local problems and reinvests surplus funds back into programs that support community access.

· Focus on working with multiple entities to provide complete solutions within communities.

· Use public infrastructure, as well as state and local government’s demand for cost-effective services to minimize incremental investment in building the network.

· Enable communities to maintain control and the flexibility to solve long-term community access issues, while also maintaining an open and competitive retail market that assures maximum penetration and the lowest cost.

Given these requirements, the formation of independent, non-profit (501-3C) corporations are often the best governance solution. Such an entity can be formed at a statewide level, for the purpose of central planning and resource allocation, and coordinated with similar affiliated organizations formed by local entities (individual communities, counties, or regions, etc.) to explicitly assess local need, manage network implementation, and own its assets. This governance structure would enable South Carolina to:

· Form broad-based partnerships among government, civic institutions, businesses, and Internet service providers statewide.

· Secure project funding from a variety of public and private sources.

· Manage statewide network implementation and its on-going evolution.

· Provide for local ownership and control of network assets.

· Negotiate contracts with vendors and providers to achieve scale economies, while also providing flexibility, in dealing with partners and customers concerning the local operations and outsourcing of service on a community-by-community basis.

· Provide responsible and transparent governance representative for the diverse interests of community and statewide stakeholders.

Operating its wireless infrastructure with an open wholesale business model will enable multiple “retail” ISPs to offer South Carolinians broader services. This model enables South Carolina to help control costs through standards and centralized purchasing, while enabling a statewide “franchised” approach to marketing the network’s overall functionality, a statewide brand, local community benefits, and also allowing for proactive work with selected community groups and partners to satisfy specific unsatisfied community requirements. 

Retail service providers can buy bulk connectivity and bandwidth, repackaging the access for individual users. ISPs will provide first-level customer support, any end-to-end security, host applications, unique customer functionality, and issue retail billing for services rendered. A variety of partners and suppliers can be engaged to outsource as much of a given community’s network’s implementation, wholesale operations and management, and retail service as appropriate to the locale.

Key Potential Partner and South Carolina Precedent

For several reasons, South Carolina’s own ETV represents an important potential partner in building South Carolina’s statewide wireless network. 

1. It holds the statewide FCC license for 2.5GHz ITFS/EBS spectrum which could contribute significantly to implementing a statewide WiMax network (more in this below).

2. ETV’s mission is extremely compatible with the goals and objectives of South Carolina’s wireless network effort, as stated in H.3569.

3. ETV already creates appropriate educational and local community programs and content whose generation, collection, and distribution could be significantly  enhanced by a statewide wireless network, and finally,

4. ETV sets a collaborative precedent for the wireless network with its own statewide systems of Community Advisory Boards and cooperative programs with South Carolina’s educational sector.

For these reasons, every effort should be made to insure that ETV actively participates and supports South Carolina’s statewide wireless plan. 

Network Design and Technology Candidates

As mentioned above, the size, complexity and diversity of a statewide, community-based wireless network in South Carolina means that it is unlikely that any single network design or technology will be appropriate for the entire state and all requirements. A design that includes multiple wireless technologies in combination with a high-capacity fiber optic backbone for transport – within and beyond State borders – is more likely. In reality, this design will be driven by overall state funding and requirements as well as the requirements for specific locations and communities. With this in mind, let’s take a look at the wireless technologies that can be potentially utilized. 

There are basically three core wireless technologies available — Cellular, WiFi, and WiMAX—that can meet the needs of South Carolina’s wireless network. These technologies can be evaluated based on cost, operational efficiencies, and availability. Design models for each technology alternative can be developed based on the total square mileage and the population of each coverage area (unincorporated rural geography, villages, towns, cities, etc.) and categorized into an appropriate usage (urban, suburban, exurban, rural) model. These usage patterns can then be used to establish cost models for each technology and for each area. The availability of wireless spectrum can have a big impact on cost and performance and should also be assessed. Unless an existing cellular provider participates in South Carolina’s network, the cost of cellular technology and radio spectrum, with its limited availability and bandwidth, makes it an impractical statewide alternative.

WiFi is a fixed wireless local area network (WLAN) technology that operates primarily in free, but unlicensed radio spectrum. It is the lowest cost (network infrastructure and end-user devices) and most pervasive wireless technology for implementing wireless networks for large user populations in relatively small coverage areas. Utilizing WiFi enables the network to include the most popular low-cost end-user devices, reduces cost associated with major technology upgrades, and enables more users to access the network. However, operating in unlicensed radio bands leaves a network susceptible to capacity and performance limiting interference, and ultimately increases the cost required to achieve any given throughput. A WiFi-only network would also require the installation, operation and maintenance of tens of thousands of WiFi access points to cover the state. The associated capital and operational costs also make a statewide WiFi implementation impractical.

The WiMax standard incorporates mobility and operates in both unlicensed as well as FCC licensed radio spectrum bands (such as the 2.5GHz ITFS/EBS held by ETV). Licensed spectrum significantly eliminates interference, enabling network transmissions at higher power levels over longer distances, ultimately reducing the number of, and expense for, transmission sites and associated equipment required to cover a particular geography.

Given the relative benefits and signal propagation characteristics associated with WiFi and WiMAX technologies, the most cost-effective network would likely use WiMAX to achieve statewide coverage, and both WiMax and WiFi technology implementations for end-user interfaces, depending on the user’s application requirement (cost, throughput, mobility, etc.) –especially if licensed spectrum is available.  In addition to providing better coverage with far fewer transmission sites than WiFi, a WiMAX distribution network exhibits greater reliability and lower operating costs. If licensed radio spectrum is not available for WiMax, a South Carolina would have to evaluate the trade-offs concerning the cost, flexibility, and performance of using WiMAX with unlicensed spectrum, particularly in rural settings where interference is less of an issue. 

Existing communications infrastructure, such as access to conduits and rooftops, tower locations, fiber networks, etc. can be used to greatly reduce the time and costs associated with constructing a state-wide network. Public and private assets may be made available as part of South Carolina’s initiative – providing a stronger foundation in creating a statewide wireless network. 

Potential Actions for Commission Consideration

The key objective is implement the network as quickly as possible – certainly by the end of 2008 – to a degree that will satisfy the FCC that the State’s ITFS spectrum is being well-utilized. This requires a quick start and a really concerted effort. The importance of doing the front-end work of doing the right kind of market assessment, consensus building, and business model planning cannot be underestimated. It is necessary to achieve local community and service provider support – but it has to be started very soon by people who are experienced and have expertise in community wireless networks. 

After the market assessment is completed, a great business model and plan needs to be developed. It is important to get local service providers involved in network design and implementation. The key to attracting local service providers is to show them that the public contribution to the public private partnership helps reduce their risk and increase profitability by helping them aggregate traffic, especially in rural areas. 

Finally, the project needs to secure sufficient funding. The right business plan and statewide consensus will contribute, but the entity implementing and operating the wireless network has to prove itself early in the project to gain the credibility to get funding. Implementing a successful pilot network is the crucial first step. This requires careful analysis to select a pilot site(s) with the right scale and objectives to prove the project operationally, secure additional funding for the full network roll-out (until positive cash flow is achieved), and provide a foundation for market expansion across the State.
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Jeffery S. Bridgland, Director of I.T. & Telecommunications, 

Piedmont Municipal Power Agency:  

Piedmont Power believes that the establishment of the Broadband Technology and Communications Committee was very timely, and provides an opportunity for a much-needed discussion about broadband infrastructure in the State of South Carolina.  The connection between economic development, social progress, and availability of high-speed telecommunications has been firmly established. Although solid efforts are being made to ensure South Carolina’s continued growth and economic vitality in many areas, telecommunications infrastructure has been largely ignored as a key component of that vitality.  Moreover, the much-clichéd “digital divide,” whereby many economically challenged families and groups are left out of the vitality equation, is still alive and creating gaps in education and opportunity in the State.  We hope that the impending availability of the ETV spectrum will instigate development of a multi-tiered infrastructure policy to support both service providers and consumers, using that spectrum in conjunction with other communications channels, such as fiber, in the effort.  We provide these remarks in support of the Committee’s efforts to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the issues.

We will continue to assert our opinion that, whatever options are pursued concerning the wireless spectrum, the greatest chance for a successful opening of true broadband ubiquity lies in a comprehensive communications plan for the State.  This should include the use of fiber optics and soliciting and encouraging county and municipal involvement to reach all affected communities.  With thoughtful planning and the inclusion of third-party consultation that is unbiased toward traditional business models, sound policy may be reached that can set South Carolina apart as a unique center for technological innovation and improve health, education and quality of life conditions throughout the State.

Janet Claggett, South Carolina Association of Counties (SCAC):  
(22) Additional recommendation

It is recommended that the Study Commission be reconvened to address the issues of broadband beyond the bidding of the EBS licenses.  One desired outcome would be a framework for a non-profit 501-c3 entity, similar to the Kentucky model.  This entity would coordinate the collection of data on broadband deployment and “take” rates, coordinate grants, and perform many other duties to improve broadband accessibility to our citizens and to our businesses.  It is recommended that the EBS licenses be considered separately from the rest of the mission statement of the Study Commission.

Timothy Kentopp, Voorhees College:

I am passionate about the work I do.  Technology can truly innovate, even empower IF…  

I’ve seen firsthand how this works.  I don’t sit in an office and read about tech all day.  For over a decade, I’ve worked as a certified systems engineer and IT manager in small to mid-sized environments where managers work alongside the team because they have to.  I wouldn’t have it any other way, because this type of work environment yields a broad range of insights, both subtle and profound.  I would love to participate in some form or fashion as this effort takes shape.  Please don’t hesitate to ask.

But whether you engage the grassroots citizen volunteer or not, please make an effort to mobilize a broader base of stakeholders. 

I applaud what you’ve begun – it’s about time!  

I.	Definition of Broadband


(1)	Should the definition of “broadband” be amended?  





The current definition is: 





The term “broadband service” means any service that is used to deliver video or to provide access to the Internet and that consists of the offering of: 


(a) a capability to transmit information at a rate that is generally not less than one hundred ninety kilobits per second in at least one direction;  or 


(b) any service that combines computer processing, information storage, and protocol conversion to enable users to access Internet content and services. 





S.C. Code Ann. § 58-9-10 (17).








I.	Definition of Broadband


(2)	How should the definition be amended?








II.	Deployment and Marketing of Broadband


(2)	Who should collect the data to determine where broadband is available in the State and under what conditions?











II.	Deployment and Marketing of Broadband


(3) 	What measurement should be used to ascertain where broadband is available (e.g., zip code or a more local granular geographic level or some other method)? 











II.	Deployment and Marketing of Broadband


(4)	What is the current level of deployment and is it reasonable and timely?








II.	Deployment and Marketing of Broadband


(5)	Is the private market currently providing adequate levels of deployment of broadband services such that no purpose is served by the construction of a new wireless broadband service utilizing the Educational Broadband Service (EBS) licenses?








II.	Deployment and Marketing of Broadband


(6)	What actions, if any, should be taken to accelerate deployment of broadband services (grants, tax incentives, or other incentives)?  











II.	Deployment and Marketing of Broadband


(7) 	Should the focus of any broadband program be on increasing supply (availability) or demand (penetration or take-rate)?











II.	Deployment and Marketing of Broadband


(8)	 Are there any specific areas that should be targeted for accelerated deployment of broadband services?  








II.	Deployment and Marketing of Broadband


(9)	Should efforts focus on accelerating deployment in unserved areas, without regard to demand for services?  








II.	Deployment and Marketing of Broadband


(10)	Should efforts focus on accelerating deployment on underserved areas, whether they are in rural or urban areas? 








II.	Deployment and Marketing of Broadband


(11)	Why does South Carolina have a lower penetration or take-rate than the national average?








II.	Deployment and Marketing of Broadband


(12)	What actions, if any, should be taken to encourage the utilization of broadband services (for example, training programs, programs for no-cost or reduced-cost equipment, public awareness campaign, community centers, etc.)?








II.	Deployment and Marketing of Broadband


(13)	Should access to broadband services by residential or business consumers be subsidized?  Who would be the beneficiaries of such subsidies?  How would those subsidies be funded?








II.	Deployment and Marketing of Broadband


(14)	Should the State address the situation where a provider might choose not to provide broadband services because the provider cannot bundle broadband service with other telecommunications services, and thus make the investment in facilities worth the expense?








III.	Program Structure and Management


(1)	Should South Carolina create a government-based program, a private-based program, or a public/private partnership such as ConnectKentucky, e-NC Authority or other similar entity?








III.	Program Structure and Management


(2)	How would you structure such an entity?  Include in your response the following items and any other recommendations:





	(a)  goals;


	(b)  duties;


	(c)  staffing; and 


	(d)  funding.








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(1)	What competitive or other concerns exist for current providers of broadband regarding the leasing and related build-out and operation of the spectrum held by ETV, Greenville Technical College, and Trident Technical College?  How should these concerns be addressed?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(2)	If the current EBS licensees’ excess capacity in South Carolina is leased to a third party that constructs a statewide broadband system, what will be the economic impact on existing providers of broadband services and their customers?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(3)	How could a lease of the EBS licensees’ excess capacity be structured such that a third party lessee does not obtain an unfair advantage for the provision of broadband and other communications services to the citizens of this State?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(4)	How could a lease of the EBS licensees’ excess capacity be structured such that a third party lessee does not obtain an unfair advantage for the provision of broadband and other communications services to the government entities of this State, including, but not limited, to ETV?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(5)	What restrictions, if any, should the State place on bidders of spectrum assets?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(6)	What requirements, if any, should the State place in any request for proposal for the leasing of excess capacity?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(7)	What mandates, contingencies, restrictions, or incentives, if any, should be placed on or provided for bidders with respect to serving unserved and underserved areas?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(8)	Should an independent, third party be retained to provide a valuation of the EBS licenses held by ETV, Trident Tech and Greenville Tech or should the value of the spectrum be market-driven, based on responses to requests for proposals released by the license holders?  Who should be responsible for retaining that independent, third party?  Who should pay the expenses associated with the valuation?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(9)	Would it be beneficial for teachers and students to have a statewide WiMAX network to serve educational needs?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(10)	What costs will be incurred by state or local school districts or others for equipment (for example, digital television sets or wireless receiver equipment), wiring, or other new technology that will be needed to utilize the services that ETV will provide to schools over the educational set-aside portion of the spectrum?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(11)	Should the excess capacity of ETV, Greenville Tech, and Trident Tech be considered for lease on a statewide basis or should the excess capacity be broken down into smaller pieces or according to the license holder?  If the assets are not leased on a statewide basis,  how should they be broken down? 








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(12)	What requirement, if any, should be placed on a third party lessee of the EBS licensees’ excess capacity with regard to the build-out of a statewide network that provides ubiquitous wireless coverage both in terms of geography and timing?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(13)	If a statewide build-out is required, how long would this take and how much would it cost?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(14)	Given the cost to construct a statewide network that will provide ubiquitous wireless coverage, what additional consideration might ETV, Greenville Tech, and Trident Tech expect to obtain for the lease of the EBS licensees’ excess capacity?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(15)	Will the lease of the EBS licensee’s excess capacity to third party lessees effectively prohibit other communications service providers from providing communications services for a fee to governmental entities in this State?  If so, what are the resulting ramifications?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(16)	Should ETV, Greenville Tech, or Trident Tech forego the lease of the spectrum and attempt to find alternative ways to finance any required conversion?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(17)	Should ETV, Greenville Tech, or Trident Tech attempt to preserve the full use of the licensed spectrum to have the ability to provide additional and enhanced services in the future, which might not otherwise be possible due to a lease of the present excess capacity?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(18)	What other technologies exist today that could be utilized by ETV, Greenville Tech, or Trident Tech to continue to provide their current level of services without the use of the EBS licenses?  Are these alternatives cost effective?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(19)	How should any revenues obtained from the leasing of excess capacity be used:





	(a)  for ETV’s excess capacity; and


	(b)  for Greenville Tech’s and Trident Tech’s excess capacity?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(21)	What could be the benefits or disadvantages of a statewide wireless broadband network?








IV.	Conversion of Spectrum and Leasing of Excess Capacity


(20)	Who should determine how revenue obtained from the leasing of excess capacity should be used:





	(a)  for ETV’s excess capacity; and


	(b)  for Greenville Tech’s and Trident Tech’s excess capacity?








II.	Deployment and Marketing of Broadband


(1)	Should the concept of affordability be considered with respect to whether access to broadband products and services is available?
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Civic Institutions





Residents, Employees, Businesses, Visitors





Public Schools





Neighborhood Councils





State and Local Government








� http://www.telecomvt.org/mission.php


� For example, this report: http://www.pewinternet.org/pdfs/Broadband_Commentary.pdf
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