Post NOFA meeting

@ Humboldt Area Foundation

July 9, 2009

Local attendees:

Kathy Moxon, HAF/RRA

Joanne Hovis – Columbia Telecommunications

Mark Lovelace, Humboldt

Jacqueline Debets, Co. Economic Dev.

Norma McAdams, Hoopa Valley Tribe

Steve Stratton, CR

John Irwin – Del Norte

Sean McLaughlin, Access Humboldt

Tina Nerat, Neratech

Scott Joachim, Bear River Tribe

Outside attendees (via conference call):

Bill Knapp – Westport

Rick Silva – Redway

Dave Van Buren

Jim Moorehead, Mendocino Broadband Alliance

Each of the counties and the Hoopa and Yurok tribes met earlier (governance meeting)

Regional group is looking unneeded for this round of funding, but considering future

Looking at long-term view for regional cooperation

Productive meeting – NOFA changed discussion, but awareness has been increased

Mendocino was not attending, but they’re interested & engaged

Joanne’s presentation:

· Challenges to our thinking

· NOFA aimed at most rural areas – greatly to the benefit of our areas

· Subtle shifts expected for 2nd round on policy level

· New Obama appointments will change the focus

· NOFA was poorly constructed – little of process well organized; very confused and lack of rigor

· Reads like it was written for phone companies - LECs

· Less community based orientation and local focus

· LECs are cautiously expressing their network neutrality/open access issues

· Public interest community is trying to improve the implementation of the program

· Census block data may be released by FCC

· RUS drove policy by Bush era strategy

· BTOP vs. BIP – made residential un-served and under-served as prerequisites

· Less emphasis on anchor institution deployments – libraries, schools, etc…

· Demonstrate that the whole census block is underserved and applicant needs to serve the whole census block – residential

· Fundamental misunderstanding of institutional needs vs. residential needs (the residential market could disqualify the institutional anchor

· Anchor institutions are middle mile

· Potential “show stoppers” because we’re competing with “advertised rates” vs. actual speeds

· Clarification has been requested for guaranteed speeds – in practice, we could embarrass the LEC if they challenge our proposal

· There is no understanding in Washington as to how to approach 

· Demonstrate underserved last-mile

· Wavers will be available to not serve portions of large census tracts

· Demonstrating un-served and under-served markets within a census block (Joanne believes this was unintentional) – lobbying will be made to fix this

· Smaller phone companies are being prioritized (due to the comfort level with NOFA authors)

· Tina gathered data from incumbent phone companies – in GIS format and sufficiently  granular to work to demonstrate demographic information

· Compare with PEW research data

· CPUC has released carrier class coverage maps

· Kathy has help at HSU to work on GIS data from RCC report

· We know where facilities stop from carriers, we can document locations from RCC study

· Discussion of co-op model (David Milton)

· Rural telephone co-ops will be likely winners

· Public interest obligations were assumed with utilities, but they have fallen down on the job – no creative thinking on this proposal

· You must serve contiguous census blocks

· All applications go to RUS (BIP) first and then to NTIA (BTOP)

· We don’t know what triggers are which bump you from RUS to NTIA (probably best to submit to both)

· Project aggregation strategy – doesn’t seem like it’s advisable at this time – working with on-the-ground projects, wrapping in general regional broadband program goals into each plan

· Regional endorsement – also technical permitting teams to expedite permitting process

· Help with engineering analysis

· Help find partnerships to leverage to help further goals of infrastructure projects (points allocated for this)

· No CETF money – money being utilized for technical support

· CASF money – need to apply concurrently (Aug. 17th due) – 10% match

· If you get through to second phase approval, state gets to approve application

· Office of CIO and CETF 

· At governance meeting there was discussion about collaborating – local gov’t agencies have no collective representation

· There are some value-add to applicant through public benefit (dedicated fiber, assistance to schools and hospitals, etc…) which can be coordinated through regional level collaboration

· Kathy will help broker deals to help them work together

· Working governance group has empowered Kathy to evaluate and assist projects to get group endorsement for “public benefit” – she will help with vetting process

· Need to get project organized for north of Ft. Bragg

· List of things from governance group is being sent out by Kathy (e.g. placeholder on agendas for letters of support)

· Plan meeting in two weeks to discuss applications

· Develop regional deployment strategy

· 50 mile distance from “urban” location is required to qualify for 100% grant (may be a big issue to rule out many projects)

· Discussion of how deep the dissatisfaction is over this NOFA – we should lobby for change (begin national e-mail petition and information campaign)

· Major barriers in way of public projects as well as non-profits & community groups

· We need to provide alternatives and solutions to RUS for next round of funding

Next meeting: July 29th?

