


Page 2—The Honorable Anna G. Eshoo

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Ben Ray Lujan

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Bobby L. Rush

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Darren Soto

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Dave Loebsack

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Debbie Dingell

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Diana DeGette

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable A.Donald McEachin

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Doris Matsui

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Eliot L. Engel

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Frank Pallone

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable G.K. Butterfield

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Jan Schakowsky

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Jerry McNerney

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Kurt Schrader

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Marc Veasey

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Mike Doyle

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Paul Tonko

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Peter Welch

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Robin Kelly

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Tom O'Halleran

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Tony Cardenas

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,






Page 2—The Honorable Yvette D. Clarke

The Commission has long supported other state and federal efforts to close the digital
divide, and our staff continue to engage with states whenever possible to coordinate federal and
state broadband deployment funding. Indeed, the very first item I circulated as Chairman was an
order to partner with the state of New York to facilitate the Empire State’s efforts to get more
Americans connected. But the question we faced with the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund was a
different one, and the basic principle we followed is simple: If a service provider already has
been given funding (federal and/or state) and is obligated (by federal and/or state law) to serve a
specific area with at least 25/3 Mbps broadband, the FCC is not going to give yet more taxpayer
funding to deploy a network in that area. That would be an irresponsible use of limited taxpayer
dollars, because we would end up either paying a second provider to deploy broadband in an area
where a the federal or state government had already funded a different provider or giving a
second-bite windfall to corporations that should not be paid for the same work twice. Either
outcome would be at the expense of less funding being directed to areas where broadband will
not be deployed without support.

Four states—Vermont, Nebraska, Missouri, and Indiana—identified areas where they
were funding deployment of 25/3 Mbps broadband and wished not to be overbuilt. Additionally,
30 service providers identified areas where they were already receiving support from state
broadband programs. If a state hadn’t already issued a formal funding commitment, that area
was not excluded from the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund Phase I Auction eligible areas. Given
our goal not to duplicate funding targeted to a particular area, if a service provider has state-
based funding and a commitment to deploy 25/3 Mbps or better service in one area, it cannot
receive FCC funding to deliver similar service to that same area. But it would still be eligible to
participate in the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund in other areas in the state that are unserved and
not covered by a funding commitment.

In total, fewer than 1% of the census blocks initially deemed eligible for the Rural Digital
Opportunity Fund Phase I auction were removed due to state broadband funding programs, so
this restriction had an extremely limited impact on the areas eligible for the auction that will
begin in October.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,
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