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BREAKING BARRIERS: STREAMLINING PER-
MITTING TO EXPEDITE BROADBAND DE-
PLOYMENT 

Wednesday, April 19, 2023 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMUNICATIONS AND TECHNOLOGY, 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE, 
Washington, DC. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:31 a.m., in Room 
2322, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Robert Latta (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Members present: Representatives Latta, Bilirakis, Walberg, 
Carter, Dunn, Curtis, Joyce, Weber, Allen, Balderson, Fulcher, 
Pfluger, Harshbarger, Cammack, Obernolte, Rodgers (ex officio), 
Matsui (subcommittee ranking member), Clarke, Veasey, Soto, 
Eshoo, Cárdenas, Craig, Fletcher, Kuster, Kelly, and Pallone (ex 
officio). 

Also present: Representative Johnson. 
Staff present: Slate Herman, Counsel, Communications and 

Technology; Noah Jackson, Clerk, Communications and Tech-
nology; Sean Kelly, Press Secretary; Peter Kielty, General Counsel; 
Emily King, Member Services Director; Giulia Leganski, Profes-
sional Staff Member, Communications and Technology; John Linn, 
Senior Counsel, Communications and Technology; Kate O’Connor, 
Chief Counsel, Communications and Technology; Evan Viau, Pro-
fessional Staff Member, Communications and Technology; Hannah 
Anton, Minority Policy Analyst; Jennifer Epperson, Minority Chief 
Counsel, Communications and Technology; Waverly Gordon, Minor-
ity Deputy Staff Director and General Counsel; Tiffany Guarascio, 
Minority Staff Director; Dan Miller, Minority Professional Staff 
Member; Caroline Rinker, Minority Press Assistant; Michael 
Scurato, Minority FCC Detailee; Andrew Souvall, Minority Director 
of Communications, Outreach and Member Services; and Johanna 
Thomas, Minority Counsel. 

Mr. LATTA. Well, good morning. The subcommittee will come to 
order, and the Chair recognizes himself for 5 minutes for an open-
ing statement. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT E. LATTA, A 
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 

Broadband connectivity is a critical part of everyday life. Ordi-
nary activities like work, education, healthcare now require a high- 
speed internet connection. Yet millions of Americans, particularly 
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those in rural areas, still lack access to broadband and aren’t able 
to enjoy the benefits of connectivity. 

Over the past few years, Congress has made significant invest-
ments to bridge this digital divide, the most significant being the 
Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act, providing over $45 billion 
for broadband deployment. While funding is a key piece to the puz-
zle, it’s not enough to make sure that people have access to 
broadband; we need to make sure new networks can be built in a 
timely and a cost-efficient manner. 

I firmly believe that the infrastructure bill was a missed oppor-
tunity to enact meaningful permitting reform that would have bro-
ken down barriers to deployment and stretched Federal spending. 
Lengthy application reviews and excessive fees for deployment will 
only delay connectivity and increase costs, leaving behind those 
Americans—American families who lack reliable internet access. 

Without changes to the permitting process and meaningful over-
sight, all of this money set aside for broadband could be wasted. 
We cannot let that occur. Permitting reform is not just necessary 
to bridge the digital divide; it is necessary to help us continue to 
lead the world in the next-generation wireless technology. We will 
not beat China to 5G leadership if efforts to deploy new wireless 
infrastructure are delayed. 

I appreciate that the Federal Communications Commission has 
worked to streamline State and local permitting process in this 
space. We need to codify and build on these reforms. The legisla-
tion we’re reviewing today includes over 30 proposals that will help 
us streamline permitting at all levels of government, facilitating ac-
celerated broadband deployment. 

These ideas include implementing shot clocks on State and local 
government reviews of permitting applications, capping fees, re-
moving burdensome environmental and historic preservation re-
views, and making it easier to deploy on Federal lands. Enacting 
these policies would help providers receive an answer in a timely 
manner, reduce the burdens and costs of the deployment, ensure 
that the—ensure that we connect people quickly. 

I am proud to once again lead the Wireless Leadership Act, 
which would help expedite the deployment of wireless infrastruc-
ture. This legislation would set timelines that State and local gov-
ernments must abide by in reviewing applications and create a 
deemed grant remedy for reviews that miss deadlines. It would also 
reduce the cost of the deployment by limiting the fees these govern-
ment—those governments can charge for reviewing applications 
and using a right-of-way. The bill does all this while preserving 
State and local zoning authority. 

I hope that we can make these bills bipartisan as we move 
through our regular order. This is not a partisan issue. Both Re-
publicans and Democrats want to close this digital divide. And as 
I’ve said in the past, it’s not a Republican, Democrat, or Inde-
pendent issue, it’s all of our issue. 

The bills we are considering today will ensure we do so quickly 
and cost effectively. I am pleased that the Biden administration 
recognizes the need for permitting reform and is encouraging 
States to streamline their permitting processes for broadband de-
ployment. I hope we can work on this package together. 
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I look forward to hearing from our witnesses today, all of whom 
understand the challenges of deploying broadband. And again, I 
want to thank our witnesses for appearing before us. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Latta follows:] 
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Mr. LATTA. And at this time, I will recognize for 5 minutes the 
gentlelady from California, the ranking member of the sub-
committee. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DORIS O. MATSUI, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALI-
FORNIA 

Ms. MATSUI. Thank you very much, Chairman Latta. The topic 
of today’s hearing is an important one. If we’re able to find bipar-
tisan solutions that speed broadband deployment, we can accom-
plish a goal shared by all members of the subcommittee: getting 
connectivity to communities who need it. While I have some con-
cerns about process and representation on the witness panel today, 
it is my hope that moving forward we can get back to a more bal-
anced approach that encourages bipartisan collaboration on a con-
sequential issue. 

The small towns and hamlets in my district are desperate for 
modern internet connectivity. The mayors that reach out to me are 
ready to do whatever it takes to get their residents connected. This 
is something I know is not unique to me. 

Most of us on this subcommittee hear from our districts about 
the lack of broadband on a daily basis. These local governments un-
derstand the challenges they have—they face better than anyone 
else. They know where broadband is available, where it’s not, and 
the barriers they face to connectivity. 

I believe we must be supporting, not limiting, their efforts. These 
communities want broadband connectivity, and with the funding 
included in the bipartisan infrastructure bill, we have historic op-
portunity to provide it. The bipartisan IIJA provided $65 billion to 
expand access to broadband through new deployment and adoption 
efforts. 

This includes $42 billion for the BEAD Program, which is to sup-
port deployment of new broadband infrastructure projects. BEAD 
will be successful because it addresses the fundamental impedi-
ment to broadband deployment: economics. In rural areas where 
populations are more spread out, private companies can’t afford to 
deploy or operate a network. In those areas, the problem isn’t per-
mitting barriers, it’s an unsustainable business case. 

Thankfully, Congress correctly recognized this dynamic with the 
bipartisan BEAD Program. Continuing to support NTIA in the 
States as they implement BEAD is the single most powerful tool 
that we have to connect our unserved constituents. 

Let me repeat: It is the bipartisan BEAD Program, more than 
any bill on today’s agenda, that will be responsible for closing the 
digital divide. In both Republican and Democratic districts, this 
funding will soon result in shovels in the ground and homes coming 
online. 

If you haven’t already, I’d encourage Members to reach out to 
their State broadband offices. Let them know about the needs of 
your district and get engaged. 

Over this past recess, I held a roundtable with NTIA, the Cali-
fornia Public Utilities Commission, and official—and local officials 
to discuss broadband implementation. We outlined the broadband 
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needs of the rural areas in my district and how all levels of govern-
ment can work together to get them served. 

I believe that this type of Federal, State, and local collaboration 
is a key to successful broadband deployment. Leveraging the exper-
tise of all involved to connect communities is the right path for-
ward. That’s why I’m concerned that as drafted some of the pro-
posals on the agenda today could undermine that collaboration. 
Rigid, top-down Federal preemption can never be as successful as 
meaningful incentives to support local collaboration and engage-
ment. 

Having said that, it’s clear that there are ample opportunities to 
support a more predictable, sustaining permitting process, espe-
cially at the Federal level. Contradictory permitting requirements, 
unacceptable deadlines, and a confusing tangle of bureaucracy at 
the Federal level has inhibited broadband deployment for far too 
long. This is especially a problem for western States where Federal 
lands can prevent middle-mile connections that serve as a bridge 
between communities. 

I’m hopeful we can find bipartisan agreement on issues like this 
which can meaningfully speed up broadband deployment. We’ve 
done it before. I think about the bipartisan work on commonsense 
dig-once policies led by Congresswoman Eshoo or some of the con-
sensus permitting items advanced by the FCC. 

So while I am disappointed by some aspects of this hearing, I’m 
committing to really continuing the discussion. There is more to be 
done: providing clarity and responsiveness at the Federal level, in-
centives for local engagement, and a more predictable process 
across the board. 

I want to thank our witnesses for appearing before us today, and 
I look forward to our discussion. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Matsui follows:] 



11 



12 



13 

Ms. MATSUI. And I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. LATTA. Thank you. The gentlelady yields back, and at this 

time the Chair recognizes for 5 minutes the Chair of our full Com-
mittee of Energy and Commerce, the gentlelady from Washington. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CATHY MCMORRIS RODGERS, 
A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

Mrs. RODGERS. Good morning, and thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
In 2021, Congress wrote the largest check for broadband deploy-

ment in our Nation’s history, more than $42 billion for the 
Broadband Equity Access and Deployment, or BEAD, Program, 1 
billion for the middle mile infrastructure deployment, an additional 
2 billion for deployment on Tribal lands, and 2 billion for rural 
broadband deployment through the Department of Agriculture. 

These funds are just a small fraction of the funding appropriated 
over the past several years that could have been used for deploying 
broadband. This is an historical opportunity in our Nation’s history 
to connect all Americans, and we cannot allow permitting delays 
and unnecessary costs to mess it up. 

Unfortunately, the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act spent 
more money without the needed fixes to the burdensome permit-
ting process. We need to lift regulatory burdens, cut the red tape, 
roll out the red carpet. Without removing barriers to deployment, 
a record amount of taxpayer money will be wasted. This means 
that rural Americans will continue to watch from a distance as 
technologies advance, kids will go without access on—to online edu-
cational resources, and businesses in Rural America will be left be-
hind as the digital economy continues to boom in urban centers 
across the globe. 

This issue should not be partisan. The Federal funding wave is 
coming. The BEAD Program will begin awarding money for deploy-
ment as early as the end of this year in addition to the deployment 
that is already happening from both private and public invest-
ments. 

It was good news last year that the National Telecommunication 
and Information Administrative encouraged States to identify steps 
to reduce costs and barriers to deployment, promote the use of ex-
isting infrastructure, promote and adopt dig-once policies, stream-
line permitting processes, and cost-effective access to poles, con-
duits, easements, and rights-of-ways. 

But encouraging and promoting these actions is not enough. It’s 
time for Congress to act and pass substantive permitting reform 
like the legislative discussion drafts we’re considering today. The 
bills being discussed today offer a wide variety of needed improve-
ments to existing permitting requirements at the Federal, State, 
and local levels. 

I’m proud to lead the Wildfire Wireless Resiliency Act as a part 
of our legislative agenda. In wake of a disaster, communities need 
to be reconnected as quickly as possible when their networks go 
down. Communications providers working to reconnect victims to 
the systems that provide access to public safety, healthcare, and re-
sources should not be tied up in regulatory nightmares. 
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Under this new legislation, projects to rebuild damaged or de-
stroyed communication facilities will be exempt from NEPA and 
historical preservation review, which would have already occurred 
from the original communications facility to be built. We don’t need 
another round of environmental or historic review when there’s al-
ready existing infrastructure. And this is one of many we will dis-
cuss today that enacts reasonable permitting reforms. 

Members across this committee are putting forth excellent solu-
tions that guarantee these important Federal funds are going to go 
towards deployment, as Congress intended and communities need. 

I look forward to hearing from the witnesses. To our rural and 
urban constituents currently under- and unserved, broadband is on 
the way. I’m hopeful that we can get it to you faster in a less costly 
manner. 

[The prepared statement of Mrs. Rodgers follows:] 
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Mrs. RODGERS. Thank you. I yield back. 
Mr. LATTA. Thank you. The gentlelady yields back. The Chair 

now recognizes the gentleman from New Jersey, the ranking mem-
ber of the full committee, for 5 minutes. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR., A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW JER-
SEY 

Mr. PALLONE. Thank you, Chairman. 
Breaching the digital divide has been a top priority of this com-

mittee for years, and in 2021 Democrats delivered on that promise 
with passage of the bipartisan infrastructure law. This law made 
historic investments in broadband that will help connect millions 
of Americans to high-speed, affordable, and reliable broadband re-
gardless of income or ZIP Code. And I look forward to discussing 
today how we can build upon the investments we’ve already made 
to continue bridging the divide. 

For years, House Democrats have championed the need to make 
government investments in areas where the private markets have 
failed to build out broadway—broadband networks equitably and 
affordably. Far too many people in these communities the lack 
for—for them, the lack of high-speed, reliable internet means not 
having the opportunity to do basic things that many of us now take 
for granted like applying for a job, telehealth appointments, or 
completing schoolwork from home. 

All told, the Biden administration will provide more than $60 bil-
lion across a number of programs to bring state-of-the-art 
broadband networks to families and households in primarily 
unserved and rural communities, Tribal lands, and other 
unconnected areas around the country. The overwhelming majority 
of these funds have yet to be distributed, and therefore the hard 
work ensuring these funds and projects reach the people who need 
them mostly remains ahead of us. 

It’s critical that we ensure States and communities are prepared 
to receive these funds and get projects moving quickly and effi-
ciently. If there are impediments or delays that might jeopardize 
the smooth implementation of these programs, then we want to 
know about them. 

So it’s important for this committee to hear from expert wit-
nesses about potential issues, but that’s not the point of today’s 
hearing. Republicans have skipped right past an examination of 
the issues to potential solutions, which is unfortunate and defies 
logic. The subcommittee should first take the time to identify 
where the problems are before examining solutions. And this legis-
lative hearing is, in my opinion, too broad. 

The 30 Republican discussion drafts on the agenda span a vast 
number of issues, amend a number of different Federal laws, im-
pact a number of different industry sectors and State and local au-
tonomy. The Republican majority invited four witnesses to cover 
these bills, and yet the Chair rejected our request for a second 
Democratic witness for the panel, and I have deep concerns about 
that imbalance and the precedent it sets, especially because the Re-
publican majority skipped holding an informational hearing. 
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I believe that any discussion of these issues that does not include 
State and municipalities, Tribal representatives, environmental 
justice communities, and other experts with relevant testimony is 
incomplete. The Republican majority’s actions are inconsistent with 
their calls for bipartisan collaboration, and unfortunately may 
make it harder to work together on these bills as they move for-
ward. 

To be clear, if there are real obstacles in deploying broadband 
universally, we want to know about them and find ways to address 
them. But some of the Republican proposals before us today are 
supposed solutions to problems that simply do not exist. In fact, 
one of the clearest obstacles to reliable and affordable internet are 
State laws in more than a dozen States that prohibit municipalities 
from competing in the free market to build or operate their own 
broadband network if they choose. 

Representative Eshoo’s Community Broadband Act is critical to 
ensuring flexibility and competition for communities that want to 
provide this service for their residents, which is a successful model 
in many States. Representative Fletcher’s Broadband Incentives for 
Communities Act would kick start deployment efforts by providing 
resources to communities to deal with the influx of applications for 
these projects and others. So these two bills are real solutions as 
we bridge the digital divide. 

And, obviously, I think that we need to investigate a lot of the 
background here before we move forward with these bills, Mr. 
Chairman. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Pallone follows:] 
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Mr. PALLONE. And with that, I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. LATTA. Thank you. The gentleman yields back the balance 

of his time. 
And I would like to point out for our witnesses that you will each 

have 5 minutes to address the committee. And also, I don’t see in 
front of you—do we have the light, the timer in the front for the 
witnesses? Yes, there—I see we don’t have it on the tabletops 
today. But you’ll see that when the light turns yellow that you’ll 
each have 1 minute remaining, and then when it turns red, the 
time has expired. 

Our witnesses for today’s meeting is Mr. Michael Romano, execu-
tive vice president of the NTCA–The Rural Broadband Association; 
Mr. Michael Saperstein, the senior vice president of Government 
Affairs and Chief Strategy Officer of the Wireless Infrastructure 
Association; Mr. Ernesto Falcon, the senior legislative counsel, 
Electronic Frontier Foundation; Mr. Louis Finkel, the senior vice 
president of government relations, National Rural Electric Cooper-
ative Association; and our final witness is the Honorable Michael 
O’Rielly, president of MPORielly Consulting, Inc. 

And with that, Mr. Romano, you are recognized for 5 minutes. 

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL ROMANO, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI-
DENT, NTCA–THE RURAL BROADBAND ASSOCIATION; MI-
CHAEL SAPERSTEIN, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, GOVERN-
MENT AFFAIRS, AND CHIEF STRATEGY OFFICER, WIRELESS 
INFRASTRUCTURE ASSOCIATION; ERNESTO FALCON, SEN-
IOR LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, ELECTRONIC FRONTIER FOUN-
DATION; LOUIS FINKEL, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, GOVERN-
MENT RELATIONS, NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERA-
TIVE ASSOCIATION; AND MICHAEL O’RIELLY, PRESIDENT, 
MPORIELLY CONSULTING, LLC 

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL ROMANO 

Mr. ROMANO. Thank you. To Chairwoman McMorris Rodgers, 
Ranking Member Pallone, Chairman Latta, Ranking Members 
Matsui, members of the subcommittee: Thank you for the chance 
to testify this morning regarding how to accelerate the deployment 
of broadband networks. 

My name is Mike Romano, I am the executive vice president of 
NTCA–The Rural Broadband Association. We represent approxi-
mately 850 small community-based network operators who live in 
and serve the most rural parts of the United States. 

NTCA members have made extensive strides in deploying 
broadband in rural America. This gives them substantial experi-
ence and perspective on permitting and approvals relating to Fed-
eral lands, highways of all kinds, and railroad crossings, among 
others. At the same time, they have more to do to upgrade their 
remaining customers and they are actively engaged in expanding 
to reach unserved locations in other areas. This gives them a sub-
stantial interest in finding ways to improve and expedite permit-
ting procedures where possible. 

My written statement provides a series of case studies involving 
NTCA members to highlight some of the most significant concerns 
they encounter in navigating current permitting laws and proce-
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dures. Examples include a provider who incurred $30,000 in engi-
neering and environmental fees and delay of nearly a year to cross 
BLM land for one small part of a large fiber ring. 

A provider who was trying to upgrade a network to fiber in a 
previously disturbed right-of-way that took 9 months to approve de-
spite a categorical exclusion under NEPA, with the approval com-
ing too late to start construction during the winter. 

A provider who faced delays of nearly 2 years for historical and 
consultation processes under the National Historic Preservation 
Act for projects that were primarily in previously disturbed rights- 
of-way. 

And a provider who faced delays and fees of $12,000 simply to 
bore 15 feet under a railroad crossing. 

These examples and many more like them demonstrate how pro-
viders can face lengthy and frustrating delays, and the need to ex-
pend substantial sums beyond the actual cost of construction to ac-
cess Federal lands or other rights-of-way for broadband deploy-
ment. What must not be missed, however, is that this is just the 
current state. 

Certainly broadband deployment has accelerated over the past 
several years, but we are just on the precipice of even more mas-
sive investment as important well—much-needed initiatives like 
the Broadband Equity Access and Deployment Program, or BEAD, 
come online. These expanded efforts will lead to much greater de-
mand for permits and approvals that threaten to exacerbate exist-
ing backlogs and could undermine a shared national objective of 
universal connectivity. 

While permitting is just one piece of the puzzle when it comes 
to the business case for rural broadband, it is a critical piece, and 
NTCA therefore greatly appreciates both the subcommittee’s gen-
eral attention to these issues and its specifical consideration of var-
ious pieces of legislation aimed at promoting streamlining. Bills 
like the Broadband Leadership Act, the BEAD Fees Act, and the 
Reducing Barriers for Broadband on Federal Lands Act will help 
facilitate fiber deployment in rural areas through a variety of 
measure outlined in those bills. 

I also highlight in my written statement how the subcommittee 
can make sure that other legislative measures under consideration 
here will streamline wireline and wireless deployments alike, and 
the need for further conversations regarding how to promote timely 
and cost-effective access to poles and railroad crossings. 

Finally, workforce development has become an important phrase 
in our national dialogue these days generally and in the broadband 
industry specifically. But as my written statement highlights, this 
concept is going to be essential as well in considering how to make 
permitting more efficient. As good and as skilled as many employ-
ees in Federal, State, and local permitting offices may be, NTCA 
members consistently report that there appears to be a lack of staff 
resources necessary to handle the quantity of applications pre-
sented, leading to confusion, delay, and a lack of effective commu-
nication at times. 

For example, one NTCA member reported that the BLM office in 
a large western State had only two staffers tasked with reviewing 
all broadband, oil, and gas permitting applications there. There-
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fore, even as the subcommittee rightly and thoughtfully considers 
process improvements that can accelerate broadband deployment 
through the legislation presented, NTCA encourages attention as 
well to ensuring that permitting agencies and offices at all levels 
are staffed for the work to come, that the staff will be well-trained 
for the important work they need to do, and that internal systems 
and procedures are in place within each agency to ensure more 
timely and effective communication with applicants. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. I look forward to the 
conversation today and answering your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Romano follows:] 
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Mr. LATTA. Thank you for your testimony. 
And, Mr. Saperstein, you’re recognized for 5 minutes. 

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL SAPERSTEIN 
Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Chairwoman McMorris Rodgers, Ranking Mem-

ber Pallone, Chairman Latta, Ranking Member Matsui, and mem-
bers of the subcommittee, thank you for holding this timely hearing 
highlighting the importance of efficient and streamlined infrastruc-
ture permitting reform. 

I am Mike Saperstein, senior vice president of government affairs 
and chief strategy officer for the Wireless Infrastructure Associa-
tion, WIA. 

WIA represents the multitude of entities that make up the entire 
wireless ecosystem. We have never been closer to achieving our bi-
partisan goal of nationwide connectivity, making broadband avail-
able literally everywhere from dense urban corridors to rural farm-
land. To realize our shared connectivity goals, we must also ac-
count for significant consumer demand for broadband connectivity 
on the move. Mobile broadband has never been more available, af-
fordable, accessible, and competitive than it is today. We should ac-
knowledge this win for the American people even while we finish 
our work. 

However—and this is the main message I want to impart 
today—infrastructure deployment is the fulcrum between the po-
tential of historic broadband investment and the reality of uni-
versal connectivity. Our Nation’s broadband potential will ulti-
mately be limited by the barriers we do not remove. That’s why to-
day’s hearing is so important. 

What we’re doing here today is fundamentally in exercising good 
government and sound management. If universal connectivity is 
Congress’ priority—and there are 65 billion reasons to believe it 
is—then we must identify the things within our control preventing 
us from achieving that priority. Permitting processes serve a func-
tion, but common sense tells that not every proposed action re-
quires the same amount of scrutiny. And what we’re asking for is 
straightforward. 

We simply seek a predictable application process proportionate to 
the project that will be decided in a timely manner. And when the 
answer is no, let us know why that is, and let’s work together to 
resolve reasonable concerns. 

Fortunately, we’re not starting from scratch. We can build on the 
existing policy, much like we can build on existing physical infra-
structure, and fill in the gaps that exist. Congressional action over 
the last decade, aided by the FCC’s sensible interpretations, has 
been effective in reducing the gap between potential and actualized 
connectivity. And the results speak for themselves. 

5G is being deployed at twice the speed of 4G. Siting activity in 
the 2 years following FCC reform exceeded the previous 7 years 
combined. And that’s why these reforms must be maintained and 
strengthened as we attempt to cover the hardest remaining parts 
of America. 

Permit me to give a few examples of what WIA members experi-
enced. Many jurisdictions were doing an end run around the appli-
cation shot clock for colocation and minor modifications simply by 
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claiming things like the locality lacks processing procedures and 
the shot clock can’t start until those procedures are established; or, 
most egregiously, simply refusing to accept an application to avoid 
triggering the shot clock. 

There was also endless debate about what constitutes a substan-
tial change to the dimensions of a structure that make it eligible 
for streamline review that the FCC’s 5G upgrade order resolved. 
The FCC’s interpretation of congressional action has gone a long 
way toward solving this problem, and we see an increasing part-
nership with local communities that understand the value of wire-
less connectivity. 

But the FCC’s orders are subject to challenge. Today, the FCC’s 
2020 5G upgrade order is now under appeal in the Ninth Circuit. 
We appreciate the bills, like Chairman Latta’s Wireless Leadership 
Act, that would codify and make permanent existing FCC interpre-
tations. 

In Congress’ own backyard, siting on Federal lands continues to 
be a bedeviling issue despite prior congressional action. More than 
anything, WIA members seek clarity, accountability, and trans-
parency with respect to permitting on Federal lands. Simple por-
tals would help this. 

Similarly, there are resource-driven review issues at the FAA 
that could also use congressional attention. WIA supports codifying 
streamlined environmental reviews which otherwise may not be 
commensurate with the undertaking and unnecessarily delay 
broadband deployments. 

Finally, WIA supports efforts to increase government’s ability to 
prepare themselves for this increasing permitting demands across 
all divisions, Federal, State, and local—a crucial effort as 
broadband providers push to connect every corner of this Nation. 

Removing broadband—barriers to broadband deployment has 
long been a bipartisan goal of Congress and the executive branch. 
We agree. We look forward to discussing today the slate of bills at 
issue to determine how we can help remove those barriers. Thank 
you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Saperstein follows:] 
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Mr. LATTA. Well, thank you for your testimony. 
Mr. Falcon, you are recognized for 5 minutes. 

STATEMENT OF ERNESTO FALCON 
Mr. FALCON. Chairman Latta, Ranking Member Matsui, and 

members of the subcommittee, my name is Ernesto Falcon, and I’m 
the senior legislative counsel for the Electronic Frontier Founda-
tion. Thank you for inviting me today to speak with you. 

My organization has been around for more than 30 years and is 
focused on the simple premise that a person’s rights and liberties 
are maintained—must be maintained or enhanced as technology 
advances. We have been at the forefront of studying the future of 
broadband access and how to get it to everyone because without 
21st century right of connectivity, you are not a full participant in 
society. 

We have conducted in-depth research and produced publications 
on the issue from both the legal and technical perspective. And for 
years I have led the organization’s research and analysis work and 
have interviewed with the CEOs of ISPs, municipalities, industry 
consultants, cooperatives, financial experts, and many others in-
volved in our broadband ecosystem. I hope to be of assistance to 
the subcommittee as we dig into how to ensure the success of 
BEAD. 

One thing is clear: Fiber infrastructure underlies the advance-
ment of all broadband access options, from fixed wireless to sat-
ellites to wireline. The IIJA Priority Broadband Projects Provision 
is arguably one of the smartest course corrections we have made 
in telecom policy. Now, Federal dollars must be spent on 
futureproof networks so we do not have to continually play a game 
of catchup. 

In the past, we have spent billions subsidizing good-enough-for- 
now access only to find all of it obsolete within a few years. Now, 
Congress and the Biden administration have set forth a path for 
every State to deliver 21st century access infrastructure through 
fiber that will not need to be replaced for decades to come. 

Two objectives I think we all share here are predictable construc-
tion timelines and standardized costs when accessing public land, 
and the unnecessary cost driver is delay. And I also think a lot of 
good can be done with standardizing fees when accessing public 
land in a way that is consistent and logical. There are fee struc-
tures out there that I have witnessed that actively undermine fiber 
deployment, and I detail that in my written testimony. Those types 
of structures would undermine the goals of BEAD. 

And I understand the attractiveness of shot clocks with deemed 
granted, and policies should favor expeditious review of permits to 
enhance BEAD, but the reality is increasing staffing resources to 
the relevant permitting agencies will likely yield better results. 
Most communities are eager, but resource constrained, to work 
with the ISPs to expand access, and ISPs are not able to know of 
all the possible complicating factors a public land might hold with-
out involving the government agency in charge of managing it. And 
in terms of cities, ISPs are not fully aware of a city’s infrastructure 
or the current status of the rights-of-way without the help of the 
local government. 
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And any number of complications may occur if we view deploy-
ment as a unilateral matter. These need to be done in collabora-
tion. Furthermore, running over local power I believe risks forget-
ting what we learn—what—forgetting what happened last time we 
did this nearly 20 years ago with a consolidation of franchise au-
thorities in most States at the advent of fiber to the home. 

Study after study have showed that large ISPs favored the most 
lucrative targets of a community while foregoing equal upgrades to 
less desirable areas. This has created a two-tier broadband market 
where wealthy areas enjoy fiber-based broadband with faster 
speeds and lowering prices while low-income areas are still stuck 
with legacy access that is both slower and more expensive. As part 
of IIJA, Congress found it necessary to remedy this problem by cre-
ating the digital discrimination rulemaking authority at the FCC. 

So it’s important to keep local power involved to give them—and 
give them the flexibility to work with ISPs to ensure equitable out-
comes. 

We cannot forget the E in BEAD. And local governments have 
traditionally served as the party to represent the interest of local 
communities. And we can’t lose sight of the fact that a successful 
BEAD is one that delivers broadband access to all people without 
exception. 

Thank you again for inviting me here to speak. I look forward 
to your questions and hope to be of assistance. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Falcon follows:] 
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Mr. LATTA. And thank you very much for your testimony. 
Mr. Finkel, you are recognized for 5 minutes. 

STATEMENT OF LOUIS FINKEL 
Mr. FINKEL. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, 

Ranking Member Matsui, members of the subcommittee, thank you 
for inviting me to testify today. 

My name is Louis Finkel, and I serve as the senior vice president 
for government relations at the National Rural Electric Cooperative 
Association, or NRECA. 

NRECA is the national service organization for more than 900 
rural electric cooperatives that provide electric service to approxi-
mately 42 million people across 48 States. Rural electric coopera-
tives are member owned, not for profit, and we were formed to pro-
vide safe, reliable electric service to their members at a most—at 
the most reasonable cost. 

Electric cooperatives are focused on people, not profits. A long-
standing commitment to rural communities drives co-ops to identify 
ways to help build a better tomorrow. This obligation is not without 
challenges. More than 80 years ago, electric cooperatives were 
formed to bring affordable electricity to high-cost, low-density rural 
areas where large, investor-owned utilities would not. Those same 
economic factors exist today for broadband delivery to those same 
areas. 

The cost of building and maintaining these networks in sparsely 
populated areas with difficult terrain is prohibitive for member— 
many providers. It is a cost-intensive process with little return on 
investment. 

Today, more than 200 electric cooperatives in 39 States are in-
volved in rural broadband deployment efforts, whether as the inter-
net provider themselves or through partnerships. Since coopera-
tives are owned by the people they serve, they truly understand the 
need for broadband in these areas and the challenges associated 
with deploying this infrastructure, which is why some coops have 
chosen to expand their services to include broadband. Simply put, 
co-ops are providing this service because no other provider will. 

The existing Federal permitting process takes too long, it’s too 
expensive, and is an impediment to the ability of broadband pro-
viders to meet the needs of their consumers and communities. This 
process must be modernized to give more certainty and predict-
ability to providers. 

The National Environmental Policy Act, or NEPA, regulations 
present a significant challenge to rapid broadband deployment. Co- 
ops face NEPA requirements when seeking a variety of Federal 
permits, approvals, and financial assistance, including access to 
powerlines right-of-way on Federal lands. In many instances, exist-
ing rights-of-way and easements only apply to electric service and 
not to broadband. When this happens, the utility must renegotiate 
the right-of-way or easement agreement with each State, each Fed-
eral agency, local jurisdictions, and private landowners, which can 
take years and cost millions of dollars. 

Improving coordination amongst Federal agencies is a simple, 
commonsense step that can alleviate many challenges to rural 
broadband deployment and reduce both delays and costs for these 



73 

projects. Even within the same agency, co-ops have experienced dif-
fering application of the rules when dealing with multiple regional 
or State offices. Similarly, duplicative reviews by Federal agencies 
for broadband infrastructure placed on existing poles in existing 
right-of-ways only serve to slow down projects and make them 
more expensive. 

Streamlined approaches to actions that are known to have mini-
mal environmental impacts will allow agencies to focus their time 
and resources on proposals that truly do have significant environ-
mental impact. Similarly, ensuring that broadband maps are accu-
rate before BEAD funds is distributed is critical to connecting 
unserved communities. Congress should provide flexibility to States 
to use their own maps and local knowledge in addition to the FCC 
maps when determining eligible locations for BEAD. 

As electric utilities, co-ops own and maintain utility poles and 
rights-of-way for the safe and reliable distribution of electricity. 
When space and capacity allow, co-ops lease out excess space to 
their poles to communications providers. This relationship provides 
communications companies with access to an existing pole distribu-
tion network for a small fraction of the cost that the co-op commu-
nity has incurred to build and maintain these systems. 

The fees charged to attach to co-op poles reflect the unique geo-
graphic and demographic characteristics of each co-op service terri-
tory, which can vary from State to State and co-op to co-op. If the 
Fair Poles Act were enacted, it would dissuade electric cooperatives 
from participating in recently created Federal programs and sup-
porting broadband deployment in high-cost rural areas. 

Cooperatives are some of the most willing entities to bring 
broadband to those hardest-to-reach and most expensive commu-
nities, and adoption of the Fair Poles Act would unfairly change 
the rules of the game after providers have already gone through 
the complicated and costly process of applying for Federal funding. 
The Federal permitting process becomes even more challenging 
when multiple Federal agencies are involved, and lengthy reviews 
coupled with unclear timelines and administrative burdens only 
add to the challenges and frustration of dealing with the Federal 
Government. 

NRECA and its members are deeply committed to bridging the 
digital divide and connecting rural families and businesses with re-
liable, high-speed internet. We appreciate the committee’s timely 
attention to permitting issues and streamlining deployment so that 
families, no matter where they live, can access reliable, affordable 
internet connection that meets their needs today and into the fu-
ture. 

I thank you for the opportunity and look forward to your ques-
tions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Finkel follows:] 
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Mr. LATTA. Thank you for your testimony. 
And the Chair now recognizes Mr. O’Rielly. Thanks very much 

for being with us. Good to see you back at the subcommittee. And 
you’re recognized for 5 minutes. 

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL O’RIELLY 

Mr. O’RIELLY. Thank you. Good morning, everyone. Thank you to 
Subcommittee Chairman Latta, Ranking Member Matsui, Full 
Committee Chair Rodgers and Ranking Member Pallone, and the 
members of the subcommittee for calling this important hearing for 
the—and including me as a panelist. 

I am Michael O’Rielly, currently president of a self-named small 
consulting firm. Previously, I served as an FCC Commissioner and 
a 20-year congressional staffer, including 8 years on this sub-
committee. 

I want to start by extending my support for the large majority 
of bills and the underlying issues that are the subject of today’s 
hearing. I appreciate and applaud the subcommittee’s attention to 
ease the broadband permitting process and address the necessary 
component of pole attachments. In several instances, respectfully, 
I do believe the legislative efforts could go further, especially on 
pole attachments. 

For multiple decades, policymakers rightfully have declared it 
U.S. policy that all Americans should have access to broadband. 
Despite changing definitions of speed and capacity requirements 
over time, the charge has remained constant: Bring private-sector 
broadband offerings to every unserved household in our Nation. 

While several of today’s bills may be being brought forward by 
Republicans, I note that relevant Biden administration officials 
have wholeheartedly agreed with permitting reform and have out-
lined additional action that they intend to take on that purpose. In-
efficient and costly permitting and pole fee requirements extend 
broadband buildout timelines, raise overall costs, reduce willing-
ness to participate in Federal and State programs, alter bids being 
submitted, and waste broadband company resources. 

If the ultimate goal is to give broadband access to those unserved 
Americans, this effort, if sufficiently broad and comprehensive, can 
remove a known and legitimate set of obstacles to deployment. 
Likewise, the U.S. cannot be a global leader in wireless 
connectivity without necessary upgrades to existing wireless infra-
structure. Yet, creating modern wireless networks and meeting 
consumer wireless needs can reduce overall approval from—re-
quires overall approval from a multitude of government entities. 

In particular, the siting of towers and antennas, be they large or 
small, has generated unnecessary opposition from certain groups 
for various reasons, and operators have run into processes that are 
outdated based on out—based outside of reason or fact and are 
downright discriminatory. Application costs have also been a major 
issue. 

For wireline-centric networks, new fiber routs as well as fiber 
connecting wireless communication towers and antennas will be 
buried underground or attached to existing pole infrastructure. 
Hundreds of thousands of miles of fiber that all need to be ap-
proved whether it uses States or local lands, easements, rights-of- 
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way, and the source—or needs overall governmental approval to 
dig and lay the fiber within a State. 

Thus, improvements to these procedures, such as those contained 
in the draft Broadband Leadership Act and other draft bills would 
be exceptionally helpful to the effort. Respectfully, these are not 
new issues, as we’ve mentioned before. They’ve been explored at 
length and are well known. 

I participated in hundreds and hundreds of meetings on this par-
ticular topic. I’ve been in the fields and have run the diggers, the 
cherry pickers, and the trenchers. I’ve had thousands of conversa-
tions with people who are trying to get broadband out into the com-
munities they serve. I’ve sat with families who have had—who 
have not had broadband and are seeking it. And these problems 
exist and have existed pretty much in some form or fashion for the 
last 30 years of my career. We’re finally getting to a point where 
we’re trying to patch up a number of issues that are well known. 

On the wireless side, streamlining Federal siting provisions and 
codifying recent efforts of the Commission, such as timelines, 
deemed granted procedures, application fee amounts, minimizing 
upgrade approval needed, and addressing historic preservation and 
NEPA restrictions would go a long way toward securing a wireless 
future and short circuiting endless litigation. 

Additionally, a number of bills under consideration would ad-
dress the wireless siting procedures on Federal land. One of the 
bills being discussed today would effectively apply Section 224 of 
the Communications Act, thus sidestepping the current exemption 
for multiple—municipal systems, cooperatives, and nonutilities for 
entities that are or becoming recipients of certain Federal 
broadband subsidy programs. 

While I worry the scope of this bill may be too narrow, I’m out-
raged by a joint letter that I saw yesterday by many electric utility 
and co-op organizations opposing even this moderate step. To put 
in context, these organizations represent entities that have sought 
to enter the broadband marketplace and have full access to the pro-
visions of 224 for areas outside their natural footprints but reject 
any type of reciprocity. These are the same entities that stood at 
my door at the FCC and begged to be put first in line on broadband 
subsidies, leaving others to pick for the leftover areas and funds. 

Not only should this applicable bill be passed into law, but the 
current exemption should be completely eliminated. If that’s too 
far, at least exclude the exemption area—exclude the exemption for 
areas deemed unserved or underserved. 

I thank the Chair for his time. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. O’Rielly follows:] 
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Mr. LATTA. Well, thank you very much for your testimony. 
And before I begin the questioning on our end here on—with the 

Members, I would also like to point out that we also have another 
subcommittee running downstairs, Health is, and so many of us 
also, including the Chair, are also on Health, and so we’re going 
to have to go back and forth between the two subcommittees. But 
I just wanted to mention why you see the movement of Members 
in and out of the subcommittee today. 

So it’s not that they don’t want to hear your testimony or be here 
for the entire—they’re just covering for two. And it’s always a fun 
day when we have three running, so we can really keep moving. 

But I’m going to begin the questioning and recognize myself for 
5 minutes. 

And, Mr. O’Rielly, as I’ve said, the infrastructure law was a 
missed opportunity to enact meaningful permitting reform. That’s 
why we need to make those changes now. If Congress does not act 
to roll back certain permitting requirements, what are the risks for 
the future of broadband deployment in these hard-to-reach areas? 

Mr. O’RIELLY. Thank you for the question. You’re absolutely 
right that reform is necessary. The last time that I remember that 
Congress addressed these was in the siting provisions in 2012, the 
last time I was here working in the Senate. If we don’t go forward 
as a nation, if we don’t—if the committee—subcommittee is unable 
to fix some of these issues, then broadband will be delayed. 
Broadband deployment will be extended, the timelines will be 
much farther out, and the costs will be—you know, will be excep-
tional for the providers themselves. 

And this is not something that is—that we just learned of. We 
have providers in the RDOF Program, the FCC’s RDOF Program, 
who are the canary in the coal mine, who have been trying this for 
a number of years to deploy and have run into these exact prob-
lems. It’s not something that we just came up with. These things 
will delay and—delay deployment and cost more money, and that 
will leave a portion of population unserved after all the money has 
been spent. 

Mr. LATTA. Well, thank you. 
Mr. Saperstein, over the last decade, the FCC has taken a num-

ber of steps to streamline permitting for wireless infrastructure. 
These actions include imposing shot clocks for reviewing applica-
tions, deemed granted remedies for missing deadlines for reviewing 
applications to modify existing wireless towers, and limiting fees. 
How have these changes helped accelerate deployment, and why 
should Congress codify these changes? 

Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Thanks for your question, Mr. Chairman. So as 
you mentioned, thanks to Congress’ leadership, starting really with 
the 6409 Act addition, the FCC has done a number of interpreta-
tions that have really made the siting process much more stream-
lined and efficient than it was before that. But the reason we need 
Congress’ help is because those reforms are not necessarily perma-
nent. 

As I mentioned, the proof is in the pudding in terms of the FCC’s 
reforms and the overall improvements that we’ve seen. We’ve seen 
5G deployed at a rate that 4G never was. We’ve seen twice as 
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many—well, more infrastructure deployed over the last 2 years 
after the FCC’s action than in the previous 7 combined. 

The FCC’s reform—interpretations of Congress’ actions are mak-
ing a big difference, but we’re afraid if Congress does not step in 
to act and does not codify the reforms that the FCC has made, that 
challenges like the one going on right now in the Ninth Circuit for 
the 5G upgrade order could backslide on all of those. And so, we 
can’t afford to have that. We can’t afford to go back to where we 
were. We need to keep charging forward with our wireless infra-
structure, so we’d appreciate your consideration. 

Mr. LATTA. Yes, let me follow up, because again, something you 
mentioned—something I—I’m not sure I’ve ever heard here in com-
mittee, that you mentioned that, you know, the problems you’re— 
that folks out there are finding, you know, not only as far as shot 
clocks and things like—but refusing to accept an application. 

Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Yes, I mean, and so this goes I think to part 
of what—— 

Mr. LATTA. And I guess one of the questions is how do we—who 
should we do that here in Congress to make sure we’re—you know, 
we’re legislating on something like that because not accepting an 
application, saying, ‘‘Sir, we’re not going to take it today, or tomor-
row, or whenever.’’ 

Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Right. And some of the reforms that are pro-
posed here, they provide accountability, and that’s one of the key 
things that we seek. And that can be in the form of a deemed 
granted measure. 

So there’s a certain shot clock. There are provisions in there for 
when an application is deemed complete, so it’s clear to the juris-
diction, as well as the applicant, you have submitted a completed 
application, there’s an established period of review, which is appro-
priate, and from there, jurisdiction either needs to act or the appli-
cation would be deemed granted. 

Mr. LATTA. Well, thank you. 
Mr. Romano, in my last minute and 10 seconds, a similar ques-

tion for you. The FCC has taken some action to streamline wireline 
deployment, including one-touch, make-ready rules and prohibiting 
moratory on deployments. What reforms have not been acted up by 
the FCC that Congress should consider to streamline the wireline 
permitting process? And, I’m sorry, I only got about 50 second left. 

Mr. ROMANO. So I’ll just—thank you, Chairman, for the question. 
I think something like the Broadband Leadership Act is something 
we look to, for example, as a terrific measure to move some of these 
forward. They address some of the concerns that Mr. Saperstein 
raised as well in the wireless context. 

For example, when applications are considered complete, there is 
a definition in the bill of that process, received and complete, which 
is terrific. We’ve seen cases in Michigan, for example, where the 
provider didn’t hear for months about the status of its application 
despite inquiries. These measures would help to instill, I think, 
definitional important—definitional certainty in the process, pro-
mote communication, and ultimately, I think, lead to better results 
in terms of knowing where one stands at the very least in this 
process. 
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Mr. LATTA. Well, I appreciate that. And again, you know, what 
we want to get done, we want to make sure that our unserved 
areas get served, you know, our underserved areas get better serv-
ice, and we don’t end up in situations where you might have served 
areas being considered unserved. So we want to—these are all the 
things we’re looking at. 

But my time’s expired, and at this time I’m going to recognize 
the gentlelady from California, the ranking member of the sub-
committee, for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MATSUI. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Last year I wrote a letter to the Biden administration urging the 

Departments of Transportation and Energy, along with NTIA to co-
ordinate on the deployment of electric vehicle charging and 
broadband infrastructure. Much of the disparities we see in 
broadband access are also present in EV charging infrastructure. 
Low-income and rural areas lag behind. Colocating EV charging 
and broadband infrastructure can address multiple national prior-
ities simultaneously and avoid duplicative permitting require-
ments, maximizing impact of this funding. 

Mr. Saperstein, do you believe coordinating infrastructure de-
ployment efforts in IIJA with broadband expansion can help reduce 
deployment barriers and stretch Federal dollars further? 

Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Thank you for the question. Yes, absolutely. 
One of WIA’s core tenants it to make shared use of infrastructure. 

Ms. MATSUI. OK, thank you very much, Mr. Saperstein. 
Much like dig-once, I really think this type of colocation can 

speed broadband deployment. I ask unanimous consent to have this 
letter introduced. 

Mr. CARTER [presiding]. Without objection. 
[The information appears at the conclusion of the hearing.] 
Ms. MATSUI. OK. Mr. Falcon, this is a question for you. In addi-

tion to deployment challenges, we can’t lose sight of the critical 
adoption equity work we need to do to truly close the digital divide. 
I introduced the Digital Equity Foundation Act to establish a non-
profit foundation that would channel public and private invest-
ments into making progress boosting adoption in digital literacy. 

Mr. Falcon, can you discuss the role equity and adoption plays 
in closing the digital divide, and do you believe additional resources 
are needed to support these efforts? 

Mr. FALCON. Thank you for the question, Ranking Member Mat-
sui. Absolutely. I think there is an awful lot of opportunity in help-
ing a large segment of the population learn how to interface with 
the internet. You know, a lot of them need, you know, actual assist-
ance in understanding, you know, the value of the internet, the re-
sources available to them. And efforts that promote adoption are 
going to be necessary for quite a long time. 

Ms. MATSUI. OK. While it’s understandable that Federal agencies 
approach property management differently, significant discrep-
ancies between their approaches to permitting can be extremely 
burdensome for broadband deployment on public lands. Mr. 
Saperstein, how do these—those diverse and conflicting require-
ments hinder broadband deployment on Federal lands, and do you 
believe they have a disproportionate impact on rural broadband ac-
cess? 
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Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Yes, I mean, when it comes to wireless infra-
structure, the last remaining areas that are unserved by wireless 
are often in rural lands, and often those areas coincide with Fed-
eral lands as well due to park land. 

There are success stories. We know that some of our members 
have recently worked, for instance, in Utah to work closely to bring 
service there. But what we don’t have right now when it comes to 
siting on Federal lands is a clear sense of clarity for how the proc-
esses should exist; accountability, what happens if you miss the 
deadlines that Congress has worked so hard to install; and trans-
parency, where are we in the process. Even knowing that would be 
extremely helpful. 

Ms. MATSUI. OK, fine. Thank you. 
And, Mr. Falcon, can you discuss how these arbitrary fee scales 

can disincentivize innovative broadband financial models? 
Mr. FALCON. Absolutely. So one of the things that fiber infra-

structure provides from a financial planning standpoint is lon-
gevity. So you can look at it with a very long timetable of how long 
your investment will be worthwhile, and that opens up a lot of op-
portunities in terms of long-term financing. 

However, if there are fees that essentially—in my written testi-
mony, demonstrated a fee that kind of scaled up the cost of the 
monthly, annual cost of deploying additional fiber strands, that 
kind of destroys the model of any sort of long-term planning. A lot 
of these will need—you’ll—on the early years will need to look for 
subscribers and opportunities to sublease. 

Ms. MATSUI. OK. Well, permitting barriers can prevent deploy-
ment in certain circumstances. The biggest impediments have al-
ways been economic considerations. For rural and low-income 
neighborhoods, this historical legacy has produced a digital divide 
we’re attempting to close with the BEAD Program. 

Mr. Falcon, can you discuss limitations of permitting reform in 
addressing these considerations and how BEAD can help support 
the access in these historically underserved areas? And I don’t have 
much time. We have 30 seconds to discuss this. 

Mr. FALCON. Certainly. So, I mean, the local community, the 
local government has always been the negotiating arm on behalf of 
the local community, so ensuring that they’re part of the process, 
to ensure that there’s equitable deployment of the network in appli-
cants is key. 

Ms. MATSUI. I find that very true since I met with some of my 
people, and they feel the same way in these small villages and com-
munity areas. So anyway, thank you very much, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. CARTER. The gentlelady has yielded back. The Chair now 
recognizes the Chair of the full committee, Ms. Rodgers, from 
Washington State. 

[Phone ringing.] 
VOICE. Oops, excuse me. 
Mrs. RODGERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The Federal Govern-

ment owns a significant amount of land in the western States— 
hundreds of millions of acres—and many of these areas are 
unserved despite billions of dollars of private and public invest-
ment that has historically gone into broadband deployment. 
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Mr. Romano and Mr. Saperstein, can you discuss the challenges 
your members face trying to deploy on Federal lands and how we 
can make this process easier? 

Mr. ROMANO. Sure. Thank you for the question, Chairwoman 
Rodgers. To start, I think the issue on Federal lands is getting— 
as Mr. Falcon mentioned as well, for fiber, for example, it’s a long- 
term investment. We’re trying to plan for years ahead, and also 
trying to plan around build cycles and timeframes and seasons and 
the like. And the predictability is so important in trying to plan, 
especially for smaller providers, many of whom are based in rural 
America and want to serve the communities in which they live, try-
ing to plan to get contractors on site, trying to plan to get supplies 
in, all of these things are specific challenges that not only prevent 
potentially private deployment but also can deter potential partici-
pation in public programs to the extent that I cannot necessarily 
specify when I’ll be able to deliver, the cost of delivering. 

All of those things make it much harder to both deliver on the 
promise or even participate in the programs that would help with 
that. 

Mrs. RODGERS. Right, right. Thank you. 
Mr. Saperstein, would you speak to maybe any ideas you have 

as to how we can make the process easier? 
Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Yes. We were excited to see two bills that dealt 

with portals, and this is a simple but really helpful fix that would 
at least allow applicants to know where they are in the process. 
Currently, there is no transparency into where they are from—with 
the Federal land agencies, so that would be a very helpful fix. 

Mrs. RODGERS. OK, thank you. 
Mr. Finkel, I’ve heard from some providers that the cost of pole 

attachments is high and is a barrier to broadband deployment, and 
I understand that some pole attachment rates are regulated by the 
Federal Communications Commission, FCC, or the States, while 
some, those are—those set by municipal or cooperatively owned 
utilities are not. I wanted to ask you to speak to how cooperatives 
determine their pole attachment rates and how they compare to 
the regulated rates. 

Mr. FINKEL. Sure. So I appreciate the question, Madam Chair. 
Pole attachment rates, as determined by—at least, I can only speak 
for electric cooperatives, is really based upon what the true cost is 
for that attachment. In many rural areas, there are more poles 
than people, and so when we’re looking at what the cost is to at-
tach that pole, the cost is truly the cost. And there’s no profit mo-
tive, though accusation has been made that we’re in the business 
of trying to impose higher fees for access. It’s based on the geog-
raphy, on the density, on the demographic of that community. 

And so when you’re talking about trying to connect these rural 
communities, I mean, our members, they’re the provider of last re-
sort. They were in electricity 80 years ago, and they are now in 
many rural communities where they’re providing that broadband 
service because nobody else will show up. 

I mean, it’s—so for us, reliability and affordability of the electric 
system is the first priority, and so when we try to establish that 
fee, it’s a fee based upon what’s going to keep that pole safe and 
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what’s going to ensure that we get back the true cost of that at-
tachment. 

Mrs. RODGERS. Thank you for those insights. I appreciate what 
you do. 

I wanted to ask Mr. O’Rielly if you would also speak to this 
issue. 

Mr. O’RIELLY. Yes, I appreciate the views of my fellow—I don’t— 
fellow panelist, but I don’t agree. You know, we have providers that 
are right next to the exempt entities that are offering and able to 
comply with FCC rules and rates, and are not going bankrupt and 
are not putting health and safety at risk. 

This exemption doesn’t match up with cost. There’s a number of 
studies that have been done that the rates are two to three times 
more expensive on the exempt entities than on nonexempt entities, 
and that’s just not something a provider—you know, we talk about 
areas that are unserved and why there’s, you know, a carrier of 
last resort, someone who is offering service. Well, Congress is going 
to provide a—is providing a boatload of money to help provide ac-
cess and buildout. 

It has to deal with the issue of these rates being—you know, 
we’re not going to bury all of the poles and fiber, we’re going to 
have to attach—excuse me, attach to the poles that already exist. 

Mrs. RODGERS. Well, this is an issue that we’re—appreciate your 
insights. We got to work on this some more. 

I want to—in my time remaining, one of my priorities is to 
strengthen American competitiveness. And we know that the 
Chines Communist Party wants to surpass us in wireless leader-
ship, and it’s easy for them to build the infrastructure to do that. 
We need to be doing everything in our power to make sure that 
that doesn’t happen. 

So why is permitting reform good overall for American competi-
tiveness? And just incorporate that into your answers in the future. 

[Laughter.] 
Mrs. RODGERS. OK, thank you all for being here. 
I yield back. 
Mr. CARTER. The gentlelady has yielded. The Chair now recog-

nizes the gentlelady from New York, Representative Clarke, for 5 
minutes. 

Ms. CLARKE. Good morning. Let me start by thanking our panel 
of witnesses for joining us today, as well as Chairman Latta and 
Ranking Member Matsui for convening this important hearing on 
broadband deployment. 

Access to reliable high-speed internet is essential in our increas-
ingly digital society, and I’m proud of the work this committee has 
done to bridge the digital divide in America. The historic bipartisan 
infrastructure law provided billions of dollars in Federal funding to 
bring high-speed internet to the millions of Americans still lacking 
access. As we continue to grow as a nation and expand our digital 
infrastructure, it is vital that these funds are used to bring 
broadband to communities historically left out of certain opportuni-
ties and investments. 

Unfortunately, the stark reality is that many of the communities 
that were disproportionately denied mortgage loans in the 1960s 
are the same communities that are without high-speed or any 
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internet access today. So I look forward to working with my col-
leagues on this committee to explore pathways to equitable stream-
line—equitably streamline permitted processes, bridge the digital 
divide, and unleash the full potential of our Nation. 

My first question is directed to Mr. Falcon. As this committee 
looks at efforts to streamline broadband deployment, what factors 
should we consider to ensure that low-income minority commu-
nities have been—who have been subjected to both traditional and 
digital redlining in the past do not continue to be left behind? And 
other witnesses may feel free to chime in as well. 

Mr. FALCON. Certainly. Thank you for that question. The—I 
mean, I think the fundamental goal of all of these applications and 
the funding is ensuring that the infrastructure is built equally and 
equitably to all people that are in need of it. The history of cherry 
picking and redlining has given us—has given Congress the reason 
to have passed the digital discrimination rulemaking. So ensure we 
don’t forget that we had to do that, and prospectively going forward 
ensuring equitable distribution of these networks is vital. 

Ms. CLARKE. Would anyone else like to chime in now? Mr. Ro-
mano. 

Mr. ROMANO. Thank you, Congresswoman. I’ll weigh in as well 
representing more rural areas specifically. I think one of the impor-
tant things that Congress has done and that Congress should con-
tinue to do, and the funding agencies as well, is to make sure that 
when providers are receiving funding, for example, that there is a 
commitment to serve throughout the entirety of the area for which 
funding is provided without differentiation between particular com-
munities within that serving area. 

I think that is a critical piece of this, and it does underpin I 
think a lot of the recent grant programs and other funding pro-
grams, but the accountability and the backend of tracking whether 
that is, in fact, happening is going to be critical as well. 

Ms. CLARKE. Very well. 
Mr. Saperstein? 
Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Yes, thank you for the question. I just wanted 

to point out that one of the great benefits of wireless infrastruc-
ture, particularly shared wireless infrastructure, is it allows mul-
tiple service providers to attach to the same facility, and therefore, 
multiple network providers to serve that community. We saw the 
benefits of this with 99 percent coverage with 4G LTE, and we’re 
already well on our way ahead of pace with 5G. 

Ms. CLARKE. Very well, thank you. 
In your testimony, Mr. Falcon, you acknowledge that previous 

deregulatory efforts failed to spark industry competition. It did 
nothing to mitigate the digital redlining we see today. I’d like to 
dig into that topic a bit more. 

Can you explain to this committee the negative impact of digital 
redlining, particularly how it perpetuates poverty in low-income 
and minority communities, and why haven’t previous efforts by the 
FCC to streamline permitting for broadband deployment resulted 
in buildout in digitally redlined communities? 

Mr. FALCON. Certainly. So the natural inclination of a provider 
would be to kind of target the most lucrative portions of a commu-
nity first. In the absence of any sort of regulation to ensure a fully 
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distributed network of full equitable deployment, that’s generally 
where they’ll stop. That’s what most of these studies that we’ve 
seen over the years have shown. The markup did a nationwide 
analysis showing, you know, a replicated result of this type of dis-
crimination that’s occurring and the ramifications that are signifi-
cant. 

When we look at in terms of fiber deployment in particular, you 
know, there’s a study by the Fiber Broadband Association that 
shows that property values, the value of a home when it’s con-
nected to fiber, you know, is a sizable—there’s a sizable increase, 
so the equity of a household in a neighborhood is dependent on the 
wire that’s connected to that household. The pandemic I think 
showed the significant problem when your connection couldn’t han-
dle distributed work and remote schooling. These are—this is why 
I call it a first-class and second-class internet structure. 

Ms. CLARKE. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
Mr. CARTER. The gentlelady has yielded back. The Chair now 

recognizes the gentleman from Florida, Representative Bilirakis, 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Thank you, sir. I appreciate it very much, and I 
appreciate all the testimony here. 

I represent Pasco County, one of the counties I represent, and it’s 
no stranger to horrors of the Federal permitting process. In 1998, 
the county identified the need for an additional emergency evacu-
ation route for use during a flood event, such as a hurricane. That 
year, the county submitted its proposal known as the Ridge Road 
Extension Project to Federal regulators. 

That public safety project sat in a regulatory quagmire for 22 
years, despite the overwhelming support of the county residents 
and really unanimous support in the Tampa Bay area. Meanwhile, 
the 178,000 people who were deemed to benefit from the emergency 
project were put at risk. The project was finally green-lighted after 
President Trump issued an Executive order titled ‘‘Expediting En-
vironmental Reviews and Approvals for High Priority Infrastruc-
ture Projects.’’ 

But we shouldn’t have to rely on an Executive order, folks, in my 
opinion, to streamline permitting, especially for projects that pro-
mote public safety. That’s why I have submitted the Coastal 
Broadband Deployment Act as a discussion draft for today’s hear-
ing. This bill would remove lengthy barriers to deploying or modi-
fying communication facilities within a floodplain, which can help 
people stay connected during a weather event. 

And I want to tell you, Ridge Road is—we finally got it done, 
and—man, oh man—the people love it. The community loves it, 
and they’re—they feel safer because it is an evacuation route, God 
forbid we have a hurricane in our area directly. If we get a direct 
hit, it’s going to be very difficult. 

But I want to ask the question, Mr. Romano, in your written tes-
timony, you mentioned that your members have delays as long as 
2 years due to Federal reviews when building out. Can you discuss 
the potential regulatory problems a company may face if they 
wanted to modify an existing communications facility, for example, 
to make it more resilient to natural disasters? If you could answer 
that question, I’d appreciate it. 
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Mr. ROMANO. Yes, thank you, Congressman, for the question. 
You know, one of the most confounding deployment struggles we 
face at times is putting something—restoring networks, putting in 
where previously disturbed earth is there. You would think that 
putting a network back in or upgrading an existing network in a 
previously disturbed right-of-way should be relatively seamless due 
to the fact that it’s already been used, and it—and you would think 
that it’s gone through reviews in the past. 

Nonetheless, we run into these circumstances all too frequently, 
and so I think bills like the one you’ve talked about are going to 
be critical to make sure that we can get through both the NEPA 
and the National Historic Preservation Act and Section 106 Proce-
dures as promptly as possible to reengage or re—and then upgrade 
those networks and those places. 

The one other note I would make, Congressman, very quickly, on 
this bill and a number of others is because they’re amending exist-
ing law, they tied a 6409, which is a provision that’s primarily 
dealing with wireless issues. So we would encourage the sub-
committee and folks to think about this. I know there’s some bills 
in here that help to amend 6409 to pick up wireline networks as 
well, and so we would like to make sure to see that as part of all 
of these measures to pick up wireless and wireline networks alike 
and make sure they’re all resilient and can be restored quickly. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Very good. It makes a lot of sense to me. 
Mr. Saperstein, during an emergency, real-time communication 

keeps people informed of ongoing threats. Do you think there’s— 
there are instances where regulatory delays and building out or 
disaster mitigation of communications facilities could unnecessarily 
threaten lives through hindered communications? 

Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Yes. And what we see right now is that much 
of the parklands, particularly, you know, in western districts, are 
still unserved, and that is really a public safety threat. So we 
would encourage any actions that can really expedite siting on Fed-
eral lands in order to avoid those public safety instances. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. OK, I’d like to ask this question for Mr. O’Rielly. 
If he don’t—if we don’t have time, at least he can get it for the 
record. 

Over the past several years, the Federal Government has allo-
cated tens of billions of dollars of taxpayer money for broadband 
buildout in closing the digital divide, as you said. In your esti-
mation, as a percentage, how much of allocated dollars are doing 
regulatory red tape as opposed to actually getting people con-
nected? 

Mr. O’RIELLY. I’m happy to give you more specific, but if I had 
to, you know, off the top, I would say it’s probably around 15 to 
20 percent. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. OK. That’s a lot. So yes, please, if you can give 
us some more specific information, I’d appreciate it. 

And I yield back, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 
Mr. CARTER. The gentleman has yield back. The Chair now rec-

ognizes the gentleman from Florida, Representative Soto, for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. SOTO. Thank you, Chairman. Just a few weeks ago we got 
to travel to Kenansville, Florida, in our district in Southern Osce-
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ola County with the Under Secretary of Rural Development, 
Xochitl Torres Small, a dear friend and former colleague here. We 
met with local ranchers and local hunting and game managers in 
an area that is as rural as it gets. 

And it was great to hear them talk about the 15 million being 
invested by the American Rescue Plan in that area. They talked 
about the need to download information quickly for the ranches on 
information related to their cattle, on information related to dove 
hunting. Who would have thought, right? The Osceola turkey as 
well, which you have to go to my district to make the turkey trot 
on the East Coast. 

And I guess if you’re not in there, you don’t realize how much 
data is needed for all these rural businesses, and agricultural and 
hunting and other businesses. And so I was pleased to see that the 
American Rescue Plan is helping deliver internet to rural commu-
nities in Central Florida. And, Members, if you’re not seeing that 
in your district, it’s, you know, time to speak up. It’s changing lives 
in Central Florida. 

But that’s just the first step. And we know with the Infrastruc-
ture Investment and Jobs Act passed recently, 65 billion improve 
internet access, 42 billion for the Broadband Equity Access and De-
ployment Program, the BEAD Program. I’m excited that Florida 
has taken steps to participate in the BEAD Program and signaled 
it intends to continue that process. We already saw 5 million 
awarded to help with their initial plan and grant to create a 5-year 
action plan, and they’ve received over $7.4 million in Federal funds 
to support that planning. 

In addition, NTIA has estimated—as well as third-party re-
search—that Florida could receive as much as $1.5 billion through 
BEAD to really help finish the job across Florida. The company in 
question who stepped up for areas of South Osceola was Spectrum. 

And, Mr. Romano, are your member companies ready to take on 
this challenge like we’ve seen in rural Osceola? 

Mr. ROMANO. Thank you, Congressman. Yes, they’re ready and 
eager. I think the biggest challenge—some of the biggest challenges 
will be figuring out—well, among other things that aren’t subject 
to this hearing necessarily, supply chain considerations, finding 
trained workforce. 

But permitting issues, again, will be a piece of the puzzle. Our 
members have been—actually, I would say probably the active par-
ticipants in the reconnect program, so great partners with rural de-
velopment. I think we’re excited about the promise of this. 

The biggest concern I have right now is we—as I mentioned in 
my testimony, we’re on the precipice of massive amounts of invest-
ment coming in, and we need to make sure both the procedures are 
ready to go but also the staff skill sets and training are there, and 
to—and the systems to make sure, as Mr. Saperstein mentioned, 
the portals, to make sure that we can see—realize the promise of 
all of these different programs out there. 

Mr. SOTO. Thank you. 
And, Mr. Finkel, this is Peace River country, one of your mem-

bers, and I know they’ve been eager since—we won’t see—we’ll see 
a combination of companies help with this. How are your members 
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gearing up, and what are you hearing from your customers about 
the potential of getting higher-speed internet? 

Mr. FINKEL. Well, Congressman, it’s always driven by the local 
community, as electric utilities are owned by the communities we 
serve. When the community speaks up and our kind of ownership 
base drives us to build out and asks us to partner, we do. It’s just 
really that simple. 

Mr. SOTO. Well, we’re excited to work with our local folks as well. 
Mr. Falcon, we saw the Biden-Harris administration put out a 

permitting action plan. There’s a lot of discussion in the cornucopia 
of bills of today in this hearing of how to address permitting as we 
implement the Inflation Reduction Act and the Infrastructure Law. 
Do you have any comments on the permitting action plan by the 
Biden-Harris administration and any other principles that you 
think can guide as we have to permit these projects? 

Mr. FALCON. Yes, I think it just demonstrates that everyone is 
committed to the success of implementation of BEAD. No one wins 
if systemic delays results in rising costs, particular for small appli-
cants, particularly new entrants into the space. 

I think, you know, as I say in my written testimony, really just 
predictability and predictability in the cost in terms of the fees on 
public lands are probably the two best things you can deliver in 
order to ensure successful outcomes. 

Mr. SOTO. Thank you so much. 
Members, our oversight is going to be a key part of this as well 

as we work with the administration, with our colleagues in Con-
gress, so I look forward to continuing that work. And I yield back. 

Mr. LATTA [presiding]. Thank you. The gentleman yields back, 
and at this time, the Chair recognizes the gentleman from Michi-
gan’s Fifth District for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WALBERG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thanks to the 
panel for being here. 

Broadband providers are subject to significant permitting delays, 
as we’ve talked about already. Delays are felt by the consumers. 
The frustration of some of my neighbors seeing me with broadband 
finally and not seeing themselves with a sight of broadband coming 
down. I felt the same way for a number of years myself, and so it’s 
a challenge. Connecting everyone to broadband is a goal we all 
share. 

Billions of dollars have gone out the door, but it takes dollars, 
it takes many hands to make it work. And oftentimes we don’t see 
interagency coordination, and maybe through no fault of their own, 
but the process that takes place. The FCC, NTIA, USDA, and var-
ious stimulus grants over the years have often appeared to compete 
with one another. 

And so, Mr. Romano, how do we improve coordination between 
agencies? And if I could add on to the question, do you believe re-
quiring all government broadband programs to make distributions 
based on FCC’s new broadband maps can break the decades-long 
cycle of overbuilding and the problems that come from that? 

Mr. ROMANO. Thank you for the question, Congressman. The sec-
ond part of your question actually I think was the first place I was 
going to go in terms of effective coordination, which is the use of 
a singular data source to start from. 
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Now there are always going to be issues arising in terms of the 
maps that are presented by—produced by the FCC being snapshots 
in time and needing updating. There are processes set forth in 
BEAD, for example, for States to run challenges. But at the end 
of the day, we should be starting from a singular data source that 
reflects the best source of information we’ve got available. So I 
think that is going to be a critical starting point for coordination. 

The other part of coordination that’s going to be important is 
sharing of information about enforceable commitments that are 
made, grants that are made among these agencies so that if NTIA 
sees that the FCC has done something over here, NTIA is not nec-
essarily putting money there or vice versa. So I think that sharing 
of information about enforceable commitments feeding into the 
broadband mapping exercise, those are two of the most critical 
pieces of communication that can happen. 

Mr. WALBERG. It cuts down a lot of waste, too. Yes. 
Mr. Saperstein, while permitting delays can be a barrier to de-

ployment, should we also be concerned about other potential bottle-
necks, including supply chain delays, workforce shortages, and 
what efforts are underway to ensure we have the labor force in 
place to get the job done? 

Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Congressman, thank you for the question. WIA 
actually is doing a lot on the workforce front. We are partnered 
with the Department of Labor, with the telecommunications indus-
try registered apprenticeship program, which has thousands of ap-
prentices in the pipeline now working with over 80 employers. 

We couldn’t agree more that we can’t allow our human work-
force, our human infrastructure, to become a bottleneck here, and 
so we’re working to train the next generation. 

Mr. WALBERG. Yes, so necessary. Good jobs out there, too. 
Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Absolutely. 
Mr. WALBERG. The slate of bills we’re discussing today includes 

my Brownfields Broadband Deployment Act, which would help 
streamline the deployment of broadband projects entirely within 
Brownfields sites by eliminating the requirement to prepare an en-
vironmental or historic preservation review. These sites are often 
located in digitally underserved areas, and the proposed changes 
will help promote greater digital connectivity. 

In Vicksburg, Michigan, where I was just last week, in fact, they 
are creating a one-of-a-kind facility for lodging, entertainment, art-
ist development in a town of less than 4,000. Located in a former 
paper mill, this brownfield site will hopefully bring incredible eco-
nomic growth to the area, but they have a problem with connection. 

Mr. Romano, how important is broadband connection to the eco-
nomic viability of rural areas, and how could a longer regulatory 
approval process for broadband infrastructure destroy that oppor-
tunity? 

Mr. ROMANO. Thank you, Congressman. So at NTCA, we believe 
not only that networks need to be built but they need to be used 
and celebrated, and that those—the best practices should be 
shared. I mean, economic development—we have a program called 
Smart Rural Community that highlights the fact that these net-
works are not just built for their own sake but for the benefit ulti-
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mately and uses of the community for telehealth, telework, eco-
nomic development, and the like. 

Those types of uses, especially in a town of 4,000 people—that’s 
about the average size of the biggest city in the type of areas that 
our members serve. That’s a difference maker in terms of rural— 
attracting new people to rural areas and just getting people to 
come back home after school, so it’s incredibly important. 

And permitting’s a big part of that. If providers go to—again, as 
I said earlier in an earlier question, if it takes them—if they look 
at a program and think, ‘‘I could do this but for the fact that I don’t 
know that I can meet the buildout deadlines because I don’t even 
know when my shot clock’s going to start,’’ that can be a real deter-
rent to participation. 

Mr. WALBERG. Yes, and this is a visionary community, they be-
lieve in their community. It’s a neat site. It will be unbelievable if 
they get it done, but this is a key component to it. 

So thanks for your attention, and I yield back. 
Mr. LATTA. Thank you. The gentleman yields back, and at this 

time, the Chair recognizes 5 minutes to the ranking member of the 
full committee, the gentleman from New Jersey, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PALLONE. Thank you, Chairman Latta. 
Affordable, reliable broadband service is a resource that every 

community needs and every community wants, and so I have some 
concern that broad measures by Congress to trample on local au-
thority and treat every community the same will end up creating 
more problems than they solve. 

So let me start with Mr. Falcon. In your testimony, you point to 
examples of when past deregulation efforts have not closed the dig-
ital divide but have, in fact, exacerbated the problem. So what les-
sons should we keep in mind about the role of municipalities and 
local leaders in broadband deployment, and how can proposals to 
remove local consultation and authority hinder efforts to connect 
all Americans to high-speed internet? 

Mr. FALCON. Thank you for that question, Ranking Member Pal-
lone. I think the big lesson to have learned is just looking at the 
results of what has happened when you compare two similar situ-
ated markets: Los Angeles and New York City. New York retained 
local authority for franchising, and California didn’t. California 
consolidated under the State government. New York is pushing 
fiber to the home to hundreds of thousands of low-income house-
holds—New York City, that is. And Los Angeles has less than half 
of their community connected to 21st century access today. 

You know, these are both very similar areas of density in terms 
of income and opportunity, business sector, but the removal of the 
local community from negotiating with ISPs, from ensuring equity 
in the deployment, ensuring a ubiquitous deployment, yields these 
results. So I think that is the number-one lesson to learn from re-
moving local power, removing the local community from the equa-
tion and working with ISPs. They’re eager to work, but they also 
want to make sure everyone is covered. 

Mr. PALLONE. All right. Now, many of the witnesses today have 
pointed to a lack of resources at permitting agencies as a cause for 
delay and other challenges in the review process. But, again, Mr. 
Falcon, what is the risk to communities and the public at large if 
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we ignore those resource restraints and focus only on strict ap-
proval timelines and deemed granted provisions, if you will? 

Mr. FALCON. Absolutely. Thank you for that question. The chal-
lenge here that we’re facing is this is the largest public works 
projects happening in many areas for decades, and they don’t have 
the staffing in place to handle that. So staffing up and providing 
the personnel resources to review these permits in an expeditious 
way resolves the issue. It’s not really about removing the govern-
ment or taking—getting the government out of the equation. The 
government is an inherent and necessary partner for the success 
of the deployment of these areas. The ISPs cannot completely go 
it alone to be successful at their deployment plans. 

Mr. PALLONE. So would you agree, then, that unless permitting 
agencies at the Federal, State, local, or Tribal levels get additional 
resources for personnel and training, we’re not going to fully ad-
dress delays in permitting for broadband infrastructure? 

Mr. FALCON. I think there’s a whole list of unforeseeable com-
plications that will come up, particularly for—and I would like to 
distinguish between, you know, upgrading areas where existing 
rights were already utilized versus, you know, new construction. A 
lot of this money is going towards new construction and new areas. 
Lacking knowledge of the local area because the managing govern-
ment agency is the one with that knowledge could be detrimental 
to deployment planning. 

Mr. PALLONE. All right, thanks. I’ve just got another question or 
so to Mr. O’Rielly. It’s good to see you here today. 

I’m concerned that efforts to complete our historic buildout of re-
liable high-speed broadband to every corner of the country will still 
leave too many people behind unless we continue to focus on ensur-
ing that everyone can afford the service regardless of income. So 
I know that—I’m sure you can answer—or if you could just briefly 
discuss funding for the Affordable Connectivity Program, why it’s 
important to close the opportunity gap. Well, I know because you’ve 
been involved with it, obviously. 

Mr. O’RIELLY. I have supported and do support the ACP. I be-
lieve that additional funding from Congress would be wisely spent. 
Affordability is a component for a number of American families 
who—you know, we can get broadband to everybody, but if they 
can’t afford it, then they’re not going to be able to subscribe. 

The program is working today. It’s probably in the best—the best 
program in terms of its structure that we’ve had, and there have 
been a number of programs in the past that have had deficiencies, 
and we’ve solved some of those with ACP. So I think additional 
funding would be appropriate, but that’s also with another com-
mittee to work through in terms of going forward. 

Mr. PALLONE. Well, you know, we can push them, as you know. 
[Laughter.] 
Mr. O’RIELLY. I think that would be smart for both sides, and I 

support—you know, as a fiscal conservative, I think it’s money well 
spent. 

Mr. PALLONE. All right, thank you so much. I don’t—I guess I’m 
out of time, so I’ll leave it at that. Thanks a lot. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. LATTA. Well, thank you very much. The gentleman yields 
back. And at this time, the Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Georgia, the vice chair of the subcommittee, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CARTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank all of you for 
being here. 

Before I ask my questions, I want to respond to the ranking 
member’s comments earlier about broadband permitting barriers 
not existing. I could not disagree more. They do exist, and the wit-
nesses here today have already cited examples of where they exist, 
and I’m sure we’ll cite even more examples. Even the current FCC 
Chairwoman has also acknowledged that these barriers exist. 

In 2018, when the Republican-led FCC embarked on an effort to 
revise its infrastructure rules to promote expansion of 5G, Chair-
woman Rosenworcel suggested in her statement that, ‘‘If we want 
broad economic growth and widespread mobile opportunity, we 
need to avoid unnecessary delays in the State and local approval 
process.’’ 

While we may disagree on the approach, we must all acknowl-
edge that these are real problems and they deserve real solutions. 
So I appreciate you bringing up these examples that you’ve brought 
up. And with all due respect, I am encouraged to hear the ranking 
member say that he’s concerned about local control, a long-held Re-
publican view that I’m glad that is being shared now with some of 
our colleagues, so I appreciate that. 

You know, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this hearing because this 
is extremely important, and as vice chair of this committee, it’s one 
of the things that I really wanted to concentrate on. And one of my 
top priorities is to close the digital divide that exists, particularly 
in rural America. 

For those of you who don’t know, I’m from Georgia. We have a 
saying in Georgia: There are two Georgias—there’s Atlanta, and 
everywhere else. And I represent everywhere else, so this is ex-
tremely important to me. And it’s extremely important for us to 
continue to lead U.S.—to help the U.S. maintain leadership on 
broadband and wireless innovation, investment, and competition. 

So, Mr. Saperstein, I want to ask you, one of the bills that we’re 
discussing today is my bill, the Proportional Reviews for Broadband 
Development Act. This expedites the process for certain modifica-
tions to wireless towers or base stations. Specifically, it exempts 
the addition, removal, or replacement of transmission equipment 
on those towers or stations from environmental and historic preser-
vation reviews. 

Do you think that such a simple modification would improve the 
quality and the timeliness of broadband deployment for Americans? 

Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Yes. Thank you for the question. So, yes, I 
mean, I think what your bill and what we’re seeing with many of 
the bills affecting the NEPA review is that it adds a deal of propor-
tionality to the review at stake. So not everything needs to be re-
viewed in the same manner. 

Colocations don’t need to be reviewed in the same manner. 
Things that have already gone—undergone different reviews don’t 
need to be reviewed in the same manner. And I think it brings a 
commonsense approach to that. 
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Mr. CARTER. Thank you. And that’s the key, common sense, and 
that’s what we’re trying to get at it here. Look, we all want to 
make sure we have rules and regulations and they’re followed, but 
we want to use common sense and get this done and really elimi-
nate unnecessary barriers. That’s what we’re all trying to do here. 

Also, Mr. Saperstein, I wanted to ask you, in June of 2021, the 
New Jersey State Assembly passed S2674, a bill that was led by 
three Democrats that would institute cost-based fees, shot clocks, 
and deemed grant remedies for wireless and broadband network fa-
cilities. The purpose of the bill was to meet the growing consumer 
demand for wireless data and increasing competitive options for 
communication services available to the State’s residents. 

Chairman Latta has a bill that—the Wireless Leadership Act, 
that contains many of the same principles as this New Jersey State 
bill. Do you agree that enacting these policies would help meet the 
needs of consumers and promote competition? 

Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Yes. We appreciate Chairman Latta’s Wireless 
Leadership Act and its—steps that it would take to really codify 
many of the reforms that the FCC has done to encourage, you 
know, fees that are reasonably based to the costs as well as 
streamlining of permitting procedures. 

Mr. CARTER. Good. The New Jersey bill that passed the State 
Senate was also amended to accommodate the concerns of residents 
and municipal leaders who raised concerns. Can you describe how 
broadband permitting laws can balance State and local concerns 
with the need for timely and fair permitting processing? 

Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Absolutely. One of the things that we’ve seen is 
that we’ve taken out the review of colocation, which makes sense 
because it’s making use of existing infrastructure. There’s nothing 
in what we see here today that would remove a community’s ability 
to have legitimate aesthetic concerns and their own processes dealt 
with. So there’s a good balance to be struck in there, and we find 
that we have a good partnership with our communities. 

Mr. CARTER. Great. Thank you, and thank all of you for being 
here. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I’ll yield back. 
Mr. LATTA. Well, thank you very much. And our next Member to 

ask questions is the gentlelady from New Hampshire. You’re recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KUSTER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and thank 
you to our witnesses for being with us today to discuss the speed— 
how to speed up deployment of broadband services. 

There are a number of legislative proposals before us today, but 
I’d like to take a step back and further examine the challenges to 
broadband deployment. Addressing these challenges will allow 
States and providers to implement Federal broadband funding. 
Through the bipartisan Infrastructure Law, Congress invested an 
historic $65 billion to build out our country’s broadband infrastruc-
ture. This established the Broadband Equity Access and Deploy-
ment Program for States to expand high-speed services to their 
communities. This program will ensure that even the most rural 
and hard-to-reach communities, like many in my district in New 
Hampshire, have access to broadband. 
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Mr. Falcon, you spoke about how deploying this scale of infra-
structure will be a major endeavor for many small communities. 
How should Congress ensure local governments are equipped to 
meet this challenge? 

Mr. FALCON. Thank you for that question. The—you know, what 
it—again, what it boils down to is providing the resources for per-
sonnel to kind of meet this surge of demand. This is going to be 
a very intense but short period of years where these projects will 
come in large volume, and once constructed, given that the guid-
ance is to deploy fiber, we will not be revisiting these any time in 
the near future. So it’s really just a matter of the surge demand 
and ensuring the resources are available there for them to, you 
know, meet that demand when it comes. 

Ms. KUSTER. Thank you. Now, I know that local governments 
will play an important role in bringing high-speed broadband serv-
ice to the communities. While this hearing focuses on the deploy-
ment of broadband, these services will still be out of reach for fami-
lies that can’t afford them. The Affordable Connectivity Program, 
or ACP, is established by the bipartisan Infrastructure Law to pro-
vide assistance to eligible households to help them afford internet 
services. 

This program has already connected over 16 million Americans 
to internet services, including many, many families in my district. 
Unfortunately, funding for the ACP is set to run out without con-
gressional action. 

Mr. O’Rielly, you briefly spoke about the importance of address-
ing broadband affordability. Can you elaborate on why funding the 
ACP should be a high priority this Congress? 

Mr. O’RIELLY. So, as I mentioned to the ranking member of the 
full committee, I do support ACP. I believe it’s important to ad-
dress affordability component. There are a number of families in 
America, certainly in New Hampshire, that won’t be able to afford 
service without such a program. I think we crossed the 17-million 
threshold in terms of people—families that are taking advantage of 
the funding. So I think it is something that has to be addressed 
if you’re trying to figure out how to serve all Americans. 

If I could just return briefly to your previous question. 
Ms. KUSTER. Sure. 
Mr. O’RIELLY. I’ve spent a great deal of time in New Hampshire 

in a past life. I will tell you the local governments there are really 
sharp, and I don’t know that they need necessarily the resources. 
It’s really the areas, especially in the north country and the west-
ern part that you represent, that are—that, you know, attracting— 
having the subsidy that’s going to come forward to actually serve 
those areas throughout. That’s probably more important to me in 
terms of New Hampshire, in terms of the local governments who 
are actually pretty—you know, they’re very small, and they do rep-
resent the people very well. 

Ms. KUSTER. Well, we’re lucky we have a lot of volunteers that 
get involved in these committees who are very knowledgeable. 

As cochair of the Rural Broadband Caucus, I’m committed to en-
suring that communities can connect to broadband services. It’s 
critical that Congress not only address the challenges to deploying 
broadband but also work to make these services more affordable. 
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The bipartisan Infrastructure Law set our country on a path to 
close the digital divide, and I look forward to working with my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to continue this work. 

And with that, Mr. Chair, I yield back with 49 seconds to go. 
Mr. LATTA. Would the gentlelady yield? 
Ms. KUSTER. I will yield. 
Mr. LATTA. Thanks very much. I’d like to go back with the 40 

seconds that are remaining, a question—just a quick question. 
Mr. Finkel, in your statement you mentioned that with right-of- 

ways on Federal lands that when you already have the lines up 
that you have to renegotiate for the broadband, and I assume 
you’re deploying a line across it, and so what’s the difference? You 
know, this is the commonsense question. 

Mr. FINKEL. Yes. 
Mr. LATTA. It’s already there and you’re putting another line up. 
Mr. FINKEL. So, many rural electric cooperatives are either criss-

crossing or abutting Federal lands, whether it’s U.S. Forest Serv-
ice, BLM, and so we’ll have existing electric infrastructure, and 
we’ll have existing right-of-way and existing easement, and to put 
up broadband onto the same pole in the same right-of-way with the 
same easement requires a Greenfield review in many cases. 

Mr. LATTA. OK. I just wanted to make sure I had that clarified. 
Thank you very much. 

And I appreciate the gentlelady yielding. The gentleman from 
Florida’s Second District is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DUNN. Thank you, Chairman Latta. 
So as he said, coming from the Second District of Florida, we 

know how damaging natural disasters, such as hurricanes, can be 
to communications infrastructure when it matters the most. You 
know, communications facilities, including wireless and wired in-
frastructure and power sources, shelters, et cetera, they’re all es-
sential after a disaster and must be restored quickly, efficiently. 

That’s why I plan on reintroducing my bill, the Connecting Com-
munities Post Disasters Act of 2023. My bill provides that after a 
major disaster declared by the President, projects to replace and 
improve communications facilities will not be subject to the re-
quirements to prepare environmental historical preservation re-
views, which become massive obstructions. You know, this require-
ment leads to needless delays, and it happens during a crisis when 
it’s most essential to restore these services. 

You know, when your community is damaged by a natural dis-
aster and it’s struggling for essential communications infrastruc-
ture, imagine the frustration that barriers such as a mandatory en-
vironmental preservation review, you know, can cause. These are 
reviews that were performed previously when the infrastructure 
was first built. I think it’s nonsense red tape, we’ve addressed that 
earlier, that must be corrected and for the good of relieving all 
Americans. 

Mr. Saperstein, in your testimony, you mentioned that Congress 
has made progress on removing barriers to the wireless infrastruc-
ture in the past, and yet broadband is still out of reach for far too 
many people. Do you agree that wireless connectivity is especially 
important during and immediately after natural disasters? 
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Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Thank you for the question, Congressman. Yes, 
I mean, I think the first place most people reach in order to get 
in touch with their loved ones is to their cell phone and so they can 
reach out and make that connection, so wireless connectivity is ab-
solutely a key. And your bill makes very—a number of common-
sense points with respect to need and reform. 

Mr. DUNN. I experienced that firsthand after Hurricane Michael. 
We went 13 days without our cell phones. You can imagine, you 
know, several counties like that. We were really wandering around 
lost. So both baseline connectivity and, of course, resilience and 
restoration after a disaster is very important. 

Are you familiar, sir, with any regulatory barriers to wireless de-
ployment, specifically when recovering from natural disasters? 

Mr. SAPERSTEIN. So most of—when it comes to natural disasters, 
the physical infrastructure is generally pretty resilient. What hap-
pens is we often lose power, and that’s one of the key elements that 
we need to make the overall systems run. There’s backup power, 
but that only exists so long and, you know, the providers them-
selves are not independent sources of commercial power. So that’s 
one of the reforms that we really need to see overall. 

Mr. DUNN. Yes, our problem is we lost all our towers. I certainly 
agree with the need for resilient infrastructure, and I encourage all 
of my colleagues to support this legislation or to increase our Na-
tion’s ability to respond and rebuild after disasters. 

Mr. Romano, as EVP of the Rural Broadband Association, I’m es-
pecially happy to see you here. Can you share with us what the 
biggest regulatory burdens, challenges, or inefficiencies are impact-
ing wired connectivity in rural areas? 

Mr. ROMANO. Thank you, Congressman, for the question. Yes. So 
fundamentally making the business case for investing in rural 
areas where distances are measured in tens or hundreds of miles 
and densities are very low, that is a significant issue, and obtain-
ing permits in order to deploy across those areas can be significant 
barriers I’ve talked about. 

In particular, I think things that we see frequently, and I had 
mentioned briefly on a question earlier, replacing—so our members 
have been in these communities in many cases for decades or hun-
dreds of years or a hundred years in some cases, and—but the 
problem becomes replacing or upgrading networks in these existing 
facilities, or restoring in the case of natural disasters. We have to 
go through, oftentimes, repeat reviews under the National Historic 
Preservation Act, Section 106, or NEPA. 

The ability to make sure we can upgrade these networks in an 
efficient fashion to get better broadband out there, more resilient 
broadband out there, bury the networks if we need to, that’s a sig-
nificant regulatory impediment today. 

Mr. DUNN. Thank you very much for that. I’ll take that as an en-
dorsement of my bill. It’s an important, you know, thing for us to 
streamline connectivity development and restoration in the United 
States. I just want us to stay out of our own way, you know, with 
excess permitting needs, and so I think if we do that, we can help 
everyone in the United States. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
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Mr. LATTA. Thank you. The gentleman yields back, and at this 
time the Chair recognizes the gentleman from California’s 29th 
District for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CÁRDENAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and also thank you, 
Ranking Member Matsui, for having this important hearing on 
broadband. 

As we all know, in November of 2021, President Biden signed the 
Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act into law. Through this leg-
islation, Congress made a $65 billion investment towards elimi-
nating the digital divide and delivering affordable, reliable, high- 
speed broadband to every American. In the next few months, the 
NTIA will begin providing grants to States and territories to de-
liver broadband access to underserved areas across our Nation. 

While this is truly a historic investment in our country’s infra-
structure, Congress’ work still is not done. Affordable broadband to 
every American is far from over. We have a lot of work to do. 

Specifically, there are various permitting application and review 
processes that must take place before broadband can be deployed 
effectively. Some of my colleagues are highly skeptical of the value 
of these processes. I, on the other hand, believe that these proc-
esses are important to keeping communities safe, competition ro-
bust, and ensuring that important stakeholders are not ignored. 

That having been said, permitting should not be overly burden-
some. Construction of these critical projects should not be delayed 
by endless reviews or unreasonable fees. We must strike a balance 
between protecting communities and expanding and improving 
broadband in an efficient and cost-effective manner. 

Mr. Falcon, in your testimony, you gave an example of how poli-
cies in New York yielded more equitable results and brought more 
fiber to homes, more than my little hamlet of Los Angeles in the 
2000s. Using the quote from one of my colleagues as she described 
hamlets in her district, so I felt a little jealous. Can you provide— 
it sounds cozy. Can you provide other, more recent examples of 
State or local governments that can serve as models for expanding 
high-quality, reliable broadband access to their residents? 

Mr. FALCON. Certainly. So, as I mentioned before, the—you 
know, the local government is I would say a valuable partner to the 
industry because of the rights-of-way. The taxpayers funded the in-
frastructure that allows these networks to deploy. You know, I 
think one of the best examples from California is Brentwood, Cali-
fornia. In Brentwood, California, the city required developers to 
build conduit and deed it to the city, so a large underground con-
duit network was available for a competitive fiber provider called 
Sonic to deploy what I would say is probably the fastest, cheapest 
private internet: $40 for one gigabyte, $50 for 10 gigabyte internet. 

That was, you know, really a product of smart local planning and 
coordination with the local government to really eliminate most— 
the most expensive part of construction was the civil works in de-
ployment. I think if more communities made their rights-of-way ac-
cessible and kind of preplanned for the—you know, the advent of 
new entrants coming in, that pays itself off quite handsomely as 
these applicants are coming in. 

Mr. CÁRDENAS. OK. Also, Mr. Falcon, a lot of your work and that 
of your organization is focused on connecting historically under-
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served and underprivileged communities with modern high-speed 
broadband. Can you talk about the importance of the Affordable 
Connectivity Program now and into the future in meeting our goal 
of universal connectivity, and how would a permanent affordability 
program level the playing field between high- and low-income com-
munities competing for providers to serve them? 

Mr. FALCON. Thank you for that question, Congressman. The 
ACP, if it were to be made permanent, I think, would radically 
change the financial planning of many providers that are motivated 
to serve entire communities. One of the first things I started ask-
ing a lot of the people in the kind of the public and the private in-
dustry when ACP was first enacted is how much did that—how 
much does this change the way you think about where you can de-
ploy and finance it. And the answer was not enough, because it 
was temporary. 

You know, we want to have, you know, 10-to-30-year, maybe 
even 40-year plans, and if this money runs out within 5 to 6 years, 
we really don’t make a plan around that. We don’t really expect a 
revenue source from low-income subsidies as a means of helping fi-
nance the overall network. 

But if Congress were to make the ACP permanent, I think you 
would see a lot more expansion of these networks, simply because 
the predictability and the dependability of the revenue and how 
you change the attractiveness of low-income users to many in the 
industry would be significant. 

Mr. CÁRDENAS. So are you describing that a longer plan would 
actually spur public-private participation to bring more accessi-
bility to more Americans? 

Mr. FALCON. A permanent ACP would, I think, expand private 
providers and public providers and all players, cooperatives as well, 
their capacity to deploy fiber simply because the dependability of 
the revenue for parties who can’t afford the internet will be there, 
and that changes a lot of financial models. 

Mr. CÁRDENAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
Mr. LATTA. Thank you. The gentleman yields back, and the 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from Utah for 5 minutes. 
Mr. CURTIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Madam Ranking Mem-

ber, thank you for holding this hearing. 
I find myself, as I’m listening to this thinking, I think we all 

agree on this. Like why can’t we move forward, why can’t we solve 
this? And I also feel like there’s a little bit of oneupmanship, and 
I’m going to try to do one upmanship over all my colleagues today 
and see if anybody can beat me on this. 

Think about this scenario. My district is not only rural, half of 
it is classified as frontier. Now layer over top of that that the vast 
majority of it, 90 percent of the land, is owned by the Federal Gov-
ernment. Now wrap your arms around that for a minute. When we 
talk about these delays, 90 percent of this property, you—it takes 
years and years and years to permit. 

A great story is one of my companies had to spend the money 
within 5 years. The permit took 9 years to get, to go, Mr. Chair-
man, in an existing right-of-way down an existing road to lay that 
fiber. Nine years. And we want to solve this, you know, much 
quicker than that. 
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So I have a bill out there, it’s the Rural Broadband Permitting 
Efficiency Act, and what this basically does is it turns over NEPA 
to the States. We do this in transportation a lot where we let the 
States complete the NEPA process for the Federal Government. 
The Federal Government’s backed up. We know it takes them years 
and years to get an answer. 

It’s a great bill. It actually passed on a bipartisan basis in the 
115th Congress, and I’d to commend this bill to my colleagues as 
one possible solution to help us move through this. 

Mr. Finkel, just weigh in on the impact of 9 years to permit. 
What is that costing us, right? What—help us get our arms around 
that. 

Mr. FINKEL. Yes, I mean, you’re talking about, depending on the 
size and scale of the project, you know, I mean, 10, 20, 30 percent 
more. And especially in a time where we have a constrained supply 
chain. So you have Federal dollars. The Federal dollars are going 
to expire at some point. So you don’t have BEAD out there yet, 
right? 

So if you have 9 years to spend—if you have 9 years to permit 
the project and the BEAD money is going to expire in j9 years, 
you’re not going to get the project built, and even if you do, it’s 
going to push off 5, 6, 7 years where your costs are going to go up. 
So your original cost estimates are going to be up considerably be-
tween now and then. 

Mr. CURTIS. And—— 
Mr. FINKEL. And that’s even when you try to do it in an existing 

right-of-way. 
Mr. CURTIS. And so now we can understand that from a com-

pany’s perspective. Imagine the constituents we’re trying to serve 
and telling them you have to wait 9 years, right, before you can 
have this. 

Mr. Saperstein, weigh in from your members’ perspective. If we 
were able to fix this, what would your members be able to do dif-
ferently, right, if they didn’t have this—that we’re all talking 
about—all of us are talking about the same problem here. Could 
you give us what that world looks like? 

Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Well, the world is universal connectivity. I 
mean, I think that’s the short answer. Where people can use their 
devices and be connected anywhere they go at any point, enabling 
the world economy to their homes and phones. 

Mr. CURTIS. So I’ve only got just a couple minutes, and so I’m 
going to direct this to you and Mr. Romano and Mr. O’Rielly. Last 
August, NTIA and Bureau of Indian Affairs announced an agree-
ment to, among other things, streamline the NTIA and Bureau of 
Indian Affairs’ Environmental Policy Act reviews for Tribal 
broadband grants. In fact, Assistant Secretary Allen Davidson 
noted pridefully that NITA is ‘‘streamlining the creating efficiencies 
within in the Federal Government to ensure Tribal communities 
get the resources they need quickly to close the digital divide on 
Tribal lands.’’ 

I believe a lot of the Republican-led legislation that’s being dis-
cussed today would streamline the environmental review process, 
and I’m just wondering if—I also think that’s consistent with Presi-
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dent Biden’s approach. Can any of you describe the impact of this, 
and is this part of the answer? 

Mr. SAPERSTEIN. So, yes. Thank you for the question. So stream-
lining and efficiency are two favorite words when it comes to per-
mitting processes. And for too long, many things, particularly on 
Federal lands, have been caught up in those. 

Mr. CURTIS. Yes. Mr.—— 
Mr. ROMANO. And I would just say yes. Extending—or offering 

that up in that program is, I think, a good case study for why it 
makes sense in other programs. And I must tell you, one of the 
most frustrating things we see is when members get grant awards, 
announce that a grant award has been won, and the customer is 
still waiting years later for that big news release they saw in the 
local paper that broadband’s coming. So, yes, absolutely. 

Mr. O’RIELLY. So we used the word coordination. I would suggest 
that, as nice as the presentation sounded, that Congress acting on 
the matters that are before it today and others, including one that 
you mentioned, would be very helpful. The coordination is great, 
and the conversations will happen between different parties at 
NTIA and, you know, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, but actually 
getting progress is a different story. 

Mr. CURTIS. Yes. I’m out of time, but I’d like to urge all of my 
colleagues and myself included to make this a priority and move 
these bills that we seem to all agree on, and let’s see if we can’t 
solve this. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield my time. 
Mr. LATTA. Well, thank you. The gentleman yields back, and at 

this time the Chair recognizes the gentleman from Texas’ 33d Dis-
trict for 5 minutes. 

Mr. VEASEY. Mr. Chairman, thank you. And I want to also say, 
you know, this is great, you know, the historic and bipartisan In-
frastructure and Investment Jobs Act. We’re delivering on a prom-
ise to create a more digitally inclusive and equal society. And I con-
tinue to hear stories all over Dallas-Fort Worth about helping to 
bridge the digital divide. We have neighborhoods now, lower-in-
come neighborhoods that have free access to Wi-Fi so kids can do 
homework and people can start businesses. And the Affordable 
Connectivity Program, or the ACP, is also another success story 
that highlights the benefits of making broadband internet afford-
able for low-income households. 

And after—California, Texas, and Florida have the highest ACP 
enrollment rates in the country. And I think Commissioner O’Rielly 
put it well in his recent op-ed, and it said, ‘‘American poverty is 
not isolated to urban areas but distributed throughout our country. 
In blue areas, in red areas, the opportunity gap resulting from un-
equal broadband access really impacts all regions.’’ 

American families from all walks of life are connecting to high- 
speed, reliable, and affordable broadband internet at unprece-
dented levels. And, for instance, in the chairman’s district in Ohio, 
close to 50,000 households are enrolled in the ACP. The title of to-
day’s hearing is ‘‘Breaking Barriers: Streamlining Permitting to 
Expedite Broadband Deployment,’’ but I would also urge my col-
leagues to engage in a conversation about the sustainability of 
ACP, which is targeted to help eligible households afford 
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broadband once it’s deployed. And I hope this is an issue that we 
can work on together, because it’s obviously something that’s help-
ing all of our districts. 

My question, Commissioner O’Rielly, in the op-ed that you wrote, 
you said, ‘‘More broadband deployment does not necessarily equate 
to greater adoption. Broadband will remain inaccessible to poorer 
families if affordability is ignored.’’ And I couldn’t agree with you 
more. You urged Congress to prioritize extending ACP by adding 
additional funds. 

Can you elaborate on why you think it is so important for Con-
gress to get to work on extending the program, which is likely to 
deplete mid-next year, if not sooner? 

Mr. O’RIELLY. That’s right, mid-next year sounds about where 
the estimates are. And I just want to correct one point earlier. I 
think the program actually is authorized. It’s—you know, we talked 
about permanency. I think it exists. It’s really a question of the 
funding. 

Mr. VEASEY. Right. 
VOICE. [Indiscernible] your mic. 
Mr. O’RIELLY. Yes, sir. I think it’s a question of funding. 
Mr. VEASEY. Funding. Right, exactly, yes. 
Mr. O’RIELLY. And then that’s something to be addressed. But to 

your point, I think there’s a portion of American families that will 
all be challenged by the budgets that they face and the cir-
cumstances they face, and it’s both in, you know, urban centers and 
also in very rural America, the jobs and, depending on the eco-
nomic situations that they face, that they’re going to, you know, not 
be able to afford broadband. And if we believe, and I do, and in my 
previous jobs, believe the benefits of broadband and should be 
available to all Americans, well, then we have to address some-
thing on the affordability side. 

And I think ACP is structured the best that we’ve—that Con-
gress and the Government has created an affordable program. Oth-
ers have had lacking—there’s still some improvements to be had 
here. We can address some waste, fraud, and abuse in the pro-
gram. May look at eligibility. But overall, ACP is the best we’ve 
had, and I’d like to see Congress add some funds to it. 

Mr. VEASEY. Yes. In your op-ed, you also talked about the posi-
tive externalities of broadband adoption with respect to helping 
government operate more efficiently in generating economic activ-
ity. Can you expand on that and describe the negative impacts that 
the loss of ACP would have on families that rely on it and on busi-
nesses and local communities if families are suddenly no longer 
able to afford broadband service? 

Mr. O’RIELLY. Oh, absolutely. Broadband accessibility and afford-
ability—having broadband, you know, reduces the cost for govern-
ment. There’s just so many services that would no longer need to 
be in a paper form, it will be in—you know, you can reduce popu-
lations in terms of in DC. You can, you know, scatter offices, you 
can do all kinds of different things that are more efficient and can 
reduce the cost for government services. But it’s on the small busi-
ness side, it’s in bringing, you know, options and, you know, oppor-
tunity to so many different families that don’t have it today. 
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In terms of services that they may have or to be able to, you 
know, have access to retail and so many different things that they 
just don’t have in their local communities and the supplies and— 
you know. And the job side to the equation, I’ve been and sat in 
family’s kitchens when they’re trying to figure out how do they— 
you know, their job is moving away, and the employer says I can— 
you can work remotely, and they say I don’t have broadband, what 
do I do? 

Mr. VEASEY. Yes. Yes. No, thank you very much. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
Mr. LATTA. Thank you. The gentleman yields back the balance 

of his time, and at this time the Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JOYCE. Thank you, Chairman Latta and Ranking Member 
Matsui, for holding today’s hearing, and thanks to the witnesses for 
offering your time, your expertise, and your testimony. 

Americans have increasingly turned to the internet for work, for 
school, for agriculture, for socialization, and in telehealth. Virtually 
every facet of our daily lives requires fast and reliable access to 
this commodity. As members of this body, it is incumbent upon us 
to provide for our constituents and all Americans access to re-
sources specific to this conversation, high-speed internet. 

However, something that seems so simple and fundamental is 
often met with opposition and prolonged delays, especially with re-
gard to buildout and permitting for this necessary infrastructure. 
In an effort to bridge this digital divide, I’ve led legislation that 
would cut through the bureaucratic red tape and streamline the 
permitting process in order speed up the deployment of critical 
broadband infrastructure. 

As Chair McMorris Rodgers stated earlier in this hearing, rural 
America cannot be left behind. Rural America should not be left be-
hind. In the 21st century, connectivity is actually a key for success, 
and securing better access to broadband, especially in rural Penn-
sylvanian communities, will benefit students, small businesses, 
farmers, seniors, families. 

So let’s start with our questions. Mr. Saperstein, when you’ve 
had positive interactions with State and local permitting office, 
what were those experiences like, and can other similar offices 
learn from your experiences? 

Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Yes. And thank you for the question, Congress-
man. So many communities now represent—recognize the intense 
value that comes with mobile connectivity and wireless 
connectivity. And so many of the relationships that we have with 
our communities across the country are, in fact, positive. 

The reforms that we’re seeking today are to make sure that those 
reforms stay in place nationwide. When we have positive inter-
actions, we are respectful of the community, representing—or rec-
ognizing their need to have a say in the siting process, but also rec-
ognizing that these facilities need to be built to ensure coverage ev-
erywhere. 

Mr. JOYCE. What specific state—steps should we take, Mr. 
Saperstein, can Congress use to reduce cost to broadband providers 
when deploying new networks? 
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Mr. SAPERSTEIN. So colocation has been one of the biggest bene-
fits of the overall congressional reforms. And the reforms that have 
streamlined that process have paid off by expedited siting and in-
creased wireless coverage everywhere. Making permanent the 
FCC’s interpretations of congressional acts are probably the single 
most important thing that you could do. 

Mr. JOYCE. So the permanency will lower cost? 
Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Correct. 
Mr. JOYCE. Thank you. 
Mr. Romano, in some regions of our country, in particularly in 

rural areas like I represent in Pennsylvania, construction can only 
occur when the weather permits. How have long application review 
wait times or environmental or historic preservation reviews de-
layed your ability to deploy broadband in areas where the construc-
tion period might only be 5 or 6 months out of 12? 

Mr. ROMANO. Yes. Thank you, Congressman, for that question. 
Yes, the frost belt can be a real concern for people, especially as 
you move further north, of course, it does get quite shorter. I’m 
headed to Minnesota in a few days, and they’ve got snow on the 
ground there still right now. It just came down—coming down 
again. 

I have an example of a provider in North Dakota who waited 9 
months to get through NEPA review of something that should have 
been categorically excluded, but just to get confirmation of that. 
And by the time they got that review, they had to sit because they 
had to wait for several months before they could start because it 
came right around to the November timeframe. 

So, yes, Congressman, it is a significant issue. Again, having shot 
clocks that are more concrete and definitions that are more estab-
lished will allow providers to have that predictability to deliver 
sooner on that promise. 

Mr. JOYCE. I think predictability is ultimate in being able to ex-
pand our broadband access. And building broadband in rural areas, 
we recognize, is challenging, and it’s expensive. Could you describe 
in more detail permitting regulations at the Federal level that are 
impeding broadband deployment? 

Mr. ROMANO. So the two that I think stick out most are the over-
arching sort of umbrella statutes of NEPA and National Historic 
Preservation Act. They’re incredibly important, but there are cir-
cumstances in which—we’ve talked about proportionality. Really, 
proportionality is critical here to the application of those. 

If it’s in a previously disturbed right-of-way, if it’s in a critical 
circumstance of restoration of a network, those are circumstances 
that really contribute greatly to the cost of deploying a network in 
a place where it’s already been deployed before. It’s simply, in 
many cases, upgrading copper to fiber, for example. 

So, you know, those are two of the biggest, you know, delays that 
we see, and in turn they result in an increase with cost for reasons 
that others explained on this panel. That time delay leads to infla-
tion, and the ability to procure supplies and having to refind con-
tractors. 

Mr. JOYCE. And thank you for recognizing that those time delay 
recognizably increase the cost. I think that’s an important 
takeaway message for all of us. 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman, again, for this important hearing, and 
I yield the remainder of my time. 

Mr. LATTA. Thank you. The gentleman’s time has expired, and he 
yields back, and at this time the Chair recognizes the gentlelady 
from Texas for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. FLETCHER. Thank you so much, Chairman Latta. Thanks to 
you and Ranking Member Matsui for convening today’s hearing to 
discuss the challenges we face in deploying next-generation com-
munications networks throughout the country, and thanks to the 
witnesses for taking the time to be here and share your expertise 
and testimony with us today. 

As we all know, broadband infrastructure is essential infrastruc-
ture. And like many of my colleagues here have already mentioned 
and talked about throughout this hearing, I was very proud to sup-
port the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act, the largest long- 
term investment in our country’s infrastructure in nearly a cen-
tury. 

As we’ve discussed, the bill included almost $43 billion for the 
BEAD broadband expansion program. And while some of this 
money has already arrived for planning, the majority of it will soon 
be on its way to States, Territories, and Tribal Governments. And 
with this funding will come a flood of applications to deploy infra-
structure: the towers, fibers, small cells needed to provide these 
broadband connections. And local offices will be strained reviewing 
and processing these applications. 

Right now, we have a unique opportunity to capitalize on these 
Federal investments and to close the digital divide. And that is 
why I am so pleased that in our hearing today we are including 
my bill, the Broadband Incentives for Communities Act, which pro-
vides grants for local governments to hire and train employees, 
purchase software, upgrade capabilities so essential for permitting 
and for the effective deployment of these funds so that we can real-
ly close the digital divide. 

So I want to ask just a couple questions on that note. Both Mr. 
Romano and Mr. Saperstein, both in your testimony and in re-
sponse to Mr. Soto a little while ago, you described some of the 
challenges that your members have faced when obtaining author-
izations and permits. That’s been a theme throughout the day. Ob-
viously, we also heard it from Representative Curtis as well. 

Can you talk about how legislation like the Broadband Incentives 
for Communities Act would help address those challenges and pre-
vent bottlenecks at the local level? 

Mr. ROMANO. Yes. Thank you, Congresswoman. Thank you for 
that question. Thank you for the legislation as well. I agree with 
you fully. 

One of the things we hear most of all is the procedures do need 
to be improved, and I think we support a lot of the measures here 
for that very reason, but we also then need to execute, and execu-
tion is going to be critical. And I think measures like yours that 
look at how do you make sure the offices are primed, the pump is 
primed for them to deliver on anything else we do in terms of 
streamlining permitting is going to be critical. 

So systems, training, online portals, getting better staffing, train-
ing people to respond to us, that will enable better communication 
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that ultimately delivers on all of these other things that we’re talk-
ing about. 

Mrs. FLETCHER. Thank you. 
Mr. Saperstein? 
Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Yes. Thank you for the question. I agree with 

Mr. Romano, and I—it sounds from our discussion that we all 
agree that it’s critical that local governments have the resources 
and expertise needed to review these projects quickly so we can get 
these services out there. Your help in focusing on being broadband 
ready is greatly appreciated. And I would also add that NTIA has 
recently emphasized the importance of being broadband ready, and 
we appreciate that focus there, too, so thank you. 

Mrs. FLETCHER. Well, terrific, and you actually anticipated my 
next question, which I was actually going to direct over to Mr. Fal-
con. 

But the bill does aim to address—to bring stakeholders together 
through NTIA to establish a local broadband advisory council so 
that problems with deployment can be addressed in a collaborative 
manner or sharing experiences and other best practices. And so it’s 
modeled after work that we’ve done in my city of Houston, which 
has been a relator in broadband deployment, and 5G broadband de-
ployment in particular. 

So a key factor to success has been the close relationship be-
tween all of those working to get it done, between city leaders and 
the private sector and others. And a city’s technology investments 
in Houston, I know, will make a huge economic impact in our re-
gion for years to come. 

So, Mr. Falcon, with the time we have left, which is just a little 
over a minute, could you describe—you described the bill as a win/ 
win for communities and industry in your testimony, and I was 
just hoping you could take a few seconds to talk about the impor-
tance of that public-private cooperation and partnership, particu-
larly in the early stages of these projects. 

Mr. FALCON. Certainly. Thank you for that question. You know, 
I think the—particularly for cities that have just as many needs in 
terms of the successful implementation of BEAD, the rights-of-way 
are crowded, and I think the need to explore alternative ways to 
deploy wires—you know, one of the—one of your provisions in your 
bill includes, you know, improving microtrenching and, you know, 
expanding on that. 

I think microtrenching is a pretty key solution to deployment. It’s 
cheaper to deploy. It allows new ways to reach different corridors, 
communities without trying to refigure out accessing crowded out 
rights-of-way. And I think there are even new forms of accessing 
city infrastructure to deploy the wires. I’ve heard ideas of using 
kind of the stormwater system which runs throughout a city, is an-
other one that’s under works today. 

So these types of collaborations are key, and everyone wins if we 
all work together. 

Mrs. FLETCHER. Thank you so much. 
I’m over my time, and so, Mr. Chairman, as I yield back, I would 

like to enter some documents for the record in support of the bill. 
Mr. LATTA. Without objection, so ordered. 
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Mrs. FLETCHER. Thank you so much, Chairman, and thank you 
all. 

Mr. LATTA. Thank you. The gentlelady yields back. At this time, 
the Chair recognizes the gentleman from Texas’ 14th District for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. WEBER. Thank you, Chairman, and thank you all for joining 
us today to discuss these much-needed permitting reforms. 

This Congress I’m going to be leading the Cable Transparency 
Act. This bill will streamline the franchising process for cable oper-
ators and franchise authorities to make it less costly and burden-
some, which currently deters new entrants. The Cable Trans-
parency Act would help close the digital divide by encouraging new 
cable providers to enter markets and create more competition and 
therefore—and thereby lower consumer costs, which we’re all in 
favor of. 

So question for you, Mr. O’Rielly. Cable providers are important 
players in the broadband marketplace, and I think we’d all agree 
and recognize that. What are some factors or barriers to entry that 
they face as they enter new markets or try to modify their fran-
chises where they already operate? 

Mr. O’RIELLY. So they—you have a number of franchises that are 
aggressive in trying to extend some of the obligations that they 
would like to add when they actually don’t have authority to do so. 
And so in terms of simplifying the franchise process, I think that’s 
very important, and the transparency is very important. 

But they face—you know, poles is one of the biggest issues—— 
Mr. WEBER. Poles? 
Mr. O’RIELLY. Pole attachments. The ability to get access to the 

infrastructure that they’re going to need to attach fiber and coax 
to serve the communities that are unserved today, to do the grants 
that they will receive and expand. So poles is a very big issue. The 
whole permitting process that—and the culmination of the legisla-
tion that the bills that are before the subcommittee would be very 
helpful, including yours especially. 

Mr. WEBER. Well, that’s good to know. And the gentleman to 
your right there would be very interested in poles and the applica-
tion of the system to—but I have—still have a question for you. 
Maybe for the panel too. What other deterrents—we really haven’t 
discussed is access to capital, does that play in a part in any of this 
procedure? You’re shaking your head. Why? 

Mr. ROMANO. Because the business case for rural broadband can 
be incredibly challenging. I mean, we’re talking distances and den-
sities that don’t present a business case. It’s a market failure in 
some areas. And so the extent to which—I’ve had members say be-
fore, ‘‘You give me a hundred cents on the dollar and I still 
wouldn’t build it’’ to—because the operating expenses and the abil-
ity to maintain affordable rates is difficult. So that is a barrier as 
well. 

Mr. WEBER. Is workforce availability a problem? Yes, sir. 
Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Yes. Thank you for the question. That’s one of 

the things that WIA has really leaned in on is making sure that 
we have the next-generation technicians who are going to be out 
there propelling all of this infrastructure. And so we have not only 
our registered apprenticeship program but we’re also working with 
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States as part of the BEAD Program to be a registered inter-
mediary. 

Mr. WEBER. Are you experiencing—are we experiencing supply 
chain issues? We’ll go to you, Mr.—is it Finkel? I can’t see that far. 

Mr. FINKEL. Yes, sir. Supply chain, as this Congress has talked 
about over the last 3 years, is a huge problem economywide. But 
when you’re talking about $65 billion worth of buildout with Fed-
eral dollars plus private investment plus upgrading existing infra-
structure in well-served communities, I mean—and it’s not just do-
mestic, it’s a global supply chain that we’re competing in, so with-
out question, supply chain is a huge challenge. 

Mr. WEBER. Anybody else? Mr.—is it ‘‘Falcone’’ or ‘‘Falcon’’? 
Mr. FALCON. ‘‘Falcone.’’ Yes, you know, I would echo much of 

what was said here. I think the—to the question of access to cap-
ital, I think there’s also a need to look at alternative means of de-
ploying the infrastructure, treating it as—purely as an infrastruc-
ture, I think, changes some of the long-term investment strategies 
that are out there that BEAD has provided an opportunity for. 

I think there are ways we need to think about how to share the 
infrastructure, particularly for 5G, in rural markets that we 
haven’t really explored much today. But there are going to be chal-
lenges that small providers can’t shoulder the burden completely 
alone out there. 

Mr. WEBER. Were you the one that brought up microtrenching? 
Mr. FALCON. Yes. 
Mr. WEBER. That kind of got my attention. Describe that for us, 

please. 
Mr. FALCON. Yes. So it’s basically—the issue is a lot of the 

rights-of-way that exist are already crowded. They’re already uti-
lized by a number of providers or a number of other entities, and, 
you know, sometimes a provider just needs to, you know, run their 
fiber down a—you know, a handful of streets to get from one side 
of a community to another to connect their network, and they just 
need to trench through the street itself. So, you know, digging more 
in a shallow way, in an expedited way, allows them to connect an 
area of that. They wouldn’t be able to by running through tradi-
tional conduit or other means you would normally do it. 

Mr. WEBER. So in other words, in a yard, they put cable in your 
yard,—because I have cable in my yard, and they bring a little 
trencher out there that makes a groove and they lay that cable 
down. I bet it’s not 4 or 5 inches deep. Is that—— 

Mr. FALCON. Yes, and I think—and the challenge has been a lot 
of local communities are not familiar with this. One thing that 
California did was standardize kind of safety protocols around 
microtrenching and then published that to local jurisdictions, so it 
kind of took some of the guesswork about what’s the right way to 
do it. 

Mr. WEBER. Got you. 
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the time, I yield back. 
Mr. LATTA. Thank you. The gentleman yields back the balance 

of his time. At this time, the Chair recognizes the gentlelady from 
Illinois for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KELLY. Thank you, Chair Latta and Ranking Member Mat-
sui, for holding this important hearing this morning. I also want 



120 

to thank our witnesses for your testimony to help us understand 
how we in Congress may help reduce unnecessary barriers to 
broadband deployment. 

Although the last few years have been clouded with challenges 
like the COVID–19 pandemic and resulting in chips and supply 
chain shortages that hurt our economy, I was so very proud to 
stand with my colleagues last Congress as we passed the bipar-
tisan Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act, or the IIJA. Watch-
ing it get signed into law was a historic day for our country and 
proved that we are working on behalf of the American people to de-
liver real results. 

Importantly, the bipartisan bill made a huge investment of 65 
billion to expand broadband and help close the digital divide to en-
sure that every American has access to reliable high-speed inter-
net. My district is urban, suburban, and rural, and I’ve seen the 
problem. Urban, suburban, and rural. 

Mr. Falcon, I was particularly moved by your written testimony 
where you said without 21st-century-ready connectivity you are not 
a full participant in society. As we look to expand broadband de-
ployment, I’m very concerned still that certain communities will be 
left behind as they have been with other emerging technologies and 
advancement. 

To ensure the promise of the Broadband Equity Access and De-
ployment BEAD Program can be fulfilled, what recommendations 
do you have for us as we look to ensure access is delivered to every-
one? 

Mr. FALCON. So thank you for that question. I think the fact that 
the Congress created the digital discrimination rulemaking author-
ity to the FCC is a recognition that there always has to be over-
sight to ensure equitable outcomes given historically that has not 
happened. So rigorous enforcement of that new authority to the 
FCC is going to be key. 

Ms. KELLY. OK. And also, what can the FCC do in its rule-
making to ensure that this practice ends for good and we get rid 
of this two-tiered broadband infrastructure? 

Mr. FALCON. Thank you for that question. The big debate at the 
FCC between I would say the civil rights community and many in 
the consumer advocacy space with industry is when does liability 
trigger from the new digital discrimination rule. 

There—the civil rights community argue, and in line of many 
other civil rights statutes, that it should be a disparate—impact 
standard meaning, you know, what is the statistical information on 
the ground, what does the evidence show. And a number in indus-
try are arguing it should be disparate treatment, which would raise 
the standard of liability to a point where you would be very dif-
ficult to actually prove. 

I think that actually contradicts what Congress intended with 
the passage of the law because, you know, when you invest a lot 
of dollars in terms of BEAD, to simultaneously say, you know, en-
sure that all people receive the benefit. Equal access means equal 
for all people. 

Ms. KELLY. Also, millions of Americans, many of whom are older 
or lower income, have access to broadband but do not adopt 
broadband because they don’t understand how to use it or the 
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value it can add to their lives. To address the adoption barrier, we 
need to promote digital equity, which among other things focuses 
on providing digital literacy and skill training for people who have 
not been afforded an opportunity to develop these skills. 

Mr. Falcon, can you speak about the challenges of broadband 
adoption, how we can best address these needs? And then, Com-
missioner O’Rielly, can you make comments if you have any? 

Mr. FALCON. Thank you for that question. You know, the chal-
lenge of adoption is—there has to be a lot of training and sensi-
tivity to that. There’s a lot of Americans who really—don’t really 
know how to use the internet fully, you know, need to be accli-
mated and helped, a lot in the senior citizen population, for exam-
ple. And it’s a—there’s a value to getting everyone connected and 
everyone acclimated to the internet. 

You know, this is something that, you know, we’re not rein-
venting the wheel here. South Korea did something similar to ad-
vance their economy, where they’re at now. They gave people free 
computers and trained people how to use the internet. 

Mr. O’RIELLY. If you look to reasons why people haven’t adopt-
ed—why families haven’t adopted, it’s a long list. Affordability is 
one of them, and I’ve talked to—about that today and elsewhere. 
But digital literacy and the benefits and education on broadband 
benefits is important, and Congress has obviously made it so they 
can provide funding for that purpose for the first time. So there’s 
other programs that have touched on it, but literacy and the value 
of it to individuals, we’ll see what the result is from that. 

Ms. KELLY. Thank you so much. 
And, Mr. Chair, I yield back. 
Mr. LATTA. Thank you. The gentlelady yields back, and at this 

time, the Chair recognizes the gentleman from Georgia’s 12th Dis-
trict for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ALLEN. Thank you, Chair Latta, and again, thank you to our 
witnesses for being with us today. 

Since I was first elected to Congress, expanding rural broadband, 
improving cellular service in my district has been one of my top 
priorities, and it sounds like it’s the priorities of every Member 
that has asked questions today. It is frustrating when it seems that 
no matter how many billions of dollars we appropriate towards this 
mission, it just gets more complicated and it’s incomplete. It’s al-
most like we can’t do big things in this country anymore. 

A top priority of mine last Congress was to reduce waste, fraud, 
and abuse by making sure that the Federal broadband maps are 
as accurate as our broadband mapping is in the State of Georgia. 
Now I’m concerned about the fees some State and local govern-
ments charge for processing applications and using space in public 
right-of-ways. I’m concerned that these calls will only increase the 
cost of deployment and make it hard to provide service to those 
who need it. 

Mr. Saperstein and Mr. Romano, could you describe typical appli-
cation fees associated with building broadband infrastructure at 
the State and local level, and is there a high level of variance be-
tween one State and one locality and another? 

Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Well, thank you for the question. One of things 
that the FCC’s reforms have done is help to standardize the FCC’s 
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fees and make them cost-based, and that’s one of the things that 
we’re seeking to be made permanent by Congress today is to elimi-
nate some of those wild disparities that we used to see where fees 
were not cost-based. 

Mr. ALLEN. OK. Thank you. Given these fees, I’m concerned that 
we will not be maximizing the money we dedicated for broadband 
deployment. This money needs to go towards building new net-
works, not helping local governments. This is especially true for the 
42 billion that has been dedicated to the BEAD Program. 

Mr. O’Rielly, why is it necessary to cap fees to State and local 
governments—that State and local governments charge for deploy-
ment under the BEAD Program? 

Mr. O’RIELLY. So you absolutely have it right, the money should 
go to the buildout. We have a number of locations that need to be 
addressed, households that don’t have service, the unserved popu-
lation needs to be addressed, and that money needs to go for those, 
and we’ll probably at the end of that still have a problem and still 
have a percentage. So you can’t use up the dollars on other func-
tions like permitting fees—like—or sorry, permitting applications 
and everything else that they’re trying to overcharge the appli-
cants. 

Mr. ALLEN. Exactly. And that’s why we’re here today. We need 
legislation to correct that. 

Mr. O’Rielly, when you were on the FCC, you acted to prevent 
local and State governments from blanket banning the deployment 
of telecommunications services or facilities. From your perspective, 
have regions who have been unfriendly to the deployment of such 
facilities in the past been less responsive in processing permitting 
applications in a timely manner? 

Mr. O’RIELLY. Whenever there is a barrier in the past, whenever 
there was a problem, you saw the dollars and where the construc-
tion would go to somewhere else. The providers would shift dollars 
to somewhere else, and those communities would suffer, and this— 
you know, what’s left is what we’re dealing with. The population 
that needs attention is, you know, both in economic reasons and 
some because of the shifting of attention is really important. 

So you highlight the issue of how receptivity is the community, 
how receptivity—how receptive, excuse me—is the application proc-
ess, the permitting process is really important to how the dollars 
will flow. 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, and would you all agree that, you know, when 
it comes to Federal funding you’re dealing with interstate com-
merce, so all things being equal, shouldn’t it be standard, reason-
able fees across the country? 

Mr. O’RIELLY. I agree with that, and I’ve made that point a num-
ber of times, so I agree absolutely. 

Mr. ALLEN. OK. Anyone else object to that? 
Mr. ROMANO. No, not object at all. I was going to say to the con-

trary, we were part of the Broadband Deployment Advisory Coun-
cil—or Committee at the FCC when then-Commissioner O’Rielly 
was at the FCC as well, and I think that group, there were a num-
ber of us in that group, including NTCA, who supported cost-based 
fees, so the actual and direct costs. And I think several of the 
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pieces of legislation here aim to do that at as well, and that’s wel-
come. 

Mr. ALLEN. OK. Well, you know, you have my support to provide 
legislation. Let’s get this done and so America can do big things 
again. 

And with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
Mr. LATTA. Thank you. The gentleman yields back, and the 

Chair recognizes the gentlelady from California’s 16th District for 
5 minutes. 

Ms. ESHOO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and for always being so 
specific about the number of my district. 

[Laughter.] 
Ms. ESHOO. It’s a—— 
Mr. LATTA. If I could just interject, the gentlelady has informed 

me I was wrong one time. 
Ms. ESHOO. Well, thank you, and thank you to all of the wit-

nesses. 
I served 10 wonderful years on the San Mateo County Board of 

Supervisors in California before I was elected to the House in 1992, 
and I hold a deep reverence for local government to this very day. 
Academicians, political leaders from both parties, industry groups, 
public interest groups all agree that universal high-speed internet 
is necessary for our country’s competitiveness in the 21st century. 
I mean, there just isn’t a question about this. This is accepted 
across the board. 

The pandemic made this need even more evident as so many had 
to transition to teleworking, schools operating through distanced 
learning, doctor visits via telehealth. It’s currently estimated that 
24 million Americans lack internet access, a problem that is far 
more acute in rural and Tribal communities in our country. And 
this number is just those who lack access. Millions more simply 
can’t even afford high-speed internet. 

Last Congress, Democrats made a generational investment to 
bridge the digital divide and bring reliable high-speed internet to 
every American household. That’s the goal: 82 billion—with a B— 
dollars for broadband affordability, equity, deployment. 

I think one of the most promising solutions to closing the digital 
divide that I’ve seen comes from local communities. That’s why I 
started my comments out about serving in local government, coun-
ty government in California. Over 900 counties, cities, local utili-
ties, co-ops, neighborhood association, and Tribes are taking on the 
digital divide into their own hands by building their own 
broadband networks. Community broadband systems expand inter-
net access to unserved and underserved areas and encourage com-
petition across the country. 

And here’s the thing about locally owned networks: They work 
really well. In 2019—in a 2019 report, New America’s Open Tech-
nology Institute called these networks ‘‘the fast, affordable internet 
option that’s flying under the radar.’’ Unfortunately, 19 States have 
enacted—they’re protectionist laws, I mean, that’s what they are, 
that’s what they deserve to be called, that restrict and in some 
cases ban community networks. 

This is—I think it’s wrong. You know, I mean, so many—you 
know, we all espouse competitiveness in our country, but there are 
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some outfits, when they see competition from 5,000 miles away, 
they go and squash it like a bug. So that’s essentially what has 
happened here. 

So to solve this problem, I introduced the Community Broadband 
Act, which simply prohibits State laws that ban or restrict commu-
nity broadband. There’s always talk about the reverence we have 
for States and local governments except when it comes to legis-
lating. So here’s an opportunity I think for us to underscore that. 
I think every solution to bring reliable and affordable internet to 
Americans should be available. 

Commissioner O’Rielly, thank you for the work that you’ve done 
at the FCC. We partnered on so many issues, and I think we’re 
both legitimately proud of that. And I don’t know whether you sup-
port my legislation or not, but let me ask Mr. Falcon and Mr. 
Saperstein, do you support the Community Broadband Act? 

Mr. FALCON. One hundred percent, absolutely. It is—if we are se-
rious about getting—— 

Ms. ESHOO. Music to my ears. 
Mr. FALCON. If we are serious about getting everyone connected, 

every—all hands have to be on deck. 
Ms. ESHOO. Mm-hmm. Mr. Saperstein? 
Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Yes, so as wireless infrastructure providers, we 

support communities providing service—well, whatever service pro-
vider wants to serve any given area. 

Ms. ESHOO. And Commissioner O’Rielly, do you? 
Mr. O’RIELLY. Well—— 
Ms. ESHOO. And if not, how do we get your support? 
Mr. O’RIELLY. So I am more sympathetic on the ban side where 

there are limitations. And I’ve done a number of blogs on this topic. 
I’ve examined these issues. Things like referendums, rights of first 
refusal, having a budget, that was a—that’s been pointed out as 
having a—that’s an objection and a barrier and therefore should be 
prohibited. A State shouldn’t mandate that they’re—actually have 
to have a budget from someone who’s—you know, a community 
that’s going to, you know, offer this service. 

I think that our—you know, so that’s some of the States, that’s 
some of the 19 you mentioned. There are a number, and I can’t— 
it used to be, you know, bigger. It’s shrinking. 

Ms. ESHOO. It’s 19. 
Mr. O’RIELLY. Yes, but I’m saying the number that actually have 

the ban, the straight-up ban across the board, and that’s a little 
different in my mind. I’d explore in terms of—there are also a lot 
of advantages that I’d be—I’m very worried come to the local com-
munity broadband network that wouldn’t be available—that are 
not available. 

Ms. ESHOO. So you’re squishy. You’re squishy on it. 
[Laughter.] 
Mr. O’RIELLY. This issue is—yes, on this issue, I’m a little 

squishy. 
Ms. ESHOO. Yes. 
Mr. O’RIELLY. I might lean more to the—I might lean to the—— 
Ms. ESHOO. I just want you to know how fair I am in asking you 

when I know that you weren’t a hundred percent—— 
Mr. O’RIELLY. Probably less squishy and maybe lean no category. 
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Ms. ESHOO. Yes, yes, exactly. Maybe we got rid of some of the 
squishiness. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and to our wonderful ranking mem-
ber, Congresswoman Matsui. This is an important hearing, and I 
thank you for having it, and thank the witnesses. 

Mr. LATTA. Well, thank you very much. The gentlelady’s time has 
expired, and the gentlelady from Tennessee is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. HARSHBARGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you 
for the panelists that are here today. 

Mr. Saperstein, in your testimony you discussed the barriers to 
broadband caused by lengthy Government reviews. Do you agree 
with me that the Government’s way too big and permitting is way 
too slow? You can say yes. 

Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Yes. 
Mrs. HARSHBARGER. OK, good deal. Well, under the Trump ad-

ministration, the FCC instituted a 60-day shot clock for making 
technology updates on existing cell towers. You know that it’s cru-
cial that the telecommunications industry can make any updates to 
existing towers for the transition to 5G for future technologies. You 
know, it’s common sense making a technological update on existing 
towers shouldn’t be a tremendously controversial change. I mean, 
is attaching the equipment to a pole that difficult, or it’s just the 
permitting, am I correct? 

Mr. SAPERSTEIN. That’s correct. 
Mrs. HARSHBARGER. OK. I’m leading the 5G Upgrade Act, which 

would codify this shot clock, so if a State or a local government 
takes too long approving a permit for adjusting technology on an 
existing tower, it’s automatically approved. And I guess my ques-
tion to you is, why is that important that the shot clock be codified 
as law? 

Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Thank you for the question and for your sup-
port of the 5G Upgrade Act. Many of the reforms that were made 
recently in the FCC’s 5G upgrade order are currently under appeal, 
and we don’t know how those are going to turn out. So being— 
making sure that those are codified is essential so we can have 
commonsense reform so colocations can have the streamline re-
views, we can get 5G upgraded quickly everywhere. 

Mrs. HARSHBARGER. Yes, I have a rural district in East Ten-
nessee, and it’s imperative—you know, there’s so many things that 
we can do if we have that, so, you know, broadband and everything 
else. So there’s much to do, but dragging our feet is not the answer, 
so I think—I appreciate your agreement with me that the Govern-
ment’s too big and the permitting’s too slow. 

And with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
Mr. LATTA. Well, thank you. The gentlelady yields back, and the 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from Texas’ 11th District for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. PFLUGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And, you know, I appreciate the leadership that Chair Rodgers 

has shown on this, and I love the discussion on permitting reform, 
whether it’s energy, or telecommunications, broadband, electricity, 
it doesn’t really matter. You know, this is a commitment that we 
made to the American public to deliver at the speed of relevancy, 
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and I think we’re currently, you know, being inhibited in a lot of 
areas by government delays, inaction, and otherwise, so I appre-
ciate the conversation. 

I just want to start with that because I think if we don’t pay at-
tention to that, inevitably we’re going to lose. We’ve had this same 
discussion on satellites in this committee, and spectrum, and we’re 
going to lose to China if we don’t continue to move at the speed 
of relevancy. 

So, Commissioner O’Rielly, I’d kind of like to start by talking 
about, you know, the difficulty to track permitting applications 
once it’s submitted to a Federal agency. 

Mr. O’RIELLY. So depending on the agency, my experience is that 
different agencies are more receptive and more capable of handling 
the process and being favorable to the—excuse me, apology for 
that, I’m the—responsible for my kids, so anytime—— 

Mr. PFLUGER. We understand. 
Mr. O’RIELLY. Anytime the local school calls I’m—so, yes, so the 

application process and the actually approval process is extremely 
tough to follow, and the providers can highlight how it gets lost in 
the shuffle and then go—years can go before the action is actually 
taken, much less know what’s happening. And the Commission 
itself, as a former Commissioner, we wouldn’t be able to see any 
of that, you know, from other agencies. Ourselves, in the activity 
that we did, you know, was to move forward on all the balls that 
your colleague highlighted and really push the envelope as far as 
we could. 

Mr. PFLUGER. Mr. Romano or any others on the panel, your 
thoughts on how difficult it is to track? 

Mr. ROMANO. Thank you for the question. Yes, I would agree, 
and I’ll give you an example. I was talking to a member in Michi-
gan just last night who applied for a permit in August of 2022. De-
spite repeated inquiries, couldn’t get word back on where that 
stood until December of 2022, which then put their shot clock start-
ing then, which pushed them into August of 2023 for their 270 
days, which then becomes a problem because of frozen ground in 
Michigan when they want to start construction. 

So having greater transparency, greater responsiveness, greater 
levels of communication is going to be critically important. There 
are a lot of dedicated people working on these permitting issues, 
but having systems and processes in place to provide greater trans-
parency will be critical. 

Mr. PFLUGER. Well, thank you for that. That—I’m proud to intro-
duce the—you know, a bill that will have a tracking mechanism, 
you know, to have the deployment tracking—to understand what 
the facts are to better communicate between government and in-
dustry. You know, in a rural area like I represent in West Texas, 
you know, look, there’s billions of dollars that have been spent on 
this, and we want to see the results. We want to see connectivity. 

And I’m just interested—Mr. Finkel, I’m interested in your 
thoughts on this. Is there a—an intentional delay towards rural 
areas? 

Mr. FINKEL. Well, look, I don’t—I’m not sure that there’s an in-
tentional delay, but I think that by nature a lot of these agencies 
just move real slow, they add a level of redundancy. There’s agen-
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cies that are duplicative, that are tripping over each other when 
they’re doing reviews. 

And one of the things that I—that was in my testimony was that, 
you know, working across 48 States, our members, when we get ag-
gregated stories from them, you’ll have different field offices for dif-
ferent agencies which have totally different and completely dif-
ferent approaches, different timelines. So they’re all moving 
through the process at a different pace, so even when you get that 
transparency, you’re going to see a great degree of discrepancy be-
tween the different offices within the same agency. 

Mr. PFLUGER. Well, I’m not a conspiracy theorist here, and I 
don’t want to inject things that may not be happening, but I think 
it’s clear that the inefficiencies, whether it’s intentional or not, or 
the lack of tracking, whether it’s intentional or not, you know, OK, 
let’s fix the problem now, and let’s deploy broadband into areas 
that need it. 

And for our area, this is energy. This is, you know, the energy 
capitol of America, it’s agriculture, it’s the men and women who 
work in those industries. It’s a safety issue, and as I mentioned 
earlier, I think that this is a national security issue with regards 
to competing with China every single day because they’re doing 
this, and they’re deploying it, and we need to get our act together. 

So thank you all for testifying and for your thoughts today, and 
I appreciate your professional expertise here. 

I yield back. 
Mr. LATTA. Thank you. The gentleman yields back, and the 

Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Ohio’s 12th District for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. BALDERSON. Thank you much, Mr. Chairman, and thank you 
to the panel for being here. 

Too many people in my district and across Ohio—as I have three 
Ohioans here so they can all speak for the same, and often—too 
often the buildout of new networks can be delayed or even side-
lined completely due to lengthy applications for franchising or per-
mitting zoning problems, issues with access to poles, and more. 
Congress needs to do something. The bills being discussed here 
today would do just that, and I applaud the chairman for hosting 
this committee. 

My bill, the Cable Leadership Act, puts a shot clock on fran-
chising authorities to grant or deny franchise to providers. This is 
the only one of the many applications that need to be submitted 
and approved before providers can start building out new 
broadband networks. 

Mr. Romano, I know that you don’t represent cable companies so 
you can’t give input on that specific bill, but could you give some 
great examples in your testimony about how your members’ 
projects have been delayed? What tools, such as a shot clock, can 
Congress employe to streamline the approval process and prevent 
such delays? 

Mr. ROMANO. Thank you, Congressman, for that. And, in fact, it’s 
interesting, we do have a handful of cable companies within our 
membership, so it—there is some relevance there as well directly 
too. 
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Yes, I think the biggest things we see with—and I think where 
these bills would help tremendously is certainty. Providing defini-
tional certainty, knowing what it means for something to be com-
plete, what it means for something to be received. Providing great-
er certainty and transparency into the process. The communicate— 
lack of communication, as I mentioned earlier, is a real concern. 
The inability to see and predict what’s going to be coming next. 

Our members are small companies. A lot of cable companies are 
small cable companies as well. Their ability to hire construction 
crews depends upon knowing when they’re going to be able to hit 
the ground running, and if they don’t have that, they can’t line 
that up, which complicates both the cost and the timing of keeping 
those crews busy. 

So all of those things are significant hurdles, and I think the 
measures before this committee would help to alleviate those, if not 
address them completely. 

Mr. BALDERSON. All right, thank you. Sorry. Thank you. 
And, Mr. Romano, I’m going to include you on this next question 

too, but also Michael Saperstein. I’m curious, where most of these 
delays occurs. As I’ve mentioned, various applications and approv-
als are needed from all levels of government before a provider can 
start building out a new network. Are your members—both of you, 
are your members seeing these delays occur more often at the Fed-
eral level, or State and local level? 

Mr. ROMANO. I think just by nature of the areas they serve, it 
tends to be more of a Federal issue because, especially as you get 
out west, our members are serving a lot of Federal lands for service 
BLM and the like. But State highways can be an issue as well, and 
I would be remiss if I did not mention railroads. Railroads are a 
significant issue in rural areas in terms of crossing. 

So I have examples in my testimony of people going 15 feet and 
paying significant sums for that. So—but it is—tends to be more 
of a Federal end issue, but then that does bring in State historical 
preservation offices at times for some of those Federal reviews, 
which again, is why these measures are so important. 

Mr. BALDERSON. Thank you. 
Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Yes. And thank you for the question. I would 

agree, due to congressional and FCC action, that most of the delays 
we’re seeing now is on the Federal level. One thing I wanted to 
highlight is that one of the big challenges we’re seeing now is that 
the FAA actually has to approve certain towers that are over a cer-
tain height, use certain frequencies, or in a certain proximity to 
airports. What was taking 3 weeks about a year ago is now taking 
9 months to a year. And so we are looking to—for Federal guidance 
to—I believe it’s a resource issue—how we can get that better 
resourced so we don’t delay 5G rollout. 

Mr. BALDERSON. Thank you. 
My last question is for Mr. O’Rielly. I can hardly see, but I see 

you through the thing here. 
VOICE. I’m with you. 
Mr. BALDERSON. Anyway, in your—and I—you know, I’ve been in 

and out and—as you’re well aware of, but in your testimony, you 
talked about the FCC—which I did read—and needed to take it 
upon ourself to alleviate barriers to broadband deployment, often 
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pushing its statutory boundaries. Do you feel that the FCC should 
be granted more latitude to tackle barriers to deployment as they 
come up, and if so, in what areas? And you have 50 seconds. 

Mr. O’RIELLY. So I agree with the package of legislation, and 
there’s probably some things I would do to make them stronger. I 
want—I would believe the committee and the subcommittee should 
always limit and structure what the FCC—what you ask out of the 
FCC. But in terms of aggressiveness and the need to act, I think 
the FCC can be very helpful in this case. 

It certainly needs to be talked about, poles. I think the FCC can 
address all the poles nationwide. Don’t have to have the exemption 
for certain municipal or nonutilities or co-ops. So I think that the 
Commission can handle those things and can handle other author-
ity. They’ve done a very good job, I think, in this universe, and if 
you give them direction and limitations, they will follow closely. If 
you give them broad authority, then you run into some issues 
sometimes. 

Mr. BALDERSON. Thank you all very much. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
Mr. LATTA. Thank you. The gentleman yields back, and the 

Chair now recognizes the gentlelady from Florida’s Third District 
for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. CAMMACK. Awesome. Well, thank you, Chairman Latta, for 
hosting this important hearing today. 

Thank you to our witnesses for appearing. I see you all have 
been bunched up real tight this entire hearing. I’ve been noticing 
the elbow room as I’ve been dipping in and out of the room, so we 
are near the end. Hang in there. 

This is such an important topic. I know we have chatted about 
this and how we can do this in a way that is efficient, responsible, 
and hits the mark. And every single person who serves today has 
a district that is impacted by broadband or lack thereof, and so I’m 
excited that we’re starting to really address some of these issues. 

All of our witnesses here today I’m sure share the concerns of the 
process for permitting is too complicated, opaque, time consuming. 
I heard a little bit about some of the delays that we’re having. 

In your view, what is the single most urgent change needed to 
the permitting process in order to best deploy broadband across the 
country, especially in rural areas like Florida? And I would like to 
address this question to each of you, and we’ll start down here and 
work our way down. 

Mr. O’RIELLY. So pole attachments, both access and rates, and I 
actually wrote a letter a number of years ago to the State House 
in Florida because they were looking to simplify that process there. 

Mrs. CAMMACK. I’m shocked by your answer. That’s my joke for 
the day. 

[Laughter.] 
Mrs. CAMMACK. Mr. Finkel. 
Mr. FINKEL. Expediting the process on existing right-of-ways on 

existing poles to make sure that you don’t have to go through an 
EIS for—to put wire on existing infrastructure. 

Mrs. CAMMACK. OK. 
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Mr. FALCON. I think increasing the personnel resources available 
given the surge of projects that are coming in is key to shorten the 
review time. 

Mrs. CAMMACK. So at the agency level? 
Mr. FALCON. Yes. 
Mrs. CAMMACK. OK. 
Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Thank you for the question. For Federal lands, 

it’s adding clarity, accountability, and transparency to that process, 
in addition to looking at what more resources can be given to FAA 
to avoid a bottleneck there. 

Mrs. CAMMACK. OK. 
Mr. ROMANO. And thank you, again, Congresswoman, for the 

question. So, yes, I think it’s—to echo some of the others, dealing 
with reviews for previously disturbed rights-of-way and previously 
disturbed earth, those—the ability to upgrade networks quickly 
where especially we’ve already got networks in place is going to be 
critical to delivering on next-generation capabilities and capacity. 

Mrs. CAMMACK. Excellent. Thank you, as we’re considering a 
number of bills that are working to address some of these more 
nuanced issues. Myself, in particular, I’m really glad to lead the 
discussion draft for the Digital Applications Act, which would es-
tablish an online portal to accept, process, and dispose of the com-
mon form application to deploy a communications facility on Fed-
eral property. 

Mr. Finkel, can you discuss the current challenges with the com-
mon form application SF299 and how an online portal for permit-
ting applications would benefit broadband deployment on Federal 
property? 

Mr. FINKEL. It’s just common sense. 
Mrs. CAMMACK. Thank you. You know. And common sense is not 

common around here. 
Mr. FINKEL. I don’t need to add much more. 
Mrs. CAMMACK. You mentioned Federal property? 
Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Yes, and thanks for the question. Actually, por-

tals are one of the things we—our members have talked about 
that’s a simple fix that would add so much transparency into 
what’s going on and allow more predictability in the overall build 
cycle. 

Mrs. CAMMACK. Just going down the line, legislation like this to 
basically modernize the process and make it more transparent, you 
would fully support, and it would be silly for anyone to oppose this 
legislation, correct? 

Mr. ROMANO. Yes. 
Mrs. CAMMACK. Just go—we’ll start down here. 
Mr. ROMANO. Gaps in—yes, gaps in communication are incred-

ibly frustrating. At a time when we can track so many things in 
our daily lives online and check with—on the status of different 
things from airline flights to train schedules, it is difficult to under-
stand why we cannot keep track of these significant investments in 
our future. Yes. 

Mrs. CAMMACK. Excellent. 
Mr. SAPERSTEIN. I think Mr. Romano said that well. 
Mrs. CAMMACK. Mr. Falcon. 
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Mr. FALCON. Yes. No, I would agree, and I think the coordination 
amongst if there’s several agencies involved is also key. Some sort 
of single point of contact may be a way to augment the value of 
a portal. 

Mrs. CAMMACK. Excellent. 
Mr. FINKEL. And the portal, again, makes it so all agencies can 

see it. It creates transparency for the applicant. You have a clear 
picture of what your process is. 

Mr. O’RIELLY. I actually—— 
Mrs. CAMMACK. If you say—if you don’t say ditto, I’m going to 

be disappointed. 
Mr. O’RIELLY. Ditto. I support—I agree with the legislation. I 

may not use the word silly, only to—but I—I’m hard pressed to 
come up with a reason to oppose it. 

Mrs. CAMMACK. Excellent. Well, thank you guys for making the 
case for that wonderful piece of legislation. 

What expected risks and challenges in the absence of permitting 
reform, considering the massive amount of Federal dollars dedi-
cated to broadband deployment, do we face over the next few 
years? Just—we’ve got 30 seconds. Give me your number-one con-
cern if we don’t act. And we’ll go down the line. 

Mr. O’RIELLY. I’m worried about overbuilding, and I’m worried 
about waste, fraud, and abuse. 

Mrs. CAMMACK. OK. 
Mr. FINKEL. I’m worried the money won’t get out. 
Mrs. CAMMACK. Ooh. 
Mr. FALCON. I’d be worried about costs rising and minimizing the 

impact of the dollars invested. 
Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Yes, simply that we would fail our objective of 

universal connectivity. 
Mr. ROMANO. A crush of applications leading to chaos and trying 

to sort through them all to get them done. 
Mrs. CAMMACK. Excellent. 
With 2 seconds to spare, Mr. Chairman, my time has expired. 

Thank you to our witnesses for appearing before us today, and with 
that I yield back. 

Mr. LATTA. Thank you. The gentlelady yields back, and the Chair 
now recognizes the gentleman from Idaho for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FULCHER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and for those on the 
panel willing to take the time and provide some input to us. 

We all want rural broadband, and the permitting process, as 
we’ve had many discussions on, sometimes slows things down and 
makes it tough. In the State of Idaho, we have a tremendous 
amount of Federal land, nearly two-thirds of land mass there. And 
in my State, rural carriers and utilities struggle to get approvals 
to lay fiber lines, set up towers, construct buildings and other in-
frastructure to ensure residents that are physically located in re-
gions surrounded by Federal lands, or in other words kind of land-
locked that way, so they can get the same access and quality 
broadband as those in urban areas. 

And so by streamlining the Federal side of the permitting, then 
that gives the access and the quality for broadband to those in 
rural areas and just makes it that much more achievable. So one 
of the bills that I am introducing is—it’s called the Reducing Bar-
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riers to Broadband on Federal Lands Act, and this bill would re-
move the requirement to do a NEPA review for the deployment of 
broadband projects that are on previously disturbed land. And that 
previously disturbed, basically to summarize, means there’s already 
been a NEPA process for other purposes. 

And so otherwise, these projects end up just not making it 
through the planning stage, and there’s multiple examples right in 
my backyard where that’s been the case. 

So, Mr. Chair, there is a report that I’d like to enter into the 
record. It’s from the National Telecom and Information Administra-
tion. They published a report that provides recommendations on 
how Federal agencies can improve or streamline their processes for 
reviewing broadband installation applications, and I would ask 
unanimous consent to enter that report into the record, please. 

Mr. LATTA. Without objection, so ordered. 
[The information appears at the conclusion of the hearing.] 
Mr. FULCHER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And basically my questions and my requests for interaction from 

you all is, first of all, do you see specific problems—and I’ll start 
with Mr. Romano and then Mr. Saperstein and Mr. Finkel. Do you 
see problems with that when we’re looking to streamline by fore-
going NEPA again when it comes to permitting for rural 
broadband? Mr. Romano. 

Mr. ROMANO. Thank you, Congressman, for the question, and 
thank you for the discussion draft you put forward—the bill you’ve 
put forward. 

We support that bill. We think that it makes a ton of sense. The 
landlocked point you raise is a really good one, an interesting one, 
and I think it’s one of these pieces that’s hard to capture some-
times. But the puzzle pieces of putting together when you’re going 
across Federal land, and then you’re in a private right-of-way, then 
you’re going across a railroad, that can make it incredibly hard, es-
pecially for a smaller provider. 

So I think a bill like yours offers an opportunity to help put the 
puzzle pieces together better. I don’t think when you’re talking 
about previously disturbed earth, previously disturbed rights-of- 
way, you’re talking about upgrading existing networks, that hope-
fully is a proportional response that allows you to make sure that 
you’re not presenting the kinds of concerns that would rise to a 
higher level of scrutiny or need a higher level of scrutiny with re-
spect to environmental or historical preservation issues. 

So I think this bill makes a lot of sense. It’s a good use of finding 
a way to make sure it’s not considered a major Federal action or 
an undertaking under those statutes. 

Mr. FULCHER. Thank you for that. 
Mr. Saperstein? 
Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Yes, and thank you for the question. So our 

view is that permitting processes should be predictable, propor-
tionate, and timely, and I think your bill speaks specifically to the 
proportionality. In the types of circumstances that you’re describ-
ing, do we really need the types of NEPA views—NEPA reviews, 
or are we better off exempting them? And I think your bill goes a 
long towards that. 

Mr. FULCHER. Thank you for that. 
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Mr. Finkel? 
Mr. FINKEL. As I shared with the Chair earlier, the idea that 

you’d have to Greenfield existing right-of-way that you’ve already— 
and existing infrastructure that’s already been through the NEPA 
process just seems totally redundant and a waste of both time and 
Federal resources. 

Mr. FULCHER. Thank you. 
Mr. O’Rielly? 
Mr. O’RIELLY. I support your legislation. I think it’s the direction 

to go, and the requirement is unnecessary in my mind. 
Mr. FULCHER. Great. 
We’ll ask Mr. Falcon too. 
Mr. FALCON. Thank you. I—you know to the extent that many 

of the projects are transitioning legacy infrastructure to kind of 
21st century infrastructure in previously disturbed ground, I think 
there is—it is right to think about how do you distinguish that 
from actual Greenfield projects. 

Mr. FULCHER. Thank you for that. 
Mr. Chairman, I’m going to have 20 seconds to spare. I yield 

back. 
Mr. LATTA. Thank you. The gentleman yields back the balance 

of his time, and the Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Cali-
fornia’s 23d District for 5 minutes. 

Mr. OBERNOLTE. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
I represent an extremely rural district, and the problems that my 

constituents have in accessing broadband are exacerbated by the 
fact that over 90 percent of the land mass of my district is in public 
ownership in one form or another. So it’s not enough to merely allo-
cate grant funding to be able to create broadband infrastructure in 
these rural areas, then we’ll have to manage this process of getting 
that infrastructure built through the privately held—the publicly 
held land that separates the communications hubs from the places 
where my constituents live. I know that you’re very familiar with 
that particular problem. 

So one of the bills that we are discussing today is my bill, the 
GRANTED Act, which aims to solve in some small part that prob-
lem. Congress has already directed the FCC to expedite the proc-
essing of those permits required to cross Federal lands either 
through lands held by the BLM or sometimes the Department of 
Agriculture. We’ve directed a common application for those per-
mits, and we have put a shot clock of 270 days on the approval of 
those permits. 

Unfortunately, what we are experiencing is that in many occur-
rences the Federal agencies involved take more than 270 days to 
process those permits, and unfortunately, there are no penalties or 
consequences for them doing that. So my bill would deem approval 
for any application for broadband infrastructure across public lands 
that has been pending for more than 270 days, provided that appli-
cation was full and complete when it was submitted. And I think 
that’s a commonsense way of solving that problem. 

I’d be interested in your opinion on that concept. Are you a sup-
porter of that kind of deemed approval after 270 days as a—let’s 
start with the end of the table here, Mr. Romano. 
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Mr. ROMANO. Yes, Congressman, thank you for the question. Yes, 
we do. We think that that makes a lot of sense. And I think what 
this highlights too—one of the things I want to be clear about as 
well is a lot of the bills that are being presented here refer back 
to 6409, the section which is a wireless facilities deployment. 

So one of the things—one of the other bills that’s present in this 
proceeding would attempt to stitch this together and make sure 
those also apply to wireline, and I think that’s going to be critical. 
I think a lot of the concepts here that are presented make a ton 
of sense and would help to expedite deployment. I think it’s going 
to be critical as well to make sure those dots connect to make sure 
they apply to wireless and wireline—— 

Mr. OBERNOLTE. Sure. 
Mr. ROMANO [continuing]. Facility deployment alike to the extent 

appropriate. 
Mr. OBERNOLTE. That’s a good point. 
Mr. Saperstein? 
Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Yes, thank you for the question. And yes, we 

support your bill, and we believe it would help adding account-
ability to the Federal land process because currently, though Con-
gress has set this 270-day shot clock, there is no accountability and 
there is no recourse if they fail to meet it. 

Mr. OBERNOLTE. Right. I hope so too. 
Mr. Falcon? 
Mr. FALCON. Thank you for that question. I think the—if the 

staffing personnel is made available, permits can be turned over 
faster. And a common issue I hear, particularly in California with 
rural carriers, is there’s just not that many people there for review-
ing permits. So, you know, I think it’s a fixable problem that can 
bring it down to that number you’re shooting for in terms of 270 
days. 

Mr. OBERNOLTE. Mr. Finkel? 
Mr. FINKEL. I’ll associate myself with the comments of Mr. Ro-

mano on both—including wireless and wireline. But let me also— 
you noted and you used ‘‘full and complete application,’’ and that’s 
when the shot clock would end. So just one thing to consider is of-
tentimes with agencies that have that—have the time limitations, 
how they define ‘‘full and complete’’ and whether or not they re-
start the shot clock because they deem you to not have been full 
and complete, and how they communicate and how—whether or 
not they’re transparent about the full and complete is a really im-
portant factor to consider as well. 

Mr. OBERNOLTE. Yes. I actually think that’s an excellent point. 
We’ve tried to be very thoughtful and deliberate with our approach 
to that problem in the text of the bill, but we are certainly open 
to any suggestions that you might have to differentiate perhaps be-
tween the shot clock for declaring an application complete and the 
270 days required to review it, because what we don’t want is to 
get to the end of 200—you know, Day 269 and have an agency 
come back and say, oh, you know what, you include—you failed to 
include this piece of paper, we’re starting over, you know, at Day 
Zero. 

Mr. O’Rielly? 
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Mr. O’RIELLY. Yes, I’ve got experience with that at the FCC. But 
to your point, I actually very much support your legislation. I think 
you’re maybe being a little generous on 270 days. 

Mr. OBERNOLTE. Well, we’ll have to think about that. Well, I 
thank you very much, and we’ll continue to work with you as we 
work through the legislative process with this bill, but I think 
we’re all unified in our desire to increase this access to rural—ac-
cess to broadband infrastructure and solve some of these systemic 
problems. 

I yield back. 
Mr. LATTA. Thank you. The gentleman yields back the balance 

of his time, and at this time the Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio’s Sixth District for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’m really proud to 
once again this session be sponsoring the Wireless Broadband Com-
petition and Efficient Deployment Act that would remove the re-
quirement for environmental and historic preservation reviews in 
order to add or upgrade wireless facilities on existing infrastruc-
ture. 

This is common sense, and it would eliminate a tremendous bur-
den with reviews that are often repetitive and that unnecessarily 
slow down broadband expansion. And I want to thank Chairman 
Latta for including my discussion draft in today’s legislative hear-
ing, and thank you to our witnesses for your insight. We really 
have to break down the barriers to deployment that are keeping 
folks like those I represent in rural Appalachia on the wrong side 
of the digital divide. 

Commissioner O’Rielly, you and I have worked together on this 
for a long time. It’s so frustrating to me that here in 2023 we’re 
talking about the same problems that we were talking about in 
January of 2011. We’re just not making progress on rural 
broadband, and this is a commonsense thing that can really make 
a difference. 

Mr. Romano, your testimony discussed the difficulties and 
lengthy delays your members have experienced when obtaining 
permissions through environmental and historic preservation and 
consultation processes for broadband deployment. How often do you 
have to perform an environmental or historic preservation review 
for simply adding or upgrading wireless facilities on existing infra-
structure? 

Mr. ROMANO. So the way the NEPA and HPA work essentially 
is, if we are deploying on Federal lands or essentially using Federal 
funds, those are going to trigger the kinds of—— 

Mr. JOHNSON. So anytime the Federal Government’s involved, 
you have to do all that. 

Mr. ROMANO. That essentially is correct. I mean, there may be— 
there are categorical exclusions under NEPA that can apply that 
can take one out of that, but oftentimes they can’t even take time 
to figure out whether one qualifies for a categorical exclusion and 
the number of the projects. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Got you. In your view, does the amount of time, 
effort, and cost for these reviews detract from the incentive for pro-
viders to upgrade existing wireless infrastructure, and what does 
this mean for consumers? 
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Mr. ROMANO. I think the—and I’ll pick up a point that Mr. 
Saperstein made earlier about the sort of transparency and the 
predictability of this. The inability to know for certain what—how 
long this is going to take, what exactly is going to be required can 
be a deterrent to participation in some of these programs or other-
wise to invest in these areas. I will say the incentive to invest— 
our members are based in the communities they serve, so they’ve 
got strong incentive to do it anyways. But particularly, partici-
pating in expansion programs, that can be a real deterrent. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Got you. 
Mr. Saperstein, same question: In your view, does the amount of 

time, effort, and cost for these reviews detract from the incentive 
for providers to upgrade existing infrastructure? 

Mr. SAPERSTEIN. Yes, absolutely. I mean, colocation is one of the 
most efficient things we can do as a society to spread wireless de-
ployments. It makes use of existing infrastructure, it allows mul-
tiple carriers to serve an existing area, and it reduces the overall 
effect on the local community. So absolutely. 

Mr. JOHNSON. OK. 
Mr. O’Rielly? And again, it’s good to see you. The last time I 

think I saw you maybe when you came out to see some of the rural 
aspects of my district and the struggles that we have there with 
broadband. In your testimony, you mentioned the importance of 
permitting reform for wireless connectivity, including for 6G. Can 
you expand on what reforms will be helpful for future 6G deploy-
ment? 

Mr. O’RIELLY. So 6G is expected—and it’s still early in the dis-
cussion stage, but it’s expected to use higher frequency, so both 
midbands and super-high bands, and in doing that, you’re going to 
have more towers, more infrastructure that’s absolutely necessary. 
And so that means more colocation, that means more placement of 
towers, it means new construction of big towers and small cells and 
antennas, and all of that’s going to need approval, and all of that’s 
going to go through the molasses that we’ve been talking about 
today. 

Mr. JOHNSON. OK. Are there any particular reforms you would 
recommend to increase the efficiency of current 5G deployment? 

Mr. O’RIELLY. Well, I—permitting is at the top of my list. Per-
mitting and pole attachment, both the rates and access are at the 
top of my list. I’ve talked about other aspects that the committee 
can focus on. I—we talked about railroads briefly. I’d put railroads 
in that category as well. 

Mr. JOHNSON. You know, we used to have an anti-drug campaign 
in America that the big byline was ‘‘Just Say No.’’ God, we need 
the Federal Government to just say yes to some of these things 
that are common sense. It—this is mind-boggling to me. 

Mr. Chairman, thanks again, I appreciate you letting me waive 
on the committee. Thank you. 

Mr. LATTA. Well, thank you very much. And seeing no other 
Members wishing to ask questions, I want to thank our panel of 
witnesses today for your expertise and your time today. We greatly 
appreciate it. You can tell from the interest of the Members that 
this is a very, very important topic that we’re dealing with. 
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I ask unanimous consent to insert in the record the documents 
included on the staff hearing documents list. 

Without objection, so ordered. 
[The information appears at the conclusion of the hearing.] 
Mr. LATTA. I remind Members that they have 10 business days 

to submit questions for the record, and I ask the witnesses to re-
spond to the questions quickly. Members should submit their ques-
tions by the close of business on May the 3rd. 

And without objection, the subcommittee is adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 1:30 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 
[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:] 



138 



139 



140 



141 



142 



143 



144 



145 



146 



147 



148 



149 



150 



151 



152 



153 



154 



155 



156 



157 



158 



159 



160 



161 



162 



163 



164 



165 



166 



167 



168 



169 



170 



171 



172 



173 



174 



175 



176 



177 



178 



179 



180 



181 



182 



183 



184 



185 



186 



187 



188 



189 



190 



191 



192 



193 



194 



195 



196 



197 



198 



199 



200 



201 



202 



203 



204 



205 



206 



207 



208 



209 



210 



211 

Æ 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue true
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck true
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly true
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <>
    /CHT <>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF che devono essere conformi o verificati in base a PDF/X-1a:2001, uno standard ISO per lo scambio di contenuto grafico. Per ulteriori informazioni sulla creazione di documenti PDF compatibili con PDF/X-1a, consultare la Guida dell'utente di Acrobat. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 4.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die moeten worden gecontroleerd of moeten voldoen aan PDF/X-1a:2001, een ISO-standaard voor het uitwisselen van grafische gegevens. Raadpleeg de gebruikershandleiding van Acrobat voor meer informatie over het maken van PDF-documenten die compatibel zijn met PDF/X-1a. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 4.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents that are to be checked or must conform to PDF/X-1a:2001, an ISO standard for graphic content exchange.  For more information on creating PDF/X-1a compliant PDF documents, please refer to the Acrobat User Guide.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 4.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


		Superintendent of Documents
	2024-04-18T11:31:14-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




