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CEO
Universal Service Administrative Co.
700 12th Street, NW, Suite 900
Washington, DC 20005
Dear Ms. Sekar,
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2. Does USAC understand the B-Rate rules to permit a consortium to receive funding for the
construction of a WAN to provide Internet access to the entire consortium, even where existing
fiber-based providers are already capable of serving individual consortium members?
3.

Since the 2014 B-Rate Orders, how many applicants have requested E-Rate funding for special
construction of consortium-wide WANs, and how much funding was requested by these
applicants?

4.

How many requests for consortium-wide WAN projects have received funding commitments, and
what is the total amount of funding committed for such requests?

5.

a.

How many of those WAN projects would result in overbuilding another provider’s
network, in whole or in part?

b.

How many of those WAN projects would result in overbuilding, in whole or in part,
providers that receive funds from the High Cost or Rural Health Care programs?

How many consortium-wide WAN projects have been denied on cost-effectiveness grounds?

6. How many consortium-wide WAN projects are currently awaiting a funding decision by USAC?
7. To the extent that USAC has approved funding requests for the construction of consortium-wide
WANS that partially or fully overbuild existing fiber providers, and considers such projects,
whether self-provisioned or owned by a commercial provider, to be eligible for funding under
current B-Rate rules, has USAC alerted the FCC of the overbuilding risk created by such
projects? Has USAC alerted the FCC of an apparent gap in current program rules that permits
USAC approval of such projects?
Thank you for your assistance with this concerning matter and your timely responses.
Sincerely,
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Michael O’Rielly

