
 
Telecommunications & Connectivity Advisory Board 

Meeting Minutes 
June 25th , 2020 Meeting 

10:00 am –  12:00 pm Remote Meeting  
 
Attendees: 
 

1. David Snedeker – Chair of the Board, Northeastern Vermont Development Association 
2. Robert T. White- AOT 
3. Michael Clasen – Deputy State Treasurer 
4. Kenneth Jones - ACCD 
5. Evan Carlson – Do North Coworking 
6. Clay Purvis – Director, Connectivity Division, Dept. of Public Service 
7. Michael DeHart - Telecommunications & Connectivity Staff, Dept. of Public Service 
8. Katherine Sims – NEK Collaborative 
9. Corey Chase – Telecom Engineering Specialist 
10. June Tierney – Commissioner of Department of Public Service 
11. Terry LaValley – Department of Public Safety 
 
 

Members of public: 
Gordon Matthews – VTel Wireless  
Stephen Whitaker  
Kevin __________ 
 
 
 

Item  Item Description Action By 
1.0 Call to Order at 10:04am Chair Snedeker 
2.0 Meeting Minutes 5.21.20 

• Corrections: none 
• Motion to Approve 

Moved Jones 
Second Clasen 
Unanimous Approve 

3.0 New Business:  
EBAP Review 
Public comments on May 5 draft were 
abundant- nearly 300 pages 
 
Comments had a wide range of topics 
 
Sent a redline draft to board to show 

Clay  Purvis 



which changes were made between 
May 5 today. 
 
Purvis distributed redline draft to all 
attendees requesting access.  
 
Page 2: several comments confused 
about Department speed 
recommendations. Clarified that FTTH 
is still targeted at all homes lacking 
25/3.  
 
Technical edits on plan pricing.  
 
Section 1- changes based on variety of 
comments and change of events. 
Original EBAP did not contemplate the 
use of CRF money for short-term 
measures. Changed to include a lifeline 
program, provide short-term grant 
funding to carriers to make telehealth, 
education, and remote work 
connections.  
 
Initially included measure to fast-track 
pole licenses. Comments and 
discussions suggested money wouldn’t 
speed things up. Real way to accelerate 
would be to find areas where CUD’s 
may want to go, and create a pole 
database that could constitute initial 
make-ready for those areas (~$1M to 
pay for prelim make-ready). 
 
Page 3- mostly editorial changes to 
clarify intent 
 
Section V- line extension program as a 
short-term measure. Removed word 
cable to clearly state that this isn’t 
exclusively for cable video.  
 
Many comments about middle-mile 
fiber and pole database. Language 
added to section re: expedited 248a  
 
Carlson: how to determine which 
areas/poles would be surveyed? 



Purvis: We would ask CUD’s and 
carriers. The emphasis here is to 
support CUD’s.  
 
Added new language to “workforce 
considerations.”  
 
10-year plan: This is not a telecom plan. 
Not a replacement. Directed squarely 
at broadband. 
 
Section II: lots of comments about how 
loans would work, block grants vs 
loans. Dept rejects block grants as a 
substitute, but sees a place for grants 
for CUD’s. Debate around costs for 
FTTH, and the wide range of cost 
estimates provided by various carriers. 
Auction would take care of that debate 
by ensuring lowest-cost FTTH 
deployment and encourages private 
investment rather than fully-subsidized 
projects. 
 
Some comments suggested Dept did 
not study the whole state. That is true 
(footnote 11). Entire state would cost 
~$1B. This plan doesn’t seek to find the 
cost to build the entire state out with 
state funds. It seeks to determine the 
level of subsidy needed to serve the 
whole state. Language added here to 
clarify.  
 
Contemplate and discuss different ways 
CUD’s can be involved. Either directly, 
by participating in reverse auction, or 
by having a decisive role in the 
outcome for bidders in their territory. 
 
Carlson: Is there much in place re: 
process for setting reverse auction 
guidelines for CUD’s?  
 
Purvis: We assume CUD’s would want 
to see FTTP, but we envision CUD’s 
want to weigh in on that, net neutrality, 
privacy, pricing, speed thresholds, 



billing practices, etc. The risk with this 
kind of proposal is that a CUD could put 
in place enough restrictions that 
nobody bids on their territory.  
 
Carlson: from a technology perspective, 
there are few carriers that would 
commit to FTTP for a large percentage 
of locations. Considering wireless or 
cable that don’t meet the statutory 
goals is a possibility.  
 
Purvis: We have considerations for 
technology choice. Whether that goes 
against 202c? If the CUD wants to go 
against that goal, it begs the question 
of whether that goal serves the public 
good.  
 
Tierney: To be clear, the Department 
will dictate the structure and 
administration of the reverse auction. 
However, CUD’s will be consulted and 
Department will welcome input from 
CUD’s and TCAB.   
 
Tierney: Re: technology, that discussion 
has evolved considerably during the 
EBAP process. Perhaps there is a place 
for temporary measures, but 
Department would need more clear 
input regarding how much flexibility 
should be considered. FTTP is 
preferred, and strongly suggested 
policy. FTTP is the goal, not a mandate- 
but Department heeds the legislative 
intent. If stakeholders feel that 
flexibility on speeds/technologies is 
needed, Department is reliant upon 
more direct stakeholder input to that 
point.  
 
Purvis: middle-mile transport: received 
pushback, but think overall there is an 
opportunity in limited circumstances to 
alleviate concern over lack of backhaul 
in these areas. Received many 
comments on recommendation to 



eliminate the cost for state-owned 
fiber.  
 
Lots of comments about 5G. This plan 
doesn’t contemplate specific 
expenditures on 5g deployment. Given 
uncertainties around technology, FCC 
involvement, FirstNet, and recent 
legislation in Congress requiring FCC to 
fix its broken mobile mapping- we favor 
a wait-and-see approach on 5G. We are 
much more concerned about expanding 
wireless voice. VTel and AT&T have a 
new roaming agreement that has 
received excellent consumer feedback. 
State wants to fill in gaps.  
 
Snedeker: Comments from Board? 
 
Carlson: could you elaborate on next 
steps, timeline, whether CAB should 
weigh in? 
 
Purvis: we received comments from 
membership of CUD’s. Is there a 
concern among CUD’s or a desire to 
provide more formal comments as a 
body of CUD’s? 
 
Carlson: more to June’s point regarding 
the actual auction process.  
 
Tierney: next step is securing federal 
funding. Timeline for that is very clearly 
unknown. Action items: auction rules 
will need to go through legislative 
process. From a CUD perspective, they 
should determine what their asks will 
be for the auction, and be prepared to 
have that discussion with the 
legislature. Next step really relies on 
funding becoming available.  
 
Sims: I appreciate the robust public 
comment period, and understand the 
urgency around finalizing the plan. I 
feel like it’s difficult to respond to the 
changes during this meeting. It’s 



difficult to issue support for this plan. 
 
Tierney: we aren’t asking for your sign-
off today. We know the Federal 
government won’t have funding 
available for weeks or months. If you 
can give us an idea of how much time 
you need, you can go back to your 
boards and discuss this document. 
There will, however, be a point where 
we need to say, [“This is as complete as 
it’s going to get.”] 
 
Sims: I would suggest that we take this 
into consideration and discuss it again 
next month. 
 
Carlson: I agree. 
 
Jones: there are 2 phases for EBAP. 
Legislature is in serious discussion for 
the first phase (line extensions, initial 
buildouts). My suggestion is that we 
send a message through a type of 
approval that indicates phase 1 should 
go ahead, but phase 2 needs more 
discussion and input. I think the 
legislature would appreciate the 
knowledge that we clearly support 
those activities. Especially because we 
are going to play a role in the follow-
through when the Dept receives 
proposals to spend money.  
 
Purvis: great points, Ken. I need to 
make a note that I want to return to 
the topic of the Connectivity Initiative.  
 
Snedeker: Do any other board 
members agree with that suggestion? 
 
White: I do 
 
Snedeker: I also do. I think we should 
clearly state our position on phase 1 so 
the legislature can move forward.  
 
Jones: motion for the board to 



approve/endorse/support EBAP phase 
1 activities, and recognizes that phase 2 
will benefit from further discussion and 
input.  
 
Snedeker: Do we have a second?  
 
White: Seconded 
 
Snedeker: Discussion? 
 
Sims: Can we clarify the language? 
 
Carlson: I want to go back to 
Katherine’s point- we have not had the 
opportunity to be thorough. I think we 
need to be clear that we approve of 
phase 1.  
 
Whitaker: (public comment) Dept is 
trying to circumvent 10-year telecom 
plan. The board should not issue 
support for this plan.  
 
Motion: approve the EBAP for 
implementation of phase 1 actions with 
recognition that phase 2 actions will 
need more refinement and the board 
may provide additional comments in 
the future.  
 
Voting:  
David - Y 
Ken – Y 
Robert – Y 
Evan  - N 
Katherine – N 
Michael – N 
Terry  - N 
 
LaValley: need more time to review the 
redline. 
 
Sims: Suggest schedule another 
meeting for early next week. We as a 
board should review legislation and 
respond directly to that. 
 



Snedeker: Board has no 
recommendation on EBAP. 
 
Next meeting: 3:30PM Monday June 29 
 
 

4 Public Comments 
Whitaker: 
red flags- redline version. Department 
overruling comments about reverse 
auction, damaging financial stake of 
current leaseholders of fiber. Run 
contrary to open access statutes. 
Department is ignoring public 
comments.  
 
What is role of EBAP? It’s a cynical 
attempt at capturing the discussion and 
positioning department in a place to 
secure funding without oversight. Be 
skeptical about this EBAP and its 
ambitions. It’s a meaningless document 
meant to distract us from their 
subversive activities. 
 
Board should move a motion to create 
proper oversight of 10-year plan.  
 
Department has known for five years of 
the 100/100 goal and wasted time by 
not creating a plan.  
 
If this board has any meaningful role, it 
should be to steer the department back 
on track. Speed testing will make it 
impossible to serve students. 
 
 

 

5 Adjournment 11:34am Motion: Evan 
Second: Robert 

 
 
***Minutes Subject to Approval*** 
 


