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Steering Committee Meeting Notes 

Friday, May 30th, 2014, 2014 10:00 am – 11:45 am 
  The Community Foundation of Mendocino County 

204 S. Oak Street, Ukiah, CA 95482  (707) 468-9882 

 
New Dial In Number 

Dial In # (760) 569-7225, Participant Access Code: 108 1131# 
 

 Call to Order:  10:00 am  1.

a. Attendees: Jim Moorehead, Brian Churm, Richard Lamken, John Kuhry, Trish Steel  
b. Call-in:  Cathy Emerson, Randy MacDonald, Mike Nicholls 
c. Guests:  Jackie Kinney (Principal Consultant for the Senate Committee on Energy, Utilities 

and Communications) 
d. Additions to the agenda:  none, but we will be flexible with order of items depending on 

what time Jackie if available to call in. 

 Community Service Districts as Broadband Providers 2.

a. Our joint Alliance/Access Sonoma Broadband letter to the FCC in which we asked them to 
look at over-turning state restrictions that limit local control of broadband networks 
caught the attention of Jackie Kinney, who was cc’ed on the letter.  She did not know 
about the provision of SB 1191 (passed in 2008) that if a CSD does build and provide 
broadband service, then they would be obligated to sell or lease the service to any private 
entity that wanted to buy or lease it at fair market value.  This seems to be acting as a 
barrier from CSDs from considering providing broadband as a service, as evidenced 
recently by the Sonoma County Lafco Executive Director Richard Bottarini saying that they 
would not recommend, nor would the county approve, a CSD to move forward with a 
network based on the language in that bill.  Jackie thanked us for bringing this to her 
attention. 

b. The bill seemed to originate from a recommendation from the Governor’s California 
Broadband Task Force (CBTF)  Jackie did some research on the bill, including outreach to 
task force members from that time and industry lobbyists. 

c. She agreed with my assessment of why there was no opposition to this bill in 2008 and 
why everyone supported it – it was a recommendation from the CBTF, and everyone saw 
the good provisions of the bill (CSDs would be able to add broadband as one of the 
services that they provide).  No one seemed to have memory of discussions of this 
sell/lease portion. 

d.  She also talked with industry, and how they might feel if we proceed with trying to 
remove this restriction.  Her sense is that they would not be in favor of eliminating this 
provision and that if a bill was introduced to change it, it would be hard to predict how 
vigorously they would oppose it.  

e. She thought that industry may want other language built into any amendment about their 
right of first refusal (she didn't say anything specific here).   
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f. She also felt that industry would be hard-pressed to defend this provision, as there is no 
precedent other than a subdivision of a bill that is specific to PG&E and enacted as a 
special statute; otherwise there is no other place to point where there is such an 
obligation.  But industry has the financial resources that we don’t. 

g. She suggested that we might meet less opposition if we consider the option of putting this 
forth as a special statute for our area only (not statewide), and this would also bring focus 
to the situation in our area…or that sometimes you introduce bill just to get a 
conversation going, even if you don’t intend for it to go all the way to the Governor’s 
Office. 

h. If we wanted to pursue this, we would need an author of the bill, and she suggested 
Senator Evans or Wolk.  Jackie can’t initiate a bill for us it has to come through a member. 

i. She can be a resource for whoever brings the bill to the committee and work with them.  
She has dealt with telecom issues a lot 

j. John Kuhry asked if this provision was really that bad in the overall outcome of things, 
saying that CSDs are not geared to become network providers. 

k. The feeling was that yes, this is a bad thing in that it is a barrier to providing of services, as 
mentioned and evidenced in the recent ASB meeting (see 2a above).  Jim also did some 
research that matched Jackie’s research that since this bill passed; he found just one, and 
it was a new housing development in the Central Valley (Mountain House CSD)  This is 
difficult to assess because we are trying to “prove a negative”. 

l. Brian also said in a situation in which the network competes with an incumbent service, 
then that an incumbent could come in buy the network with no intent to keep service 
levels and quality at the same standards, so as to benefit their own more profitable 
service.  There is also no provision in the bill to upgrade the asset as technology requires   
increasingly faster speeds for applications and services, or to expand service to all 
residents in the CSD area.  As an example, if a CSD builds a long-term lower profit fiber-to-
the-home network, and the incumbent provider is marketing a competing high profit 
wireless LTE service, then there is a built in conflict-of-interest that would come into play 
to the detriment to the fiber to the home service. 

m. If a CSD needed expertise, they could partner with a established provider of their choice 
to manage the network (Jim). 

n. John also said that there is another conversation about access to funds in this discussion.   
o. Randy, who was a registered lobbyist in Oregon, said that he does not believe it will be 

worthwhile to lobby the California legislature to change the CSD bill.  He said the real 
benefit of a CSD doing this is access to special funding not available to non-profits (such as 
a levy on property owners). 

p. Huge community support would be necessary for a CSD to take this on and that it would 
not likely be practical.  

 Broadband Coalition of Northern California Counties 3.

a. Nothing to report/no recent activity 

 Draft Resolution T-17443 – Notice of Availability New CASF Timelines (issued 5/27/14) 4.
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a. CPUC staff issued their Draft Resolution (DR) T-17443 on 5/27/14 which is the 
Implementation of new timelines for California Advances Services Fund (CASF) Broadband 
Infrastructure grant program applicants. 

b. The DR can be found online at:  
http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?docformat=ALL&DocID=91761697 

c. From the DR: 

i. This Resolution implements new timelines for applicants to the California 
Advanced Services Fund (CASF), including how and when local government 
agencies and non-telephone corporations may apply pursuant to Senate Bill 
(SB) 740. It also describes how existing providers may exercise their right of 
first refusal as provided under SB 740. In addition, this Resolution lists areas in 
California that various CASF-funded regional consortia groups and state 
agencies have identified as priorities for broadband infrastructure deployment. 
Broadband providers are encouraged to target these areas in their applications 
for CASF funding in order for the Commission to approve funding for 
infrastructure projects that will provide broadband access to no less than 98% 
of California households by no later than December 31, 2015. 

ii. On June 26, 2014, the Commission may vote on this resolution, or it may 
postpone a vote until later.  When the Commission votes on a draft resolution, 
it may adopt all or part of it as written, amend, or modify it, or set it aside and 
prepare a different resolution.  Only when the Commission acts does a 
resolution become binding on the parties. The conformed resolution, when 
adopted by the Commission, is available at the same website.   

iii. Pursuant to Public Utilities (PU) Code 311 (g), the draft resolution is available 
for public comments.  Comments should be focused on factual, legal, and/or 
technical errors in the draft resolution.  Comments must be limited to five 
pages in length and shall include a subject index listing the recommendations 
to the draft resolution, a table of authorities, and an appendix setting forth the 
proposed revised findings and ordering paragraphs. 

iv. The date of submission is the date the comments are received by the 
Communications Division.  Parties must serve a copy of their comments to the 
Communications Division staff representative John Baker, 
john.baker@cpuc.ca.gov and on each party set forth on the service list 
attached to the draft resolution on the same date that the comments are 
submitted to the Communications Division. 

v. Comments must be received and served on parties no later than June 11, 2014, 
(which is 15 days from the date of this mailing).  

d. The priority areas referenced above comprise Appendix 4 of the DR; Mendocino County 
has 17 such priority areas listed, although there was a change in the designation of those 
areas from what we submitted (many as “unserved”) to “served” in the DR. 

e. Jim suggested that we forward this notice to the vendors in Mendocino County who may 
not be on the CPUC list serve and may not be aware of the changes. 

f. The proposed North Bay-North Coast Broadband Consortium plans to submit comments. 

http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?docformat=ALL&DocID=91761697
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g. There was continued discussion and questions around this DR, such as: has the mobile 
wireless data that is included in this DR always been a part of the CPUC matrix (yes) and 
how do we refute the fact that there is no cellular service in so many areas of our 
counties?  How many surveys are required and what is needed?   

h. Mike expressed hope that the CalSpeed app for the iPhone will be forthcoming; we have 
already been waiting for almost a year for this so that iPhone as well as Android users can 
submit data to the CPUC on mobile wireless service. 

i. Randy suggested allocating a budget for a contract for someone with an android phone to 
go out to all the areas in the county and to just “get this done.” 

j. Someone wondered if the FCC speedtest application (which works with the iPhone too) 
interfaces with the CPUC database/app, and whether the state can somehow get a copy 
of the data from the FCC. 

k. Cathy said that she would follow up on this question of how to access data that has been 
already uploaded to the FCC.  Brian suggested starting by finding out who owns the app. 

l. Brian asked what is the threshold of public data before they will take an area out of 
“served” into “unserved”?  He feels this is a critical piece of information in any effort, so 
that you can know what level you have to achieve.  Right now, we don’t know that answer 
with regards to the public feedback layer. 

m. Cathy said that she would consult with Jim in Santa Cruz, as he was able to get that 
information.  She thinks this is a legitimate question to pose back to CPUC staff, and will 
follow up with Rob Osborne and find out what the threshold on how many data points are 
required to refute data submitted by the carriers. 

n. Randy said that if we were serious about trying to get the FCC data considered at the state 
level by the CPUC, than we should consider using Congressman Jared Huffman’s “offer of 
assistance” to help on this topic.   

 North Bay North Coast Broadband Consortium 5.

a. The Draft Resolution recommending approval of the new North Bay-North Coast 
Broadband Consortium (T-17445) goes before the CPUC commissioners at their June 12th 
meeting.  As with any DR, the Commissioners could decide to vote, postpone a vote, 
adopt all or part of it as written, amend, or modify it, or set it aside and prepare a 
different resolution.   (see C ii above) 

b. The proposed consortium provided comments back to the CPUC on this draft resolution. 

 Access Sonoma Broadband (ASB) 6.

a. ASB held their last meeting on Wednesday, May 21st in Santa Rosa. 
b. Cathy Emerson provided an update on various broadband issues. 
c. Jim Robinson made a presentation on behalf of the “Connect Joy Road and Area” folks, 

and provided a summary of their activities for the last 18 months. A link to Jim’s 
PowerPoint presentation and the information he presented can be found at 
http://www.jimndar.net/broadband/CJRAA-14-05-19-b.pdf  

d. Rich Bottarini, the Executive Officer of the Sonoma County Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO) was invited to attended this meeting for his advice about some of 

http://www.jimndar.net/broadband/CJRAA-14-05-19-b.pdf
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the local solutions to the broadband problem that are under consideration,  and some of 
the topics being discussed, such as public funding, and creating zones of benefit.   

e.  Rich gave a brief history and function of LAFCOs, which exist in each of the 58 counties of 
California.  The LAFCO was created by State law in 1963 to regulate the boundaries of 
cities and special districts; each LAFCO is an independent public agency and meets in 
monthly open public meetings. 

f. Their next meeting will be held on Wednesday, July 16th in Santa Rosa 

 Other updates 7.

a. Richard Lamken from the Mendocino County Office of Education provided a brief update 
on some of the improvements in the broadband connectivity in our schools. 

 Meeting adjourned at 11:45 8.
Next meeting:  July 11th 

 
 


