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Preface

The Satellite Interconnection Project was created for the purpose of investigating
the inizrest and need for improved interconnection -~ faster and of greater capacity
than the capability of present systems -~ especially among state-supported users of
video and audio transmissions. The intent was to explore the cost-benefit and the
potential improvement in the quality and range of services supported by the state.
The project team anticipated that through the use of advanced telecommunications,
the state would realize significant savings, improved productivity, and more
meaningful levels of service for Alaskans in K-12 education, University of Alaska
courses, state agency training, public broadcasting, and other applications.

The Video Broadcasting Task Group, a working committee of the Governor's
Telecommunications Information Council, oversaw the project, which was
conducted by Douglas Samimi-Moore, Executive Director of the Alaska Public
Broadcasting Commission, and Lois Stiegemeier, Instructional Television Specialist
with the Department of Education. The project was funded by a grant of $100,000
from the Legislature to the Alaska Public Broadcasting Commission. Work tock
place over the summer and autumn months of 1993.

This collection of reports summarizes the research, the studies, the consulting, the
multitude of site visits and facs-to-face meetings, and the recommendations to and
the endorsement of the Telecommunications Information Council for further
planning and implementation.

b-
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Introduction

Alaska stands at a crossroads of opportunity, Other states across the country have
realized the cost benefit and the human value of investing heavily in their
information infrastructure.  They have seen that the development of that
infrastructure is as vital as universal telephone service, public education, or the inter-
state highway system. As in the absence of those systems, without a long-term
investment in information infrastructure, social and economic development is
unlikely, if not impossibie.

From North Dakota tc Texas, from Florida to Hawaii, state governments and
private industry have developed coordinated plans for distance delivery through
video, audio, and data services. And, while such states have consistently realized
the educational, social, and economic benefits of the comprehensive and systematic
use of such technology, Alaska has yet to seize the vision of its people connected
through advanced communications. It is in reach. Imagine:

e A Department of Community and Regional Affairs director trains municipal
workers over a video distance-delivery system, thereby saving travel dollars and
enharncing productivity through a more efficient use of time;,

« A corporate marketing director researches and monitors key Alaskan and Pacific
Rim economic indicators through access to "electronic bulletin boards" of state,
national and international data bases and their associated networks of
information,;

e All Alaskans have equal access through RATNET (Rural Alaska Television
Network) and public radio and television to information and entertainment
programming, thus promoting informed citizenship, cultural understanding, and
unity in diversity;

« High school students in Togiak, Klukwan, Hoonah, McGrath, Ft. Yukon, Tok,
St. Paul, and Shageluk take an advanced math class from a master teacher in
Barrow or a Japanese class from an instructor in the Mat-Su, bringing the video
courses to districts otherwise unable to provide them,

o Community health aides receive regular training by video, updating their
diagnostic skills and patient care, and report patients' vital signs and diagnostics
over high-speed data transmissions to doctors who can "see" the patient from a
distance rather than in person, thereby reducing costs of travel and per diem
while providing more expert care;,

Q\
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e Alaskans in dozens of locations pursue work on their University of Alaska
degrees through video distance delivery while maintaining their home life in their
own towns and villages, thereby increasing the opportunities and reducing the
costs -- human and financial -- of completing a degree;

o Citizens in scores of locations statewide participate in an important legislative
hearing by viewing it on video and testifying over the phone.

These are but a few of the examples of the benefits to be achizved with the building
of the Alaska distance delivery highway.

The Sateliite Interconnection Project would consolidate state-supported distance
delivery and put in place the first phase of such an integrated system by the summer

of 1995, bringing together private, public, state, and federal planning and investment
to ensure that the interconnection works for all Alaska.
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Executive Summary: The Satellite Interconnection Project to Date
January 1994

Douglas Samimi-Moore, Project Team Leader, is the Executive Director for the
Alaska Public Broadcasting Commission. Lois Stiegemeier, Project Team
Member, is the Instructional Television Specialist for the Department of
Education.

The Satellite Interconnection Project planning grew out of the work of the
Telecommunications Information Council's Video Broadcasting Task Group's
efforts to bring integration and coordination to state-supported video services,
among them RATNET, the University of Alaska, K-12 education, and public
broadcasting.

In March 1993, the group sponsored a statewide telecommunications forum to begin
the discussion on the policy, technical, and use issues of a system of satellite
interconnection. More than 75 peooie -- private, public, broadcasters, educators,
university officials, state agency representatives -- contributed to the two-days
proceedings. Thc primary proposal was that the state conduct an initial
investigation -- or pre-planning -- of the potential for such a system to bring
economies to the users through the use of distance deiivery. A second forum took
place in October 1993, to follow on the work of the project team.

Following the success of the forum in March 1993, $100,000 was appropriated by
the Legislature to the Alaska Public Broadcasting Commission (APBC) for a
planning effort to be coordinated with the Telecommunications Information Coungil
(TIC). Initial planning focused on the digital compression of the RATNET signal,
allowing additional multiple video and audio channels for a variety of other state-
supported uses. Douglas Samimi-Moore, APBC Executive Director, and Lois
Stiegemeier, Instructional Television Specialist with the Depariment of Education,
comprised the project team which was to follow on the course of work determined
at the March forum.

After the three-month project, it was clear that:

o The planning process needed to continue in order that interest (which was
determined to be very high) might be translated into budgetary and
programmatic commitment.

e A Delphi Study, conducted as a part of the planning project, identified
contradictions from the public sector -- the desire to supply services when the
project needs to be demand-driven.

« A determination needs to be made on what resources each potential user,
provider, and producer can bring to the process.

-7- u,'
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e A certain state responsibility exists to provide the infrastructure, but the state is
committed to using the facilities of private entities.

¢ Users of the network will have to pay their own way. Thus pricing of time is an
issue that needs definition.

o The state should be methodical in its planning so that the project is done right
the first time, rather than trying to build something right away.

« This being a difficult budgetary and legislative year; the state will have to answer
whether this is the "highest and best use" of public funds at this time.

Scope of the work

o The team conducted an investigation of ongoing projects in Barrow; Bethel; the
main campuses of the University of Alaska in Fairbanks, Anchorage, and Juneau,
the Mat-Su school district; public broadcasting;, and RATNET.

¢ The team met with private telecommunications firms and researched other states'
telecommunications planning and implementation.

e The team interviewed dozens of people in state agencies, school districts, heaith
corporations, community colleges, and social service agencies about their
distance delivery needs.

o The team supervised a study of expectations across the state among potential
users and beneficiaries of improved interconnection, working with the UAA
School of Business on a Delphi Study.

e The team coordinated a second forum in October 1993, that brought together
many of the state's key figures in telecommunications infrastructure development
to explore further the elements that need attention in the ongoing planning work.

e The team conducted a comprehensive survey of other states' experience in
telecommunications planning, implementation, management, and policy
development.

Key assumptions

e The less that belongs to the state, the better.

o Implementation is to be incremental and phased over several years.

e The local utilities are key to the first- and last-mile delivery.

« Sufficient new incentives -- regulatory, financial -- can be developed for private
first- and last-mile development and interconnection.

TIC Endorsement

The Telecommunications Information Council Executive Committee endorsed in the
autumn of 1993 the project teain's recommendation to take the planning to the next
stage. The team identified that as being the organizing of the system's operation and
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governance, obtaining budgetary commitment from those agencies and groups
which had expressed serious interest in participation, analyzing cost-benefit and
designing the technical infrastructure. In the recommendation, this would be
accomplished through a "blue ribbon" panel of represcatatives from private
telecommunications firms, other private industry, education, the University of
Alaska, state agencies, other key users and providers, and the general public. The
TIC endorsed the Department of Administration's request for $250,000 for FY 19%5
in support of the planning.!

Findings and the Future

Beyond those initial steps, the Satellite Interconnection Project (SIP) recommended
a coordinated system of comprehensive distance delivery of state-supported services
to the people of Alaska. The SIP would integrate and broaden the delivery of
ongoing, state-funded video and audio services from the University of Alaska, public
radio and television, the Rural Alaska Television Network (RATNET), and the
Department of Education.

Moreover, the SIP proposes that additional cost-beneficial use of distance delivery
by state agencies with ongoing training and administration. requiring travel could be
possible by video over satellite. Further, the proposal links distance delivery already
extant through much of Alaska. The SIP also recommends pro-active cooperation
with telephone utilities and other private telecommunications entities to develop
high-speed data traffic statewide and, in a later phase, two-way video.

Findings

o Governance of the Project should be by a public/private consortium organizatiun
with some board members appointed by state governmenc and others appointed
or elected by users.

o Development of a system of satellite interconnection is a high priority
throughout the state.

« A profound need is evident for the integration of the many efforts already
underway or being planned.

o A compelling need is evident for video and high-speed data delivery, both in
rural and urban areas. A

o Major benefits of such a system include improved education programs and
opportunities, access without travel, state services closer to the people,

! The TIC endorsement is attached as Appendix Ore.

R
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"electronic reduction” in the vast size of Alaska, better health services and
training,

Alaska's economic development would be enhanced through the SIP.

The Future

Implementation of the SIP can proceed; the technology is available 1.ow.

New federal funding initiatives make the likelihood of such support very high.
The regulatory climate adapts to new technologies, encouraging rate variations
for public service use and increased cooperation across industries and between
the state and private telecommunications firms.

The role of government is to ensure that Alaskans have ready, equitable access

to the technologies increasingly essential to life in the closing years of the 20th
century.

-10 -
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Telecemmunications Forum IT
October 1993, Anchorage

Introduction

Some 65 representatives from state agencies, private telecommunications firms,
telephone companies, educational institutions, and commercial and non-commercial
broadcasting gathered for the Forum, October 25-26, 1994, at the West Coast
International Inn, Anchorage.? The group heard presentations on the first day from
the Commissioner of the Department of Admunistration, Nancy Bear Usera, the
planning project director, Douglas Samimi-Moore; Richard Hezel, a national
telecommunications planner and consultant, a panel of current distance education
groups; a panel of local and long-distance telephone companies; and an engineer
expert in digital technologies.

The second day's discussions centered on the national environment being conducive
to infrastructure development. There was discussion of the funding opportunities
nationally. Also, there was an exploration of the planning process underway and the
steps yet to be taken.

Assessing the State Environment for Infrastructure Development -
Nancy Bear Usera, Commissioner, Department of Administration

Commissioner Nancy Bear Usera noted that the planning effort is the outgrowth of
the March Telecommunications Forum in Juneau3 Following on the work of the
TForum, the Legislature appropriated $100,000 to a planning effort under her
department which initially focused on the digital compression of the RATNET signal
allowing multiple channels for a variety of additional educational, training, and
public broadcasting uses. Based on her observations of the project to date,
Commissioner Usera outlined a number of conclusions:

e The outcomes for the telecommunications network, while broadly
identified through the planning process to date, need further clarity and
commitment.

o The planning process needs to continue.

2 A list of participants begins on page 22 of this report.
3 A report on the March Telecommunicaiions Forum, "Visions of Alaska's Future," is attached as
Appendix Six.

nd 4
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o The Delphi study pointed out some contradictions from the public sector,
including the desire to supply services when the proposed system's
development needs to be demand driven.

o The planning process must determine what resources each player is able
and willing to bring to the table.

o There is a certain state responsibility to provide the infrastructure, but the
state is committed to using the facilities of private entities.

o Users of the network will have to pay their own way. Thus, pricing of
time is an issue in need of further exploration.

o The schedule for the development of the satellite interconnection system
is subject to budgetary processes at both the state and federal levels.

o The state's planning needs to be methodical so that the project is done
right the first time.

o As FY 1995 promises to be a difficult budgetary and legislative year, the
state will have to determine whether this is the "highest and best use" of
public funds at this time.

The Planning Process to Date -- Douglas Samimi-Moore, Project Director

Douglas Samimi-Moore presented an overview of the planning process, noting that
the more the planners talked to people, the more there was to talk about. The needs
quickly escalated to include two-way video and data transmission needs, making it
clear that there should be a more detailed planning effort so that the elements that
have been discussed across the state (data transmission, emergency transmissions,
geophysical institute needs, medical diagnostic, in addition to those more central to
the project) are included in the plan.

The project grew out of the Governor's Telecommunications Information Council
Video Broadcasting Task Group. The Task Group sponsored the first
Telecommunications Forum which called for a planning effort. The Alaska State
Legislature allocated $100,000 for the planning process.

Overview
The planning process included:
e A Delphi Study, involving 200 selected participants, 115 of whom
responded, from private telecommunications' companies, private industry,
state agencies, the university system, public broadcasting, the Legislature,

school districts, commercial broadcasting, health corporations, RATNET,
and others.

-12-
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Site visits to educational and other groups currently engaged in distance
education activities. The visits were intended to elicit information about the
technologies used in those projects, the services provided, and the further
needs for interconnection of those groups. Site visits were made to Barrow's
videoconference and Wide Area Network system; Bethel's Distance Delivery
Consortium; the Bethel district National Guard; the Yukon-Kuskokwim
Health Corporation; Mat-Su School District's fiber-optic, fully interactive
video system; LiveNet at the University of Alaska in Fairbanks, all three
main campuses of the University, the Geophysical Institute, Anchorage
School District; University and state libraries; and others.

Meetings with a variety of private companies, state agencies, University
faculty and others. The purpose of the meetings was to explain the project
and the vision that was emerging for the information network. Participants
were asked to describe their possible uses of the network and to help us
further define the needs that such a network could help meet. Meetings
were held with representatives of telephone companies; Alascom,
commercial television; public broadcasters, deans and directors of all three
campuses of the University, including the President's Task Force on
Alternative Methods of Instruction; state agency representatives, including
commissioners or deputy commissioners from the Departments of
Commerce, Education, Health and Social Services, Community and Regional
Affairs, Administration, plus surveys of many directors within those
agencies;, Association of Village Council Presidents' representatives; the
Southeast Regional Resource Center; school superintendents; Star Schools,
and others.

A comprehensive survey of other states' experience in telecommunications
planning, impiementation, management and policy development, with an eye
toward system governance;, analyzing states with fairly decentralized
management structures and histories of private and public partnership, such
as Montana, Wyoming, New Mexico, North Dakota, South Dakota,
Nebraska and Kansas, further regard for systems developed in Arizona,
Colorado, Idaho, Texas, Vermont and Washington. Information was
compiled on the other states' telecommunications planning efforts with the
assistance of Hezel Associates of Syracuse, New York. Particular attention
was paid to states with similarities to Alaska in that they are relatively large
and/or sparsely populated. Also examined were those states that take a
decentralized approach to planning and implementation or have an
interesting or innovative telecommunications effort.4 In addition, information

4 See Appendix Three, "Satellite Interconnection Planning Project,” other states' comparisons.

A
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on national initiatives for information infrastructure was gathered and
analyzed for its impact on the funding of a statewide information network .5

The information elicited from the planning process included:
needs and potential users;

expected benefits;

barriers to implementation,

recommendations for next steps.

Needs and Potential Users

All information gathered showed that the following uses were those for which a
state-of-the-art system of interconnection would have the greatest impact:

o distance education for university and K-12;

e public health;

e emergency services;

e public radio and television,

o public safety;

o access through videoconferencing to the Legislature;

o general economic development uses,

¢ access to library resources;

« videoconferencing/access to state agencies;

o state government information and data;,

o RATNET.

Expected Benefits

It is expected that the following benefits would accrue to Alaska if such a network
were to be put in place:

e improved educational opportunities and programs;

e access to services without travel,

e state services closer to the people;

« vast distances in the state electronically bridged,

» better health services;

e Cost savings;

o broader access to public television, radio, and RATNET.

Barriers to Implementation

The planners noted that the benefits are not without barriers to implementation.
These perceived barriers will have to be overcome in further stages in order that the

5 See Appendix Four, "The National Information Infrastructure: Agenda for Action.”

I
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implementation of the network not become politicized. The most often perceived
barriers are:

e costs;

e "turf” issues;

 lack of cooperation between private and public entities;

o lack of communication between interested parties.

Recommendations for Next Steps

Taking into account all the information received, the planning team recommended
that several areas be considered in further planning and implementation. Those
areas are:

design and planning;

¢ technical standards;

e organizational structure and governance;,

e evaluation.

In further planning, the team recommended that a planning group be appointed by
the Telecommunications Information Council to design a system of interconnection
and to analyze the financial, regulatory, and technological obstacles to
implementation of the plan. In addition, the planning team recomnmended that the
TIC establish prospective evaluation criteria, utilizing a pilot study and an analysis of
the system's component development and delivery.

The planning team recommended the development of compatible standards for a
statewide system. The standards should take into account the desire to use existing
infrastructure, as much as practicable.

The team recommended that in the next stage of planning an examination of the
organization and governance of such a network include the idea presented by the
Delphi Study participants that a public-private consortium corporation be created to
govern the network. The board of the corporation should be representative of
private and public sectors and consumers of the network. Further planning should
include the level of staffing needed for administration and technical operation; some
of those staff should be provided through the consolidation of current state services.

Finally, the planning team recommended that further planning include a plan for
evaluation of the network. In addition, noting the rapid pace of technological
change, the team recommended that implementation include a three-year study of
the initial system for further planning and development, and that the system be
continually assessed for inclusion of new technologies in the system.




Satellite Interconnection and Distance Delivery in Alasks: Toward the 21st Century

Delphi Study -- George Geistauts, Ph.D., School of Business, University of
Alaska-Anchorage

The Delphi Study was summarized at the Forum by Dr. George Geistauts, UAA
Business School. The discussion generated by the Delphi Study summary assessed
the range of the Study's participants and the inadequate representation from the
business and Native communities. Their representation must be fully considered in
further planning efforts.$

Other States' Efforts -- Richard Hezel, Hezel Associates

Richard Hezel of Hezel Associates, Syracuse, New York, presented a brief overview
of the information amassed for the planning team regarding other state's
telecommunications planning efforts. He included brief summaries of activities in
some rural states, in states with centralized and decentralized planning efforts, and a
profile of national agencies or groups with responsibility for telecommunications
planning.”

Ongcing Interconnection: Current Status -- Panel Presentation

A panel of current distance education groups in the state presented their projects
and spoke briefly about the need for interconnection.

The Distance Delivery Consortium, Bethel and the Y-K Delta

Bob Medinger, Lower Kuskokwim School District, and Carl Williams, Yukon-
Kuskokwim Health Corporation, spoke of the Distance Delivery Consortium's
efforts to serve its members with C-Band interactive satellite training, courses for K-
12, the University, and the National Guard; intcragency email and bulletin board
service; and other pilot projects using new technology. They reiterated the need for
the state to take leadership in telecommunications planning and in the
implementation of a high-speed, digital infrastructure for voice, video, and data.
Moreover, they expressed eagerness to share resources in order to lower costs,
holding up the DDC as a model of what could be done statewide.

6 Please sce Appendix Three for a complete report on the Study's findings.
7 Please see Appendix Three, Hezel Associates' "Satellite Interconnection Planning Project.”

-16 -
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Alaska's Public Television Stations

Alaska's public television stations, represented by Dean Hoke, KAKM, Anchorage,
and Bill Legere, KTOO, Juneau, reported on the University of Alaska-Anchorage
courses carried by public television stations, GED programming, "Ready-to-Learn"
programming, cooperative efforts with the DDC, the University of Alaska system,
and local school districts in the delivery of services. They expressed the need for
improved interconnection, not only among public broadcasters but across agencies
and organizations, in order to achieve broader services and an improvement in cost
efficiencies.

Matanuska-Susitna School District's Two-Way Video System

Ron Pritchard of the Matanuska-Susitna School District described the fully
interactive, two-way video system that links the district's schools via fiber optic.
The Matanuska Telephone Association, in cooperation with the district, received a
waiver on its tariff that makes the district's use of fiber cost-effective. The system
permits faculty at one location to teach courses at other locations in the district,
reducing staff costs and broadening the offerings available to students.

University of Alaska President's Task Force on Alternative Instruction
Methods

Roberta Stell, Dean of Graduate Studies at the University of Alaska-Southeast,
described the efforts of officials at the three main campuses, under the President's
leadership, to coordinate and improve their cooperation in the delivery of audio-
conference courses and telecourses. Dr. Stell spoke of the President's commitment
to make wider use of telecourses between campuses and as an outreach to its rural
campuses.

Star Schools

Lois Stiegemeier, coordinator of Star School programs for the Alaska Department
of Education, described the infrastructure in place to deliver K-12 and teacher in-
service courses to some 150 schools across the state. The project hardware (receive
dishes and the associated electronics) is joint'v financed by local and federal
matching funds. Courses are paid for on a per-student fee basis. The system's
courses, originating in Spokane, Washington, make it possible for students in rural
Alaska to enroll in courses not available on-site, such as advanced placement,
college-preparatory, and foreign language classes. Moreover, teachers are kept
abreast of educational and pedagogical initiatives, mandates, and opportunities
through the system's in-service component.
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Building on the Present Infrastructure -- Panel Presentation

A panel of representatives from local and long distance telephone companies
discussed the idea of the statewide telecommunications network. The panel was
moderated by Lloyd Morris, owner and President of Alaska Telecom and Chairman
of the Alaska Public Broadcasting Commission. Panelists included: Blaine Brown
of Anchorage Telephone Utility, Jim Collard of PTI, Larry Hathaway of United
Utilities, Randy Nelson of GTE, Randy Owenby of Alascom, Graham Rolstad of the
Matanuska Telephone Association.

Among the main ideas presented were:

o We are no longer talking about one network utilizing a single technology,
but rather a network of networks with interfacing technologies.

o The technologies are not static; they are ever-changing.

o Rather than reinvent the wheel, we can draw upon the expertise and
technologies that we currently have in the state.

o There are pricing and regulatory problems that must be faced to allow the
telephone companies to assist in these efforts.

« We need to look at incentive regulations from the APUC.

A short presentation was made by Radiation Systems, Inc., on the different
technologies that allow for the digitizing of video and satellite signals.

Next Steps and Later Phases — Moderated by Richard Hezel, Ph.D., Hezel
Associates

The second day consisted of a discussion on the current environment that makes the
timing right for further telecommunications planning, and a discussion on what the
next steps should be.

Federal Funding Initiatives

Richard Hezel presented an overview and then led a discussion of the funding
picture on the federal level.

1. National Telecommunications and Information Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce

e The Public Telecommunications Facilities Program has funds available for

these projects including funds for planning at the state level. The PTFP is

i
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being redirected from a strictly public broadcasting mission to distance
delivery. There will possibly be $40 million available in the next round with
the likelihood of annually increasing appropriations, given the new
administration's position on the emerging information infrastructure. The
grants are typically a 50:50 match of state and local funds.

« NII (National Information Infrastructure) is a new fund yet be finalized in
Congress.® Congress will probably allocate $25 million for assisting in the
implementation of infrastructure using the public switched networks. The
program is designed to build the infrastructure, to make connections, to link

. public and private interests in the planning and development of the
infrastructure.® The funding is a 50:50 match of state and local funds.

2. U.S. Department of Education

o The DOE is creating a new Office of Educational Technology to provide
leadership to state departments of education.

« Star Schools is being funded with additional funds, some $19 million to $20
million for interstate distance education. Grants are awarded with a two- to
five-year commitment. Perhaps there will be some new funding for
statewide planning for educational technology.

3. USDA Rural Electrification Grants
s The REA has made $10 million in grant funds available for telemedicine,
health, and educational purposes.

4. National Institute of Health (NIH)
« There is a great interest in technology but no specific funding at this time.

5. Centers for Disease Control (CDC)
« The CDC has some funding for a health training network.

6. National Science Foundation (NSF)
e The NSF has a Statewide Systemic Initiative fund for math and science
education reform.
« Other technology funds may be available.

8 The funding program was established in 1994 to provide FY 1995 grants. It was named the
Telecommunications Information Infrastructure Application Program, or TIIAP.

9 With the establishment in 1994 of the Telecommunications Information Infrastructure
Application Program, the PTFP had been redirected again to serve a narrower purpose than TIIAP.
PTFP was to serve the needs more specifically of public broadcasting facilities development with a
grants pool of $26 million for FY 1996 disbursement. TIIAP is to serve a wider mission in funding
the states' multi-agency development of information infrastructure that links states to the National
Information Infrastructure. Its grants pool for FY 1996 is $64 million. The FY 1995 cycle saw the
TILAP receive 1300 applications for some $24 million in its first year of operation.

'’
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7. Department of Justice
o Funding is available for law enforcement training.

8. Department of Defense
o So-called defense conversion money is being made available to convert
defense to civilian use, especially at the community level. Six billion dollars
will be available in the dual-use technology fund. Applicants must
demonstrate that theirs is a cooperative effort with a number of agencies; a
consortium of affected businesses and communities.

There was a great deal of discussion on how all these pieces can come together.
How will the state data network be integrated into the project? What is the vision
for this project as opposed to the other projects of the TIC? While some of the
participants argued that the state should start moving on the implementation, others
stated that we are not quite ready at this time, that further planning needs to take
place, and that we need to clarify our vision of what we are planning.

General Planning Process
Dr. Hezel outlined the steps typically taken in a planning process:

Information
Collaboration
Needs Assessment
Technical feasibility
Funding
Government/management
Policy
Programs/software
9. Training

10. User support

11. Marketing

12. Evaluation

NN R -

He closed his comments by noting that this effort seems to have incorporated some
of the first four or five areas, but that in his assessment, we need a comprehensive
needs analysis, increased collaboration with those affected by such planning, and a
solid technical feasibility study.

o
-
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¥orum Close

The Forum closed with an invitation to all participants to continue their involvement
in telecommunications planning and to keep in touch with the project team. The
team committed to drafting a recommendation for further work to be passed on to
the TIC at its earliest meeting.
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University of Alaska
910 Yukon Drive
Fairbanks, AK 99775
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General Manager
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Sitka, AK 99835
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Director, School Finance
Department of Education
801 West 10th Street, Ste 200
Juneau, AK 99801-1894

Diane Heard

General Manager
KSKA-FM

4101 University Drive
Anchorage, AK 99508

John Borge

ASK

1602 Hillcrest Avenue
Anchorage, AK

Jim Collard, Area Supervisor
PTI Communications

5545 Glacier Highway
Juneau, AK 99801

Robert Eldridge
General Manager
KIAM-AM

P.O. Box 474
Nenana, AK 99760

Dan Etulain
North Star TV
520 Lake Street
Sitka, AK 99835

Louise Fowler

Director, Distance Education
University of Alaska

3211 Providence Drive
Anchorage, AK 99508

Jim Harpring
Communications Officer
DMVA/DES

P.O. Box 5750

Ft. Richar ‘son, AK 99501

Augie Hiebert

Board Chairman
Northern Television, Inc.
1007 West 32nd
Anchorage, AK 99503
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University of Alaska Fairbanks
910 Yukon Drive

Fairbanks, AK 99775

Jerry V. Curlee

Anchorage Telephone Utility
600 Telephone Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99503-6091
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Alaska State Libraries

344 West Third Avenue, Ste. 125
Anchorage, AK 99501

Ruth Farrens

General Manager
KSDP-AM

P.O.Box 328

Sand Point, AK 99661

David Geesin

KIMO-TV

Aluska Broadcasting Network
2 :00 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 99507

Larry Hathaway
United Utilitics
P.O. Box 92730
Anchorage, AK 99509

Linda Hoff
Department of Labor
3301 Eagle, Suite 372
Anchorage, AK 99510
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Kodiak, AK 99615 Juneau, AK 99801
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Deputy Commissioner KOTZ-AM Anchorage, AK
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Valdez, AK 99686 Juneau, AK 99801 Bethel, AK 99559-0305
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KAKM-TV Station Manager Alaska Telecom, Inc.
3877 University Drive KUHB-FM P.O. Box 110541

Anchorage, AK 99508
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Department of Administration
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5900 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 99507-1266

Frederick Pearce, Ph.D.
University of Alaska
Bldg. K 104H
Anchorage, AK 99508

¢/o Pribilof School District
St. Paul, AK 99660

Randy Owenby
Alascom

210 East Bluff Road
Anchorage, AK 99501

Will Peterson
General Manager
KBBI-AM

3913 Kachemak Way
Homer, AK 99603

Anchorage, AK 99511

Walt Parker

Parker Associates

3724 Campbell Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99504

Ron Pritchard

Director

M.L.S., Mat-Su School District
350 East Dahlia Avenue
Pzlmer, AK 99645
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State of Alaska
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Anchorage
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General Manager
KCHU-AM
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Bob Stanberry
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Commission

2500 Douglas Drive
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Telecommunications Informaiion Council Policy

Satellite Interconnection Project
Endorsed, Fall 1993

Background

It is increasingly apparent that the state would benefit from a
comprehensive, integrated enhancement of the state's telecommunications
infrastructure in order to provide for and coordinate the delivery of video,
audio and high speed data services in support of emergency needs, health,
social and economic development, education, state agency training and
administration, university enrollment and degree completion, broadcasting,
access to data bases, libraries, and national and international services and
markets.

Standards

The project wili ensure the development of compatible, interoperable
distance delivery systems statewide under the umbrella of the SIP. The
project will define in detail -- with due regard to program providers and
users -- the technical and engineering specifications of the system's
construction, involving key decisions on the choice of delivery systems and
kind of satellite transponder. The project will define the appropriate level
and share of state and private support for further development of the
information infrastructure in the state. Regulatory and financial obstacles
will be identified and overcome to ensure private sector partnership in the
system's development.

Costs

The staff support, engineering and technical planning and support of the
planning group's activities, in addition to the ongoing work of the SIP,
$250,000.

Other Benefits

Further planning will identify a range of needs statewide and the
interconnection necessary to integrate use extant of telecommunications for

cont'd.../




Telecommunications Information Councii Policy
Satellite Interconnection Project
Page 2

distance delivery. Moreover, the project will build on the increased amount
of interest in the potential of such services to bring cost benefit to the users
and providers. Further planning and development will capture the
maximum advantage that such a system promises to bring to the state.

Proposed Policy

1. The TIC will appoint by December 1993, from both the private and
public sectors, a pla:ning group of technical and planning specialists to
devise further the system of interconnection, addressing especially the
above remaining issues, and further, analyzing the financial, regulatcry,
and technological obstacles to full implementation.

2. Further, the TIC will establish prospective evaluation criteria, including
a pilot study to analyze system component development and delivery.

Douglas Samimi-Moore
Project Director
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ABOUT THIS DELPHI STUDY

This is the final report of a Delphi study exploring options and policies for development of a statewide
telecommunications network for Alaska. It is part of a planning process that will culminate in a capital
budget request to the legislature. The Delphi study was conducted for the Governor’s Telecommunications
Information Council by the University of Alaska Anchorage School of Business.

Delphi is a method of forecasting and policy evaluation, first developed by the RAND Corp., which uses
a panel of individuals who are knowledgeable about the facts and issues in the forecast/policy target area.
The panel does not meet face-to-face; communication between panelists takes place through a series of
questionnaires. Each subsequent questionnaire is based on ideas and results drawn from the previous
questionnaire. This feedback of results in effect makes Delphi not just a simple survey, but rather a
structured communication process. A Delphi study coordinator/consultant develops the questionnaires and

analyzes the results; Prof. George Geistauts of the UAA School of Business was the principal consultant
on this project.

An important feature of Delphi is that all answers are treated anonymously, and at no time are panelists
identified with any answers or opinions they give. This means ideas and predictions are examined on their
own merits, and not on their authorship.

Two Delphi questionnaires were sent to approximately 200 individuals who had indicated a desire to be
part of the telecommunications network planning process. The first questionnaire was based on results
of a Statewide Telecommunications Forum, "Visions for Alaska’s Future," held in Juneau during March

1993. A briefing paper on technology was sent with the first questionnaire. The second questionnaire
was based on results of the first questionnaire. :

The project duration was from August 2nd to September 17, 1993. Because of a timetable driven by
budget submission deadlines, panelists were asked to return questionnaires within three working days;
the overall panel response rate was approximately 50%. A total of 119 panelists responded to one or both
of the questionnaires; 107 usable responses were received for Round 1, and 94 for Round 2. Section G
and the Appendix provide information about panel membership, affiliation, and expertise.

In interpreting the resuits summarized in this report, the reader should keep several points in mind. First,
although data is presented in terms of statistical measures (means, medians, quartiles, percentages) it
would be incorrect to interpret these as estimates of the views of some larger population. The panel is
not an unbiased random sample, but rather a deliberately chosen group of those potentially affected by
the network. Second, for a number of question areas several alternative measures could be applied to
interpreting the results. Thus, for example, rankings of preferences could change somewhat if the median
rather than the mean were used as the critical statistic. However, while this might shift the order or
ranking of items differing very little in the measures being used, major changes in rank or comparative
importance are not likely. Third, consensus points are reported here, and individual positions or
preferences held by only a very small number of panelists are generally not included in this report. To
do otherwise would largely obscure the more important areas of consensus and difference.

Perhaps a good guideline for the reader is to approach the report as the summary of major points made
by the panelists through a very special structured "conversation" process!




A. DESIRABILITY AND BENEFITS OF NETWORK

Ai. The Delphi starting point was the March 1993 Statewide Telecommunications Forum,
which set broad goals and a timetable for getting the network to the operating point.

In March 1993 the Governor’s Telecommunications Information Council invited some 73
representatives of state agencies, local school districts, the University of Alaska, radio and TV
stations, telephone companies, and other organizations to a two-day conference in Juneau to
discuss how Alaska telecommunications could serve Alaskans more efficiently and how services
could be enhanced. '

This statewide telecommunications forum, "Visions of Alaska’s Future," concluded that

® The state should, as soon as possible, initiate a planning effort for development of a
coordinated, statewide telecommunications network. This network should have the capacity for
interactive, real-time communication of video, audio, and data transmissions.

® A statewide network should be operating within 3 years.

® The new network must be a "private/public" operation that brings the strengths of both
sectors to the partnership.

The conference report from this forum served as the starting point for development of the first
Delphi questionnaire.

A2. More than 80% of responding Delphi panelists stated that creating such a network
should be a very high or high priority from an Alaska statewide perspective.

When asked in Round | what priority, from an Alaska statewide perspective, should be given
to development of a coordinated statewide telecommunications network, 55% of responding
panelists gave it very high priority, 29% gave it high priority, 11% gave it moderate priority,
and 5% gave it low priority.

A3. From the perspective of their individual organizational affiliations, 73% of respondents
felt access to such a network would be highly valuable, 24% felt it would be moderately
valuable, and 3% felt it would be of little value.




A4. The top five major benefits predicted by the panel are improved education
opportunities/courscs/programs, access without travel, state services/government closer to
the people, an electronic reduction in the vast size of Alaska, better health services/health
personnel training. Other benefits are also likely to be significant.
Major network benefits from an Alaska statewide perspective were suggested by panelists in
Round 1. In Round 2 panelists ranked the importance of the most commonly suggested benefits.
These benefits are listed below in descending order of significance. Panelists could aiso indicate
which benefits--if any--are unlikely to materialize; the % of respondents stating that a benefit
is unlikely is shown in { ] brackets.

1. Improved education opportunities/courses/programs [0% said unlikely]

2. Access without travel [1% said unlikely]

3. State services/government closer to people [2% said unlikely]

4. Vast size of Alaska electronically reduced [2% said unlikely]

5. Better health services/health personnel training [1% said unlikely]

6. Cost savings [9% said unlikely]

7. Broader/better access to public TV, radio, RATNET [4% said uniikely]}

8. Increased rural/urban equality [16% said unlikely]

9. Better Alaska ties to rest of the world [8% said unlikely]

10. Improved "bush" quality of life [11% said unlikely]

11. Increased economic opportunities/jobs [11% said unlikely]

AS. In terms of the impact of such a network on overall Alaska economic development,
45% of responding panelists predicted a major positive impact, 37% predicted a moderate
positive impact, 18% predicted very little positive impact, and one panelist predicted a
negative impact.

A6. In terms of the impact of such a network on increasing rural Alaska economic
development, 44% of responding panelists predicted a major positive impact, 44% predicted
a moderate positive impact, 11% predicted very little positive impact, and 1% predicted
some negative impact.




A7. From an Alaska business/economic perspective the following likely network benefits are
of high to medium importance (listed in decreasing order of importance):

1. Reduced travel time/costs

2. Improved employee training possibilities

3. Improved access to market/economic information
4. Ability to establish business outside urban areas
5. Access to national/global markets

6. Enhanced negotiation/deal making ability

A8. Benefits identified by panelists for their own organizations generaily paralieled those
for Alaska as a whole, with variations reflecting the nature of the panelist’s own
organization. Reduced costs, increased efficiency, increased access to a variety of services
and programs, improved distance delivery of services, better education services, reduced
travel, and increased coordination are indicative of the benefits identified.

A9. When asked whether they currently have ready access to specific telecommunication
means or techinologies, responding panelists indicated that '

98% had access to touch-tone telephone service

82% had access to reliable computer data transmission
78% had access to one-way audio

59% had access to one-way video

42% had access to one-way video/two-way audio

29% had access to two-way video/audio

26% had access to imaging




B. USER DEMAND LEVELS AND PRIORITIES

B1. Panelists predicted network demand levels wouid be highest for education, public radie
and television, RATNET, heaith, emergency services, and video conferencing/access to the
legislature. Together with public safety, these also received the highest priorities for
network access.

The table below lists uses in order of decreasing predicted demand levels for network services,

and indicates the predicted S-year growth level for each use/user. Priority levels assigned by
panelists are also shown (1 = highest).

POTENTIAL USER/USE “ 5-year Growth | Priority Ranking
— =

Public radio and television 2x 5

Distance education for university courses x 1

Distance education for K-12 Ix 4

RATNET (Rural Alaska Television Network) 1.5x 8

Public heaith 3x 2/3
Emergency services 2x 2/3
Video conferencing/access to legislature 2x 7

State government information/data 3x 11
Video conferencing/access to state agencies 2.5x 10
Access to library materials Ix 9

Public safety 2x 6

Access to national networks/data bases Ix 13
Commercial radio and television 2x 20
Video conferencing for professional groups & J 2x 17
non-profits |

Cable television “ 2x 15
General economic development activity 2x 12
Military/National Guard use 2x 14
Court system/judicial use 2x 16
Video conferencing/general business 2x 19
Access to Alaska Congressional delegation 2x 18
Arts organizations/museums 1.5x 21

5




C. ESTABLISHING THE NETWORK: STRATEGY AND BARRIERS

C1. The majority of panelists prefer to have the network initiaily focus on 2-way video,
audio, teleconferencing, etc., with computer data capability added later.

Given that panelists could choose only one of the two options listed below

37% chose A: The network initially will have computer data transmission capability; 2-
way video, audio, teleconferencing, etc. to be added later.

63% chose B: The network initially focuses on 2-way video, audio, teleconferencing,
etc., with computer data capability added later.

C2. The majority of panelists prefer a "demand pull" approach where network design and
implementation focuses on clearly identified specific needs, as oppesed to a "supply push"
approach where network capability and capacity attract new users.

Asked to choose, from a total Alaska statewide perspective, between the two alternative policies
listed below

63% chose A: The initial network design and implementation focuses on clearly identified
specific needs, and expansion is in response to clear additional needs--
i.e., a "demand pull" approach.

37% chose B: The initial network design, implementation, and expansion focuses on
developing a strong general telecommunications capability and high
capacity for all Alaska, with users attracted by the new possibilities—-i.e.,
a supply push" approach.

C3. Public support and understanding may be needed to get the network started. Only
21% of responding panelists felt there was high or some general awareness among the
general Alaska public of the possibilities and significance of such a telecommunications
network; 79% feit there was low or very low general awareness.

C4. Panelists felt that the general level of awareness and understanding of the possibilities
and significance of the network among the most likely user groups in Alaska is significantly
higher, with 19% having high general awareness, 57% having some general awareness, and
25% having low general awareness.




C5. Panelists felt that the level of general understanding of the network technological issues
and limits among the most likely users in Alaska was somewhat lower than the
understanding of the network possibilities and significance. Of the responding panelists, 6%
believe there is high, 47% believe there is some, and 47% believe there is low or very low

technological understanding on the part of the most likely Alaska users.

C6. Potential barriers to starting the network envisioned by panelists are listed below in
order of decreasing perceived significance. The % of responding panelists listing each
barrier as the single most significant one is also shown. Initial capital costs and operating

costs/funding are perceived to be the most significant.

POTENTIAL BARRIERS TO
STARTING NETWORK

% OF PANELISTS CHOOSING THIS AS
THE MOST SIGNIFICANT BARRIER

Initial capital costs 41%
Operating osts/funding “ 15%
"Turf" conflicts “ 7%
Political priorities I 2%
Reaching user consensus —“ 2%
Poor public understanding 3%
Agreement on governance structure 3%
Interagency cooperation 2%
Poor planning ] 6%
General coordination ]l 1%
User training 1%
Lack of private sector participation 7%
Lack of defined uses 2%
Special interest opposition 2%
Interfacing technology 0%
Agreement on standards 1%
Lack of technical expertise 0%
Regulatory barriers 0%
Providing adequate bandwidth 1%
Satellite capacity 1%
Integrating with existing telecommunications 7%
Access privileges 0%
Technology limitations 0%
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D. COSTS AND FUNDING

Di. In terms of reasonable and fair shares of the capital investments needed to establish
the network, the panel in general stated that 43% should come from state government, 25%
from the federal government, 20% from network users, and 12% from other sources--
primarily from the private sector. (Note: percentages are median response values.)

D2. In terms of a reasonabie and fair funding mix for operating the network, inciuding
equipment maintenance, the panel share preference was (again, percentages are median
values) 40% from siate government, 15% from the federal government, 40% from network
users, and 5% from other sources--primarily from the private sector.

D3. When asked what percentage of their organization’s total budget would be the likely
maximum that their organization would allocate to membership/use in the network,
panelists gave answers below:

25% of panelists predicted it would be less than 1%

30% of panelists predicted it would be more than 1% but less than 3%
21% of panelists predicted it would be more than 3% but less than 6%
10% of panelists predicted it would be more than 6% but less than 10%
9% of panelists predicted it would be more than 10% but less than 20%

6% of panelists predicted it would be more than 20%

D4. The overwhelming majority of panelists cited cost savings as a major benefit of having
such a network. However, a few pointed out that it might actually result in a net cost
increase, as equipment, maintenance, training, and program development activity all
increase.

D5. Panelists predicted the net impact (in constant dollars) of the network on their
organization’s total budget would most likely be in the range of a 0% to 10% increase, with
the most probable level of increase being approximately 4%.




E. NETWORK GCVERNANCE AND ACCESS POLICIES

Network govemance and access policies are potential sources of conflicts and possible barriers
to establishing the network. Accordingly, governance models and access policies were
investigated in both Delphi questionnaire rounds. '

El. In Round 1 panelisis were asked to rank a number of possible models for operating or
administering the network from a policy perspective. This resulted in the ranking shown
below (in descending order of desirabiiity):

1. A public/private consortium organization with some board members appointed
by state government and cthers appointed/elected by users

2. An independent network organization board elected by user members, with each
user organization having one vote

3. A quasi-independent board/commission appointed by the governor & confirmed
by the legislature

4. The Alaska Public Broadcasting Commission

5. An independent network organization board elected by user members, with each
organization having voting power proportional to $ use of network

6. An office within the Alaska Department of Administration

~2

. A separate cabinet-level state government department
8. An office within the Alaska Department of Commerce

9. Only a coordinating group or board, but no formal administration

E2. In Round 2 panelists were asked to rank the top five governance choices shown above
in (E1). The ranking order remained unchanged, with "A public/private consortium
organization with some board members appoinied by state government and others
appointed/elected by users" the overwhelming first choice.

J




E3. Two (2) panelists feit the first-ranked governance model, "A public/private consortium
organization with some board members appointed by state government and others
appointed/elected by users," was unacceptable.

The objections were to too much government, and a belief that a private corporation is needed.

E4. Seven (7) panelists felt the second-ranked governance model, "An independent network
organization board elected by user members, with each user organization having one vote,"
was unacceptable.

Governance should not be by users only, non-vested interest members required on board, $
comes from state but state left out of governance, a private corporation would be better.

ES. Twenty (20) panelists felt that the third-ranked governance model, "A quasi-
independent board/commission appointed by the governor & confirmed by the legislature"
was unacceptable.

Objectors perceived this model as being too political, and lacking in continuity.

E6. Seventeen (17) panclists felt the fourth-ranked governance model, "The Alaska Public
Broadcasting Commission," was unacceptable.

The APBC is too narrowly focused, this is beyond its mandate, as a user it has a vested interest.

E7. Twenty-seven (27) panelists felt the fifth-ranked governance model,"An independent
network organization board elected by user members, with each organization having voting
power proportional to $ use of network," was unacceptable.

This alternative does not provide equity, discriminates against smaller user and less populated
areas, better funded users would capture network, $ do not automatically equal good public
policy, $ not necessarily representative of real needs.

ES8. By a ratio of two to one, responding panelists felt the Alaska Public Utilities
Commission should net have subsiantial regulatory authority over the network, but 83%
of responding panelists felt the APUC should use economic and social development as
criteria in creating incentives for telephone utilities to participate in network development
and operation.

ES. Distance should not be a significant factor in setting user fees, according to 92% of
responding panelists.
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E10. In instances where demand for services exceeds network capacity, 79% of responding
panelists felt priority access should be determined by administrative policy guidelines set
by the network’s governing board.

E11. Some examples provided by panelists of priority access policy guidelines that panelists
believe would be both fair and effective are:

® Emergency/life/safety/health uses come first

@ Education has next priority

® Priority for areas/users without other alternatives

@ Public sector should have priority over private sector
® Priority for uses reaching most population

® Priority based on financial contribution

® Priority rules set by governing body with user group input

® Priority to achieving rural/urban equity

® Priority to uses reducing Alaska government costs

@ Priority determined by benefit/cost analysis
® Priority based on greatest public policy benefits

® Low priority for entertainment

¢
o
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F. TECHNOLOGY/TECHNICAL ISSUES

F1. When asked if it will be feasible to have an “interoperable network" which can
integrate existing and new telecommunications programs with the statewide network, §1%
of panelists said "yes, definitely," 45% said very likely, 3% said somewhat likely, and only
one panelist said it would be very unlikely.

F3. Panelists suggested and then rated the importance for interoperability of a number of
different approaches to network planning, design, and operation. The weighted importance
score (3 = High, 2 = medium, 1 = low) for each approach is shown in the table below.

“ APPROACH FOR ENSURING J[WEIGHTED IMPORTANCE
INTEROPERABILITY SCORE

l Competent, reliable technical support 2.83

" Inventory current technology in Alaska 2,79

“ Strong leadership from policy-making body | 2.70

“ Establish standards/contracts specifying interoperability 2.69

“ Adopt standards being set by industry 2.60

“ Agency cooperation/planning 2.58

" Bring engineers & users together 2.56
Significant broad-band capacity 2.50
Commitment/budget for interfacing 2.45

" Software-based, not hardware-based system 2.40

“ Work closely with local utility co’s. 2.39

“ Interoperability incentives | 2.28

" Do not build private network to bypass public network 2.26
100% digital bandwidth on demand 2.25
Procure services in integrated manner from commercial telecom 1.97
company

" 49




F3. When asked how important it is to have the network be compatible with the
technologies listed in the table below, panelists generally assigned high importance to
compatibility with all of the technologies, as shiown by the average importance scores.

(3 = High, 2 = Medium, 1 = Low.)

NETWORK
TECHNOLOGY COMPATIBILITY
IMPORTANCE SCORE

VSAT satellite communications “ 2.82
Other planned compression 2.80
networks: PBS, Star Schools, etc.

Fiber optics 2.75
ISDN international standards 2.68
Cable 2.60

13




G. PANELIST AFFILIATION AND EXPERTISE

G1. Round 1 respondents were asked to indicate which category in the table below best
describes their current affiliation; the resulting percentage distribution is shown.

Note: Because of multiple responses, this distribution should be considered as an approximation of the panel member
affiliation; the Appendix of this report lists the respondents and their organizations. Also, Round 2 respondents were
not identical with all Round 1 respondents.

State government 28%
Television/radio 18%
Telephone utility 4%
Other telecommunications organization 7%
Other business ' 4%
Federal government 1%
Local government 3%
Native corporation/organization 4%
Social services/health organization 2%
Education: K-12 1%
Education: university 13%
Other affiliation 5%

G2. The number of Round 1 respondents rating their expertise on different areas in terms
of HIGH, MEDIUM, or LOW as defined by the scale below is given in the following tab’ ..

HIGH - actively involved in decisions, research, or analysis in area
MEDIUM - generally well informed in the area through experience, reading, analysis
LOW - knowledge or expertise in area about same as that of well-informed citizen

' LEVEL OF EXPERTISE

A FE

: REA OF EXPERTISE Jl' HIGH MEDIUM LOW ]
Telecommunications technology in_general 29 53 20
Television/radio 32 41 26

Telephone technology 10 43 47
Business/economic development 26 4 29
Governmerit operations 41 45 14
Distance delivery of education II 26 37 K} ]
Computers/data transmission 30 45 12
Emergency services 9 27 64
Non-profit organizations 3 3s M

&
At
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APPENDIX: DELPHI STUDY RESPONDENTS THROUGH 9/15/93

ALEXANDER, ROSEMARIE

BARNES, ALLAN
BARNES, TWYLA
BARRETT, DR. HELEN
BENEDICT, BILLIE
BEREZIN, MARK
RERG, PAUL
BRAINE, SUSAN
BRANSON, PATRICIA
BRIDE, JUDITH
BROWN, BENJAMIN
BROWN, REP. KAY
BURTON, RICHARD
CAMPBELL, BRUCE
CARY, MARTIN
COLE, HENRY
COLLARD, JAMES

COX, MAJOR GEN. HUGH

DAVIES, REP. JOHN
DENKINGER, BILL
DOW, BARNABY
ELLIOT, SUSAN
ELLIS, DR. CARL
ENGEN, SUSAN
ESTES, STEVE
ETULAIN, DAN
FAFRENS, RUTH
FISHER, ROBERT
FLANNIGAN, LARRY
FOSTER, MARK
FRANK, SEN. STEVE
FUHS, PAUL
GAIPTMAN, SHARON
GORMAN, MARK
HALL, STEVE
HARDING, DAVID
HARMON, G. MICHAEL
HENSLEY, ABBE
HIDALGO MIKE
HIEBERT, AUGIE
HILDEBRAND, STEVE
HOKE, DEAN
HOLMES, MATT
HOYLE, FRANCIS
HUDSON, REP. BILL

AGENCY/LOCATION

SENATOR DUNCAN’S OFFICE
DEPT OF EDUCATION

SE REG RESOURCE CTR

AK SOC FOR TECH IN ED
RATNET-DILLINGHAM
KENAI BOROUGH SCHOOLS
JUNEAU

KSKO-AM

AK PUBLIC BROADCAST. C.
UAS, COMPUTING SERYV.
ANCHORAGE

AK LEGISLATURE

DEPT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
DOT & PF

NORTH SLOPE SCHOOL DIS
FAIRBANKS

PTI COMMUNICATIONS
DEPT OF MIL. & VET. AF.
AK LEGISLATURE

MT. EDGECUMBE HIGH S.
KHNS-FM

AK STATE LIBRARIES

UA CONTINUING ED
FOLLETT SOFTWARE CO.
UA GEOPHYSICAL INST.
RATNET-SITKA

KSDP-AM

AK COURT SYSTEM
DENALI BOROUGH EMERG. S.
AKX PUB UTILITIES COM

AK LEGISLATURE

DEPT OF COMMERCE

AK PUBLIC BROADCAST. C.
SEARHC

ALASCOM

REP. MACLEAN’S OFFICE
DIV OF PUBLIC SERV/LEGIS
ALASKA PTA

ITCA

NORTHERN TELEVISION INC.

DEPT OF COMMERCE
KAKM-TV

KFSK-FM

BARTLETT MEM HOSPITAL
AK LEGISLATURE

15 %9

ROUND

foe

SN NN MMM MMM XM XM E KX KXK XX I T R o e R o el

o

VT T T - i i

P T S e S

> X




JACKSON, K.C.

JAMES, REP. JEANNETTE

JARVIS, ROGER
JONES, STAN
JORDAN, KAREN
KAELKA, MIKE
KAPLAN, DIANE
KASTELIC, PATTY
KOMISAR, JEROME
KOWALSKI, KARL
LAUGHY, LIN

LAW, KELLIE
LEGERE, BILL
LEMASTER, ALAN
LOMMEL, DAN
MAHLEN, CHARLES
MALA, DR. TED
MALLOTT, BYRON
MCCARTHY, PAUL
MCCLEAR, RICH
MCDONALD, JACK
MCDONALD, JOHN
MCDOWELL, JOANN
MEDINGER, BOB
MERCULIEFF, LARRY
MORRONE, JOHN

MURRAY, BERNADETTE

NANENG, MYRON
NELSON, RUSSELL
NOAH, HARRY
NORTON, JUDY
OINES, GARY
ORSBORN, ALYS
PARKER, WALT
PEARCE, SEN. DRUE
PEARCE, DR. FRED
PEARSON, LARRY
PETERMAN, TIS
PETERSON, WILL
PRITCHARD, RON
PROENZA, LUIS
PUGH, JOHN

REED, GLENN
REXWINKEL, DARREL
RINKER, DON
ROWE, CHARLOTTE
ROY, TOM
RUSSELL, CHUCK

KDLG-AM (DILLINGHAM)
AK LEGISLATURE

AK BOARD OF EDUCATION
ANCH DAILY NEWS
JUNEAU SCHOOL DISTRICT
SHELDON JACKSON COLLEGE
APRN

AK PUBLIC BROADCAST. C.
UA PRESIDENT

NW ARCTC BOR SCHOOLS
WRANGELL SCHOOL DIST.
KMXT-FM

KTOO-FM

AK PUBLIC BROADCAST. C.
AK RAILROAD

DEPT OF LABOR

DEPT OF HEALTH

UAS

UA UNIV. LIBRARIES
KCAW-FM (SITKA)

CITY OF KODIAK

KYUK-AM (BETHEL)

PWS COM. COLLEGE
LOWER KUSK SCHOOL D.
ISLAND OF ST. PAUL

DOA/ INFOR SERVICES
VP-PTI COMMUNICATIONS
AVCP

RATNET (DILLINGHAM)
DEPT OF NATURAL RES

AK STATE BOARD OF ED
AK PUBLIC BROADCAST. C.
TELECOM (UACN)

PARKER ASSOCIATES

AK LEGISLATURE

UAA TELECOMMUNICATIONS
UAA JOURNALISM DEPT.
KSTK-FM (WRANGELL)
KBBI-AM (HOMER)

MIS (MAT-SU SCHOOLS)
UA STATEWIDE ACAD AFF
UAS-SCHOOL OF ED

DEPT OF COMMERCE

DEPT OF REVENUE
KBRW-AM (BARROW)

UA GEOPHYSICAL INST.
AK TELEPHONE ASSN
UNITED UTLITIES
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SANDOR, JOHN
SANDORSON, SANDY
SCHAEFER, JAMES
SEARCY, MIKE
SMITH, BRUCE
SMITH, STEVE
SNELL, WILLIAM
SOMMER, ROBERT
STANDLEY, MARK
SWENSON, PATTI
SWISHER, KENT
TALBOT, BRIAN
TAYLOR, TOM
TOWARAK, TIM
TULUK, PETER
TURPIN, HOPE
TWITCHELL, PETER
USERA, NANCY BEAR
VALE, NELLIE
WALP, ROBERT
WALSH, ALICE CHEBA
WARNER, SUSAN
WEST-WHITE, MARTY
WIGET, LAWRENCE
WILLIS, BARRY
WINCHESTER, JAMES

DEPT OF EDUCATION
AIRRES

DISTANCE DELIVERY CONS.

ALASCOM

KUAC-FM & TV
UA-RASMUSSEN LIB
AIDEA

KIYU (GALENA)

AK GATEWAY SCHOOL
REP. BUNDE’S OFFICE
AK MUNICIPAL LEAGUE
ESD 101

COMMUNITY & REG. AF.

.RATNET (UNALAKLEET)

KCUK-FM (CHEVAK)

AK PUBLIC BROADCAST. C.
RATNET (BETHEL)

DEPT OF ADMIN

RATNET (YAKUTAT)

AK BOARD OF EDUCATION
KSKA-FM

UAS MEDIA SERVICES
KRBD-FM (KETCHIKAN)
ANCH SCHOOL DIST

UAA DISTANCE ED
KCHU-AM (VALDEZ)
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Alaska DOA Satellite Interconnection Planning Project

Executive Summary

The State of Alaska is currently undertaking a statewide telecommunications plan
for Alaska's Satellite Interconnection Planning Project. Under a contract with the
Department of Administration and Alaska Public Broadcasting Commission, Hezel
Associates has undertaken research to investigate statewids planning processes in
other states that are geographically and demographically similar to Alaska.

Thi: report describes governance structures in states which have already
implemented telecommunications systems for public uses such as education,
health and government. In particular, the report focuses on states which, like
Alaska, are geographically large and have sparse population. Decentralized
structures for telecommunications planning and implementation are emphasized.
Also discussed are several states which, although not necessarily large or
underpopulated, have instituted systems which are nevertheless worthy of
investigation.

Centralized and Decentralized Planning

In a move toward greater efficiency and cost effectiveness, many states have
empowered a centralized organization such as the department of information and
telecommunications, budget and finance, or higher education to assume responsibility
for telecommunic