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In most cases, local governments have neither the competence nor the economies of scale to 
deliver broadband as well as private ISPs. So, favoring government-owned networks wastes 
societal resources, creates unfair competition, and is frequently unsustainable in the long run.  

KEY TAKEAWAYS 
 

 ITIF evaluated the finances, regulatory status, and economic sustainability of 20 
government-owned broadband networks (GONs). The analysis found they are not 
competing on a level playing field with private Internet service providers (ISPs). 

 Governments are generally less efficient at building and operating broadband networks 
because they lack the experience, skill, and economies of scale of private broadband 
providers. 

 GONs often operate on an unlevel playing field, allowing them to compete unfairly with 
private ISPs.  

 These advantages include capital grants not available to private ISPs, tax exemptions, 
and more favorable treatment by state and local regulatory authorities. 

 When favoritism results in choosing duplicative or inefficient networks, the result is 
wasted U.S. societal resources. 

 States should be careful about using Broadband Equity, Access, and Deployment (BEAD)  
funding to make GONs sustainable. U.S. broadband policy should advance broad national 
interests, not prop up subsidized GONs. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Local government officials are often taken in by the allure of government-owned broadband 
networks (GONs) when told by activists or consultants that they are superior to relying on private 
providers. While a GON could be the least bad option if no private providers are willing to invest, 
build, and operate, GONs are typically a suboptimal choice. 

Comparisons between GONs and private Internet service providers (ISPs) are often asymmetric—
overlooking favoritism toward GONs and hostility to private deployment. From a policy 
perspective, such a skewed comparison is unhelpful in finding the best way to connect 
consumers and efficiently use national resources. Instead, the National Telecommunications and 
Information Administration (NTIA) under President-elect Trump should push policymakers to 
conduct an unbiased evaluation of the relative merits of both options. It is faulty reasoning to 
leap from the importance of broadband or animosity toward private ISPs to an assumption that a 
local government could do a better job for consumers. As much as local officials might like a car 
factory, they don’t get into that business because they know they have neither the competence 
nor the scale to do it efficiently. The same is usually true with broadband. 

Understanding the playing field on which GONs and private competition compete is especially 
important now with the Broadband Equity, Access, and Deployment (BEAD) program in progress. 
NTIA administers this $42.45 billion program, which gives states funding for broadband 
deployment.1 Both GONs and private competitors can bid for BEAD funding. While state 
broadband offices may evaluate just the sticker price of BEAD proposals, policymakers at all 
levels of government should focus on ensuring that investment is efficient from a national 
societal perspective, not simply based on myopic broadband maximization.  

This finding is a problem because the inequities come from GONs receiving special advantages 
not afforded to private ISPs. The result is GONs waste societal resources, create unfair 
competition, and are frequently proven unsustainable in the long run. 

GONs are an option wherever the private sector is unwilling to build a network and the local 
government provides the same regulatory and financial benefits for both GONs and the private sector. 
But in practice, these situations appear to be few. 

This study reviews 20 randomly selected GONs (see Appendix A) and evaluates how they use 
their resources, whether they gain advantages from regulatory exemptions and special financing, 
and how they approach network buildout. The results of this evaluation can then show whether 
they are competing on a level playing field.  

While the group is too small for the data to represent all U.S. GONs reliably, this research 
provides compelling evidence that GONs and private ISPs are not competing on a level playing 
field. This finding is a problem because the inequities come from GONs receiving special 
advantages not afforded to private ISPs. The result of such favoritism is inefficient GONs waste 
societal resources, create unfair competition, and are frequently proven unsustainable in the 
long run.  
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WHAT IS A GOOD GON? 
Policymakers should not have universal, a priori aversion to GONs. They are an option wherever 
the private sector is unwilling to build a network if the local government provides the same 
regulatory and financial benefits for both GONs and the private sector. But in practice, these 
situations appear to be few. A GON can be a good policy choice, but only when: 

1. It can be fully funded by user fees alone and is subject to the same regulatory 
requirements as private sector ISPs, and it can at least break even financially in the 
moderate to long run.  

2. It offers service at similar or lower prices than private ISPs and the same or higher service 
quality in comparable markets without regulatory exemptions unavailable to private 
providers.  

3. It serves areas that are unserved by private providers. GONs should not overbuild private 
competition or cherry-pick high-return areas while bypassing lower-return, high-cost 
areas. This is a particular problem, because most GONs serve incorporated areas with 
relatively dense populations and, unlike private providers, do not serve less-densely 
populated areas on the outskirts of a town or city limits.  

With these benchmarks in mind, this study shows that GONs commonly fail to meet these 
criteria. NTIA should not approve state BEAD plans that could funnel money to GONs that violate 
these basic metrics for fair competition and efficient use of resources. 

GONS LACK TRANSPARENCY 
These findings are limited by what information GONs make publicly available. Because they are 
public entities, GONs should disclose all relevant financial and operational information in easily 
locatable and readable formats. Transparency is necessary not just as a matter of good 
governance but also because the lack of market discipline makes accountability a constant 
struggle for GONs. We read the budgets of the GONs from the group of 20 available online to see 
how transparent GONs are with their finances. 

Barriers to transparency inhibit accountability and make it difficult to measure a GON’s success 
compared to private providers.  

Nontransparency is common. It is often hard to learn where all of a GON’s revenue comes from. 
In the sample, three GONs—RUC LightSpeed, Sylacauga Utilities Board, and Tullahoma Utilities 
Authority—did not provide substantive financial data.2 Sylacauga and Tullahoma did not make 
their finances publicly available, and RUC LightSpeed did so in a document that offers no useful 
information on its network and is difficult to search due to its formatting.3 These barriers to 
transparency inhibit accountability and make it difficult to measure a GON’s success compared 
to private providers.  

GONS WASTE SCARCE RESOURCES 
The benefits of broadband networks come at the expense of the resources used to build, run, and 
maintain them. Broadband networks consume numerous resources: fiber, utility poles, antennas, 
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switches, routers, trucks, maintenance workers, customer service representatives, accountants, 
engineers—the list goes on. All these resources have alternative uses: The glass used for fiber 
optic cable could be made into iPhone screens instead. The trucks could also support building 
construction. The engineers could design something else. And so on. The central societal 
economic question is how to allocate these resources between their alternative uses.4 Society 
benefits when we employ resources efficiently: getting the greatest benefit with the smallest 
expenditure of resources. Otherwise, if we use more resources than necessary for broadband 
networks, we get neither more broadband than we otherwise would nor the benefits of those extra 
resources in their alternative uses. The things society doesn’t get because of the inefficient 
expenditure of resources for broadband are just lost; those resources are wasted. 

Society benefits when we employ resources efficiently: getting the greatest benefit with the smallest 
expenditure of resources. Otherwise, if we use more resources than we need on broadband networks, 
we get neither more broadband nor the benefits of those extra resources. 

Therefore, as shown in figure 1, even if the sticker price of a GON is lower than that of a private 
ISP, that does not entail that the GON is the better use of societal resources. On the contrary, it 
could be that the ISP faces costs, and the GON receives benefits, from government favoritism, 
not real economic trade-offs. In such cases, the unlevel regulatory playing field is causing a 
waste of societal resources.  

Figure 1: Representation of nominal and real broadband production costs for private ISPs and GONs 

 

Hypothetically, we could always get more broadband at lower prices even with higher-cost 
networks if governments subsidized those networks with taxpayer dollars. That would advance the 
goal of universal broadband, but do so at the cost of the alternative uses of the extra resources 
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spent on the network. When more resources go to broadband than would otherwise be the case, 
society loses the productive activities that could have come from those excess resources. 

Therefore, who can best use resources to deploy and operate broadband networks is an important 
question for broadband policy specifically, and U.S. economic policy more generally. Luckily, the 
United States has a strong ecosystem of private ISPs that operate under the discipline of market 
forces.5 In a private market, firms must transform their scarce resources into something worth 
more than the cost of production, or else they will go out of business. This profit-loss dynamic 
ensures that less-efficient firms, such as ones lacking the skill or economies of scale to compete, 
will generally not gain market share. On the other hand, if a certain type of firm is artificially 
supported or favored by government, it could persist even if it is a net waste of societal 
resources. Our research confirms this theoretical economic framework. Most GONs in the group 
of 20 for this study lack profitability and need grants or to use money from other parts of their 
cities’ budgets to fill funding gaps. 

This analysis does not imply that governments should never produce any services. Usually, the 
services they perform are ones for which the costs of coordinating their production via the market 
exceed the efficiency benefits of the market process. Such services may include, for example, 
the provision of local roads, parks, and public libraries. However, today, the United States reaps 
the benefits of a vibrant, competitive market for broadband service provided by the private 
sector.6 There is no gaping market failure in need of repair by GONs. 

On the contrary, GONs generally lack scale economies, expertise, and experience compared with 
the major ISPs that have built most U.S. broadband networks. This inefficiency is made worse by 
an unlevel playing field that distorts the market, allowing wasteful enterprises to outcompete 
those that would otherwise use resources more efficiently. Ultimately, taxpayers suffer from this 
dynamic because this money could be used to lower taxes or improve other parts of a city rather 
than to keep GONs from failing.  

Today, the United States reaps the benefits of a vibrant, competitive market for broadband service 
provided by the private sector. 

Profitability 
As noted, 17 of the 20 GONs have financial documentation that is available and decipherable. 
Of those 17, eight had revenues that exceeded costs in their most recent budgetary cycle and 
nine suffered losses. Table 1 shows the finances of all 20 GONs from the study. For comparison, 
the average operating margin for the group is -7%. Data compiled by Professor Aswath 
Damodaran on private telecommunications service providers in 2024 shows that the average 
EBITDA (earnings before interest, dividends, taxes, and amortization) as a share of sales is 
36%.7 As shown in Table 1, GONs frequently benefit from an unlevel playing field with private 
ISPs, so even the four GONs performing near or above the national average may owe most of their 
success to these artificial government-granted advantages rather than real efficiency advantages. 
The data is even less favorable for those performing below the national average, as they are 
wasting resources even without adjusting for their other artificial advantages highlighted in this 
study.  
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Table 1: GON finances 

Name Year(s) 
Operating 
Margin 

Operating 
Revenue 

Operating 
Expenses 

Operating 
Income 

Idaho Falls 
Power 
and Fiber 

2024–25 -132.34% $3,523,866 $8,187,485 -$4,663,619 

Town of 
Islesboro Fiber 
Network 

2022–23 -69.85% $273,188 $464,009 -$190,821 

Loma Linda 
Connected 
Community 

2022–23 -65.89% $323,032 $535,869 -$212,836 

Home.net 
(Borough of 
Kutztown) 

2023–24 -39.28% $792,805 $1,103,496 -$311,411 

Rochelle 
Municipal 
Utilities 

2024 -30.46% $1,493,000 $1,947,829 -$454,829 

Ponca City 2022–23 -11.34% $1,694,632 $1,886,878 -$192,246 

Pend Oreille 
County PUD 

2023 -6.59% $3,670,957 $3,912,751 -$241,794 

FairlawnGig 2023–24 -4.87% $3,233,599 $3,390,980 -$157,381 

Rio Blanco 
Broadband 

2023–24 -0.72% $1,259,835 $1,268,952 -$9,117 

Highland 
Communication 
Services 

2023–24 0.57% $17,547,431 $17,448,012 $99,419 

Frankfort Plant 
Board 

2023–24 3.34% $28,670,224 $27,712,192 $958,032 

City of 
Williamstown 

2022–23 11.34% $1,813,721 $1,607,956 $205,756 

KPU Telecom 2023–24 14.06% $21,175,520 $18,199,127 $2,976,393 

Lafayette 
Utilities System 
(LUSfiber) 

2022–23 31.42% $45,826,922 $31,426,366 $14,400,556 

Traverse City 
Light & Power 

2022–23 37.43% $1,117,573 $699,211 $418,362 

OMU Online 2023–24 58.31% $4,718 $1,697 $2,751 

https://www.kputel.com/residential/
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Name Year(s) 
Operating 
Margin 

Operating 
Revenue 

Operating 
Expenses 

Operating 
Income 

Barnesville 
Municipal 
Utilities 

2023 79.81% $534,477 $107,933 $426,544 

RUC LightSpeed Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable 

Sylacauga 
Utilities Board 

Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable 

Tullahoma 
Utilities 
Authority (Light 
Tube) 

Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable 

 

To be clear, GONS don’t need to turn large profits, but they should earn more than their 
operating costs. Moreover, a long track record of losses without a way to turn them around makes 
a GON unsustainable. When GONs make long-run losses, they have turned valuable resources 
into something less valuable than what they started with. In short, those projects have been 
wastes. While business failures are a natural part of a healthy market, GONs are insulated from 
the profit-loss mechanisms that allow the private market to reallocate resources to productive 
uses.  

Furthermore, the ability to stay in business despite continual losses is a source of unfair 
competition. For example, in situations where a private ISP would have gone out of business, 
allowing someone else to use their resources, GONs often dip into public coffers for alternative 
funding to remain operational, thus continuing the economic waste.  

The ability to stay in business despite continual losses is a source of unfair competition. 

GONS COMPETE UNFAIRLY 
The unfair advantages for GONs and disadvantages for private ISPs come in many forms. Broad 
categories of favoritism, however, exist in the realms of right-of-way (ROW) access and access to 
alternative funding sources. 

Right-of-Way and Infrastructure Access Advantages 
Some GONs benefit from regulatory advantages, including control of infrastructure components 
needed for broadband deployment and exemption from ROW fees and regulations. The following 
examples show favorable regulations that allow GONs to compete unfairly against private ISPs. 

Minnesota 
Minnesota state law M.S. § 237.163 exempts municipal broadband from ROW regulations.8 This 
exemption means Barnesville Municipal Utilities is not beholden to the same extensive 
deployment regulations private ISPs would face to deploy their network hardware in ROW. This 
special treatment for GONs extends to rules regarding restoration areas around dig sites and 
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permits for small wireless facilities. Barnesville Municipal Utilities represents one of the best-
performing GONs from the group, as it was profitable without receiving alternative funds and has 
deployed across the entire city.9 However, it is important to consider that its “success” may be 
due to facing fewer regulatory hurdles when deploying its network infrastructure. A private ISP 
would have had to expend extensive resources just to get permission to deploy in the first place. 
To establish a level playing field, deployment rules not required for GONs should not be required 
for private ISPs. 

Tennessee Valley Authority  
Part of broadband infrastructure includes the wire and other equipment providers attach to utility 
poles. The Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) indirectly owns poles through the local power 
companies (LPCs) that purchase TVA electricity.10 The Tennessee Valley Authority Act of 1933 
allows TVA to oversee contracts for pole attachments of its LPCs.11 TVA uses its regulatory 
authority over poles to set rates for third-party access well above Federal Communications 
Commission (FCC) rates and to deny pole attachment agreements with private providers.12 This 
dynamic again puts private ISPs at a disadvantage not faced by GONs. 

Alabama  
Like the TVA law, Alabama Code § 37-16-4 allows electric utilities to grant broadband providers 
access to electric utility easements “on an exclusive or non-exclusive basis” or not at all.13 While 
there have not been accusations of blocking pole access such as with TVA, the law pits the 
advantages of government-owned infrastructure against the benefits of a competitive broadband 
market. With complete control of ROW, electric utilities can favor an affiliated GON over private 
providers.  

Funding Source Advantages 
To compete fairly and not distort the allocation of resources, GONs should receive the same 
subsidies as private ISPs (usually none) do, and the same regulatory treatment. Yet, GONs often 
get free money unavailable to private ISPs: Maine, for instance, has a law that provides funding 
directly to GONs.14 This law creates the false idea that GONs can operate at the same level as 
private providers when those private providers could give consumers better service at lower prices 
than the subsidized GON if they were afforded the same treatment. Alternative funding also 
comes in other forms. 

GONs should receive the same subsidies as private ISPs do, and the same regulatory treatment. Yet, 
GONs often get free money unavailable to private ISPs. 

Capital Grants 
Capital grants are funds typically given by a government in an independent governmental body 
for a long-term project.15 Several GONs received capital grants in the last year, which has 
enabled unfair competition and distorted the relative financial success of GONs compared with 
private ISPs. LUSfiber, for example, reported $9.9 million in revenue from a federal capital 
grant, which made up 46% of its total income in 2023.16 Pend Oreille County Public Utility 
District (PUD) received a $350,000 unspecified grant to “offset costs of expanding fiber 
infrastructure” and an additional government capital injection of $15,000.17 The City of 
Williamstown ($626,000), Frankfort Plant Board ($31,456), and FairlawnGig ($919) all 
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received capital grants in 2023 as well.18 These are the five GONs that received capital grants in 
their latest budgets; however, they also all received capital grants in prior years. Figure 2 shows 
the total amount each received in the last decade.19 

Figure 2: Cumulative capital grants received by select GONs, 2013–2023 

 

Without grants, a municipality could have private broadband, and society could benefit from the 
alternative uses of those granted funds.  

These grants are problematic because they distort the trade-off between GONs and private ISPs 
that do not receive the same grants. Even though there are federal subsidies for some private 
ISPs, particularly rural ones, policymakers must ensure that they evaluate all competing 
providers on their own terms rather than allow free money to make any provider look more 
attractive than its actual capabilities warrant. Recall that the money used to prop up less-
efficient GONs is wasted. Without these grants, a municipality could have private broadband, 
and society could benefit from the alternative uses of those granted funds. Thus, this unfair 
competition redounds to the detriment of society. 

Unclear Funding Sources 
Some of the GONs’ budgets are less clear about alternative funding sources. In the budgets for 
Highland Communications services, OMU Online, and Williamstown, the fiber networks are all 
included in the books for their cities’ respective electric utility funds. This practice suggests that 
these GONs may be cross-subsidized by the electric utilities, meaning they use revenue from the 
those utilities to fund their broadband networks.20  

Rochelle Municipal Utilities has received $1.14 million from “other revenue and financing 
sources,” and Kutztown Borough has received $53,000 from “other funds.”21 Given the lack of 
transparency and the combining of books, these two examples could have been in the form of 
capital grants such as those mentioned previously, or more akin to cross-subsidization with the 
electric utility. The lack of transparency with GONs remains problematic, and receiving funding 
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from either source is an unfair means of competition since private ISPs cannot tap into the 
municipal utility coffers.  

GONS OVERBUILD AND DEPLOY SELECTIVELY 
To evaluate the makeup of the local broadband markets where the 20 GONs operate, we used the 
BroadbandNow Internet Providers search tool and the FCC National Broadband Map to see the 
different service providers operating in the same areas.22 In 18 of 20 cases, the local broadband 
market has comparable private options in speed and price.  

Overbuilding, or building a GON where private competition already exists, doesn’t provide 
broadband to those who lacked it before and merely cannibalizes market share. This 
phenomenon is manifestly unfair when a GON gets special treatment, such as the previously 
mentioned Maine statute that funds GONs with the express purpose of helping them compete 
with private ISPs.23 Even without special treatment, a new entrant without the expertise or 
economies of scale of private ISPs will undermine the long-term competitiveness of the market. 
Because broadband is so capital intensive, ISPs need to sell their product to a large proportion of 
the market to recoup the costs of building the network. Therefore, the broadband market cannot 
sustain too many competitors in the same area since it is mathematically impossible for them all 
to get enough customers to be sustainable. Therefore, a GON entering an already competitive 
market will either fail to gain enough market share, in which case it must resort to the previously 
mentioned wasteful funding mechanisms, or it will drive private ISPs out of the market, and the 
remaining GON will be subject to the inefficiencies that make it a net waste of societal 
resources.  

Selective deployment or cherry-picking is another temptation for GONs. Given that they tend to 
be inefficient, GONs may deploy only in the most densely populated areas, where the cost to 
reach each customer is lower, rather than in outlying areas where high up-front costs would 
reveal that their inefficiency makes deployment impractical. One example is Ponca City, 
Oklahoma, which services all residents within city limits but only select streets outside the city.24 
If GONs cherry-pick service areas based on return on investment, they are just papering over their 
inefficiency, not deploying in a way that addresses a potential market failure. 

Most of the GONs in the group operate in an area with at least two providers that offer services and 
rates comparable to those offered by the GON. 

POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION 
States and NTIA may be tempted to favor GONs in their BEAD funding because, given the 
advantages documented herein, they may stretch BEAD funding further than more-efficient 
private options that lack the government-granted advantages of GONs could. However, this short-
term advantage does not make them the right choice from a societal perspective. If towns and 
cities want to support broadband with general fund subsidies, tax exemptions, and regulatory 
exemptions, they can easily apply those to private networks. The fact that they do so only for 
government-owned networks should not be seen as making GONs more beneficial.  

The federal government should take a broader, society-wide look to ensure efficient use of 
resources, accounting for the unlevel playing field between GONs and private ISPs. In practice, 
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this would look like prohibiting any BEAD funding to GONs unless they are treated exactly as a 
similarly situated private-sector ISP would.  

The problems of unfair GON competition have implications for the long-run sustainability of 
broadband policy. Local governments are not well equipped to build and operate broadband 
networks and are likely to waste the resources they employ. The impact of wasted resources is 
compounded by the fact that GONs need to use alternative funding in order to remain operational 
despite already benefiting from cost reductions through regulatory exemptions. Each of these 
factors is harmful, and together, they create an unbalanced playing field for the U.S. broadband 
market. 

GONs have a role in broadband deployment in the United States, and states should roll back 
artificial restrictions on municipal broadband just as they should artificial favoritism. However, 
the new Trump administration should adopt an approach to broadband policy that ensures the 
comparison of like with like before choosing a GON over private alternatives. This case study 
shows that GONs often get favorable regulatory treatment and other advantages that make them 
look like a better option than private ISPs when, in fact, private ISPs would be better for 
consumers if they got the same treatment. Understanding where GONs fall short in providing 
Internet access is critical for that decision-making process. 
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APPENDIX 
 

Table 2: Twenty GONs used as case studies in this analysis 

Name of GON Town and State 

Barnesville Municipal Utilities Barnesville, Minnesota 

City of Williamstown Williamstown, Kentucky 

FairlawnGig Fairlawn, Ohio 

Frankfort Plant Board Frankfort, Kentucky 

Highland Communication Services Highland, Illinois  

Home.net Kutztown, Pennsylvania 

Idaho Falls Power and Fiber Idaho Falls, Idaho 

KPU Telecommunications Ketchikan, Alaska 

LUSfiber Lafayette, Louisiana 

Loma Linda Connected Community Loma Linda, California 

OMU Online Owensboro, Kentucky 

Pend Oreille County PUD Pend Oreille County, Washington 

Ponca City  Ponca City, Oklahoma 

Rio Blanco Broadband Rio Blanco County, Colorado 

Rochelle Municipal Utilities Rochelle, Illinois 

RUC LightSpeed Reedsburg, Wisconsin 

Sylacauga Utilities Board Sylacauga, Alabama  

Town of Islesboro Fiber Network Islesboro, Maine 

Traverse City Light & Power Traverse City, Michigan 

Tullahoma Utilities Authority (Light Tube) Tullahoma, Tennessee 

 

  

https://rbc.us/160/Budget-Finance


INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY & INNOVATION FOUNDATION   |   DECEMBER 2024 PAGE 14 

About the Author 
Ellis Scherer (@EllisScherer) is a research assistant at ITIF covering broadband and spectrum 
policy. He previously interned with NTIA and worked as a cybersecurity consultant. He holds a 
master’s degree in terrorism and homeland security policy from American University and a 
bachelor’s degree in politics and history from UC Santa Cruz.  

About ITIF 
The Information Technology and Innovation Foundation (ITIF) is an independent 501(c)(3) 
nonprofit, nonpartisan research and educational institute that has been recognized repeatedly as 
the world’s leading think tank for science and technology policy. Its mission is to formulate, 
evaluate, and promote policy solutions that accelerate innovation and boost productivity to spur 
growth, opportunity, and progress. For more information, visit itif.org/about. 

 

ENDNOTES 
 

1. “Broadband Equity Access and Deployment Program,” NTIA, accessed October 17, 2024, 
https://broadbandusa.ntia.doc.gov/funding-programs/broadband-equity-access-and-deployment-bead-
program.  

2. Tim Becker, City of Reedsburg 2024 Budget (Reedsburg, Wisconsin: City of Reedsburg, November 
13, 2023), https://www.reedsburgwi.gov/vertical/sites/%7B97FD82C9-9684-40B9-B39A-
94ACB477F055%7D/uploads/2024_City_Budget_Book_Final.pdf; Ketchikan Public Utilities, 2024 
Annual Budget (Ketchikan, Alaska: City of Ketchikan, December 2023), 
https://www.ketchikan.gov/media/Finance/2024%20Budget/Ketchikan%20Public%20Utilities%20Op
erating%20and%20Capital%20Budget.pdf; Susan Wilson, Annual Comprehensive Financial Report 
for the Fiscal Year Ended Junee 30, 2023 (Tullahoma, Tennessee: City of Tullahoma, June 30, 
2023), https://thinktullahoma.com/DocumentCenter/View/1576/Annual-Comprehensive-Financial-
Report-for-the-Fiscal-Year-Ended-June-30-2023.  

3. Tim Becker, City of Reedsburg 2024 Budget, 2023.  

4. Lionel Robbins, An Essay on the Nature & Significance of Economic Science (London: Macmillan 
and Co., 1945), 16.  

5. Jessica Dine and Joe Kane, “The State of US Broadband in 2022: Reassessing the Whole Picture” 
(ITIF, December 5, 2022), https://itif.org/publications/2022/12/05/state-of-us-broadband-in-2022-
reassessing-the-whole-picture/.  

6. Kane and Dine, “The State of US Broadband in 2022: Reassessing the Whole Picture.”  

7. Damoradan Online (Operating and Net Margins by Industry Sector, US Telecommunications Service 
Providers), accessed November 7, 2024, 
https://pages.stern.nyu.edu/~adamodar/pc/datasets/margin.xls.  

8. 2023 Minnesota Statutes: Use and Regulation of Public Right-of-Way, M.S. 237.163 (2023), 
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/237.163.  

9. “Barnesville Minnesota Internet,” Barnesville, Minnesota, accessed October 17, 2024, 
https://www.barnesvillemn.com/services/internet/.  

10. “Broadband Policies and Mechanisms: A Guide for States and Localities,” NTIA, accessed October 
17, 2024, https://broadbandusa.ntia.doc.gov/sites/default/files/2022-
04/Broadband%20Policies%20Mechanisms%20PDF.pdf.  

 

http://www.itif.org/
https://broadbandusa.ntia.doc.gov/funding-programs/broadband-equity-access-and-deployment-bead-program
https://broadbandusa.ntia.doc.gov/funding-programs/broadband-equity-access-and-deployment-bead-program
https://www.reedsburgwi.gov/vertical/sites/%7B97FD82C9-9684-40B9-B39A-94ACB477F055%7D/uploads/2024_City_Budget_Book_Final.pdf
https://www.reedsburgwi.gov/vertical/sites/%7B97FD82C9-9684-40B9-B39A-94ACB477F055%7D/uploads/2024_City_Budget_Book_Final.pdf
https://www.ketchikan.gov/media/Finance/2024%20Budget/Ketchikan%20Public%20Utilities%20Operating%20and%20Capital%20Budget.pdf
https://www.ketchikan.gov/media/Finance/2024%20Budget/Ketchikan%20Public%20Utilities%20Operating%20and%20Capital%20Budget.pdf
https://thinktullahoma.com/DocumentCenter/View/1576/Annual-Comprehensive-Financial-Report-for-the-Fiscal-Year-Ended-June-30-2023
https://thinktullahoma.com/DocumentCenter/View/1576/Annual-Comprehensive-Financial-Report-for-the-Fiscal-Year-Ended-June-30-2023
https://itif.org/publications/2022/12/05/state-of-us-broadband-in-2022-reassessing-the-whole-picture/
https://itif.org/publications/2022/12/05/state-of-us-broadband-in-2022-reassessing-the-whole-picture/
https://pages.stern.nyu.edu/%7Eadamodar/pc/datasets/margin.xls
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/237.163
https://www.barnesvillemn.com/services/internet/
https://broadbandusa.ntia.doc.gov/sites/default/files/2022-04/Broadband%20Policies%20Mechanisms%20PDF.pdf
https://broadbandusa.ntia.doc.gov/sites/default/files/2022-04/Broadband%20Policies%20Mechanisms%20PDF.pdf


INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY & INNOVATION FOUNDATION   |   DECEMBER 2024 PAGE 15 

 

11. Tennessee Valley Authority Act of 1933 (16 U.S. Code § 831(i)) – Sale of surplus power; 
preferences; experimental work; acquisition of existing electric facilities, August 31, 1935, 
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/16/831i.  

12. TVA Determination on Regulation of Pole Attachments,” TVA, January 22, 2016, 
https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/tacir/commission-meetings/2016-
december/2016December_BroadbandAppJ.pdf; “Pole Attachment Fee Formulars Adopted by the TVA 
and the FCC,” Tennessee Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, January 2017, 
https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/tacir/commission-meetings/january-
2017/2017January_BroadbandAppL.pdf; Ben Sperry, Geoffrey A. Manne, and Kristian Stout, “The 
Role of Antitrust and Pole-Attachment Oversight in TVA Broadband Deployment,” International 
Center for Law and Economics, September 4, 2023, https://laweconcenter.org/wp-
content/uploads/2023/08/TVA-Pole-Attachments-Issue-Brief.pdf.  

13. FindLaw.com, Alabama Code Title 37. Public Utilities and Public Transportation § 37-16-4 - last 
updated December 30, 2022, https://codes.findlaw.com/al/title-37-public-utilities-and-public-
transportation/al-code-sect-37-16-4/. 

14. An Act To Support Municipal Broadband Infrastructure through Incentives and Competition, Sec. 2. 
35-A MRSA §9211-A, sub-§3 (2022), 
https://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/bills/getPDF.asp?paper=SP0664&item=3&snum=130.  

15. “capital grant,” Meriam-Webster Dictionary, accessed October 24, 2024, https://www.merriam-
webster.com/dictionary/capital%20grant.  

16.  Karen V. Fontenot, Annual Comprehensive Financial Report (Lafayette, Louisiana: Lafayette 
Consolidated Government, April 22, 2024), https://www.lafayettela.gov/docs/default-source/finance-
management-documents/accounting/annual-comprehensive-financial-report-
2023.pdf?sfvrsn=12c0aa44_2.  

17. John Janney, 2023 Annual Report Public Utility District No. 1 of Pend Oreille County (Newport, 
Washington: Pend Oreille County Public Utility District, March 2024), 
https://popud.org/assets/PDFs/Annual-Reports-Strategic-Plan/2023_POPUD-Annual-
Report_Spreads.pdf.  

18. City of Williamstown, Kentucky Financial Statements June 30, 2023 (Williamstown, Kentucky: City 
of Williamstown, January 30, 2024), 
https://cms5.revize.com/revize/williamstown/Document_Center/Audit%20Reports/2023%20Audit.pdf; 
Electric & Water Plant Board of The City of Frankfort, Kentucky: Financial Statements June 20, 
2023 (Frankfort, Kentucky: City of Frankfort, December 11, 2023), 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/509ac5d5e4b011ec8327ecea/t/65806667525d1d4df59bd4
b1/1702913640174/Frankfort+Plant+Board+-
+2023+Financial+Statements+and+Audit+Report.pdf; Keith Faber, City of Fairlawn Summit County: 
Single Audit for the Year Ended December 31, 2023 (Fairlawn, Ohio: City of Fairlawn, September 
23, 2024), https://app.fac.gov/dissemination/report/pdf/2023-12-GSAFAC-0000054308;   

19. “Finance and Management: Annual Comprehensive Financial Reports by Fiscal Year,” Lafayette 
Consolidated Government, accessed November 12, 2024, https://www.lafayettela.gov/finance-
management/annual-comprehensive-financial-reports; “Audit Reports,” Williamstown Kentucky, 
accessed November 12, 2024, https://www.wtownky.org/government/audit_reports.php#outer-26; 
“Financial Information,” Pend Oreille County Public Utility District, accessed November 12, 2024, 
https://popud.org/top-links/about-your-pud/financial-information; “FAC Audit Search for City of 
Fairlawn,’ Federal Audit Clearinghouse, accessed November 12, 2024, 
https://app.fac.gov/dissemination/search/; “Operations – Documents,” Frankfort Plant Board, 
accessed November 12, 2024, https://fpb.cc/documents/category/Operations.  

20.  City of Highland, City of Highland Illinois Annual Financial Report and Financial Statements April 
30, 2023 (Highland, Illinois: City of Highland, April 30, 2023), 

 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/16/831i
https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/tacir/commission-meetings/2016-december/2016December_BroadbandAppJ.pdf
https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/tacir/commission-meetings/2016-december/2016December_BroadbandAppJ.pdf
https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/tacir/commission-meetings/january-2017/2017January_BroadbandAppL.pdf
https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/tacir/commission-meetings/january-2017/2017January_BroadbandAppL.pdf
https://laweconcenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/08/TVA-Pole-Attachments-Issue-Brief.pdf
https://laweconcenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/08/TVA-Pole-Attachments-Issue-Brief.pdf
https://codes.findlaw.com/al/title-37-public-utilities-and-public-transportation/al-code-sect-37-16-4/
https://codes.findlaw.com/al/title-37-public-utilities-and-public-transportation/al-code-sect-37-16-4/
https://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/bills/getPDF.asp?paper=SP0664&item=3&snum=130
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/capital%20grant
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/capital%20grant
https://www.lafayettela.gov/docs/default-source/finance-management-documents/accounting/annual-comprehensive-financial-report-2023.pdf?sfvrsn=12c0aa44_2
https://www.lafayettela.gov/docs/default-source/finance-management-documents/accounting/annual-comprehensive-financial-report-2023.pdf?sfvrsn=12c0aa44_2
https://www.lafayettela.gov/docs/default-source/finance-management-documents/accounting/annual-comprehensive-financial-report-2023.pdf?sfvrsn=12c0aa44_2
https://popud.org/assets/PDFs/Annual-Reports-Strategic-Plan/2023_POPUD-Annual-Report_Spreads.pdf
https://popud.org/assets/PDFs/Annual-Reports-Strategic-Plan/2023_POPUD-Annual-Report_Spreads.pdf
https://cms5.revize.com/revize/williamstown/Document_Center/Audit%20Reports/2023%20Audit.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/509ac5d5e4b011ec8327ecea/t/65806667525d1d4df59bd4b1/1702913640174/Frankfort+Plant+Board+-+2023+Financial+Statements+and+Audit+Report.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/509ac5d5e4b011ec8327ecea/t/65806667525d1d4df59bd4b1/1702913640174/Frankfort+Plant+Board+-+2023+Financial+Statements+and+Audit+Report.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/509ac5d5e4b011ec8327ecea/t/65806667525d1d4df59bd4b1/1702913640174/Frankfort+Plant+Board+-+2023+Financial+Statements+and+Audit+Report.pdf
https://app.fac.gov/dissemination/report/pdf/2023-12-GSAFAC-0000054308
https://www.lafayettela.gov/finance-management/annual-comprehensive-financial-reports
https://www.lafayettela.gov/finance-management/annual-comprehensive-financial-reports
https://www.wtownky.org/government/audit_reports.php#outer-26
https://popud.org/top-links/about-your-pud/financial-information
https://app.fac.gov/dissemination/search/
https://fpb.cc/documents/category/Operations


INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY & INNOVATION FOUNDATION   |   DECEMBER 2024 PAGE 16 

 

https://www.highlandil.gov/COH%20Financial%20Statements%204.30.23%20(1).pdf; Owensboro 
Municipal Utilities, Consolidated Electric System Combined Electric Statement of Earnings For the 
Twelve Months Ending May 31, 2024 (Owensboro, Kentucky: Owensboro Municipal Utilities), 
accessed October 25, 2024, https://omu.org/wp-content/uploads/Financial-Summary-for-Fiscal-Year-
2024.pdf; City of Williamstown, Annual Financial Report and Financial Statements, 2023.  

21. City of Rochelle, FY2024 – City of Rochelle, Illinois Budget (Rochelle, Illinois: City of Rochelle, 
February 2024), https://www.cityofrochelle.net/~documents/department-
documents/finance/budgets/2024-distinguished-budget/?layout=default; Borough of Kutztown, 
Financial Statements For the Year Ended December 31, 2022 (Kutztown, Pennsylvania: Borough of 
Kutztown, July 2023), https://www.kutztownboro.org/wp-content/uploads/finance/Kutztown-Boro-FS-
final-7-25-23.pdf.  

22.  “Find Internet Providers by Zip Code or Address,” BroadbandNow, accessed October 17, 2024, 
https://broadbandnow.com/internet; “FCC National Broadband Map,” Federal Communications 
Commission, accessed October 17, 2024, https://broadbandmap.fcc.gov/home.  

23. An Act To Support Municipal Broadband Infrastructure through Incentives and Competition, 2022.  

24. “Ponca City Broadband,” Ponca City, Oklahoma, accessed November 15, 2024, 
http://www.poncacityok.gov/710/Ponca-City-Broadband.  

https://www.highlandil.gov/COH%20Financial%20Statements%204.30.23%20(1).pdf
https://omu.org/wp-content/uploads/Financial-Summary-for-Fiscal-Year-2024.pdf
https://omu.org/wp-content/uploads/Financial-Summary-for-Fiscal-Year-2024.pdf
https://www.cityofrochelle.net/%7Edocuments/department-documents/finance/budgets/2024-distinguished-budget/?layout=default
https://www.cityofrochelle.net/%7Edocuments/department-documents/finance/budgets/2024-distinguished-budget/?layout=default
https://www.kutztownboro.org/wp-content/uploads/finance/Kutztown-Boro-FS-final-7-25-23.pdf
https://www.kutztownboro.org/wp-content/uploads/finance/Kutztown-Boro-FS-final-7-25-23.pdf
https://broadbandnow.com/internet
https://broadbandmap.fcc.gov/home
http://www.poncacityok.gov/710/Ponca-City-Broadband

	Key Takeaways
	Introduction
	What Is a Good GON?
	GONs Lack Transparency
	GONs Waste Scarce Resources
	Profitability

	GONs Compete Unfairly
	Right-of-Way and Infrastructure Access Advantages
	Minnesota
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	Alabama

	Funding Source Advantages
	Capital Grants
	Unclear Funding Sources


	GONS Overbuild and Deploy Selectively
	Policy Implications and Conclusion
	Appendix
	Endnotes

