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Municipalities such as San Francisco and Philadelphia are concerned that the lack of
availability of broadband access is holding back economic growth and perpetuating a
digital divide between internet haves and have-nots. A further motivation is that by
setting up their own wireless networks, municipalities hope to be able fo cut
communications costs, improve the efficiency of their staff, and make possible new
services such as allowing parking meters fo accept debit and credit cards. Critics
worry that cities are underestimating the cost and complexity of building and running’
their own networks. Then there are the technical objections: no Wi-Fi network as
large, dense and complex as Philadelphia’s proposed system has ever been built;
citywide Wi-Fi networks could interfere with existing Wi-Fi systems; and the
networks will be built using proprietary technologies, so that municipalities will
become dependent on their equipment-makers. Interference is not the only potential
difficulty with municipal Wi-Fi networks. Another problem is that there is no
common standard for Wi-Fi meshing, and thus no compatibility between the five
leading vendors® equipment. Furthermore, wireless technology is developing very
quickly, yet most municipal networks will be based on a Wi-Fi standerd that is already
three years old. Lastly but not least, municipal Wi-Fi must also contend with political
interference.




