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M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO:  Connecting MI Communities Grant Program 
  
FROM:  Telecommunications Association of Michigan 
 
DATE:  February 11, 2019 
 
RE:  Comments on Grant Criteria and Process 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
The Telecommunications Association of Michigan represents 37 broadband companies, all of which 
provide broadband service to residential and business customers in the state. The vast majority of our 
members focus exclusively on serving rural communities. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on 
how funds available through the Connecting Michigan Communities Grant (CMIC) Program can be most 
effectively targeted to expand broadband access in “unserved” areas.  
 
We strongly encourage the CMIC program to recognize that Congress and the Federal Communications 
Commission (FCC) have authorized hundreds of millions of dollars for broadband expansion in Michigan 
over the next several years (https://prodnet.www.neca.org/publicationsdocs/wwpdf/011119crs.pdf). 
State grants should be carefully managed to enhance these investments, not duplicate them. If scarce 
tax dollars are used to create new competitors in areas that already have broadband service, they will 
be wasted.  
 
It will also be useful to look to existing state grant programs for guidance. One program that has 
received nearly universal acclaim is the “Border-To-Border Broadband Development Grant Program” in 
Minnesota. Though this program isn’t strictly limited to projects in unserved areas as Michigan’s is, the 
processes and definitions they have developed and refined can be instructive in implementing the CMIC 
Grant Program. (https://mn.gov/deed/programs-services/broadband/grant-program/)  
 
What follows are our comments on how Section 806 of Public Act 618 of 2018 can be interpreted to 
maximize the effectiveness of the CMIC Program in expanding broadband access to areas where there 
are currently no known or planned investments. Our member companies have real-world experience in 
successfully operating rural broadband networks. We are more than willing to share those experiences 
with you and to participate in any way that would be helpful. Please feel free to contact Jennifer 
Greenburg at 517-482-1209 or greenburg.jennifer@telecommich.org if there is anything we can do for 
you. 
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Public Act 618 of 2018 
 
Section 806(2) 
 
This subsection contains three important requirements: 
 

• Grants are limited to “unserved areas;” 
• No government entity, including educations institutions, can directly receive grants; 
• Applicants can’t “double dip” using government funds for the same project. 

 
Taking the first two points together, the requirements reflect the legislature’s intent to carefully target 
grant monies to private sector projects that may include public sector partnerships but that do not allow 
public sector entities to receive funding to build or operate their own networks. By leaving the option of 
private/public partnerships open, the legislature sought to ensure that investments in unserved areas 
can serve a public purpose without obligating taxpayers to the kinds of potential future expenditures 
that have caused public sector-owned networks to become controversial in other states.  
 
The third point is important to prevent an applicant from receiving grants from more than one 
government program on the same project. The restriction “shall not obtain financing from any other 
government grants, loans, or subsidies that is offered to support deployment of broadband service in 
the same unserved areas” should be interpreted to leave open the possibility that an applicant can 
leverage other sources of funding to offer customers more service than would otherwise be possible. 
For example, a company may be receiving federal support to extend service in unserved areas at 
10Mbps download and 1Mbps upload speeds. If the company could increase those speeds or further 
extend its network by receiving a CMIC grant, that would be in everyone’s best interest. Leveraging 
available government resources to maximize access to the most robust broadband networks possible 
will help to “future-proof” network investments as they are being made. It is also important to ensure 
that companies receiving other sources of funding for non-broadband services be allowed to participate 
in the CMIC Grant Program. These companies may be in the best position to cost-effectively expand 
broadband networks in unserved areas. 
 
Section 806(3)(a-d) 
 
The criteria identified here reflect the legislature’s concern that grant dollars be awarded to applicants 
that have a track record of successfully building and operating telecommunications networks. Legislators 
are well aware of examples of publicly-funded broadband projects, including some associated with the 
ill-fated Michigan Broadband Development Authority, which resulted in dollars being wasted on 
networks that didn’t deliver promised results or failed to be built altogether. Requiring applicants to 
demonstrate that they are viable businesses with the resources to maintain a network will help to avoid 
repeating these mistakes. The Minnesota grant program offers a model that may be useful for assessing 
a company’s viability (https://mn.gov/bms-stat/assets/grants_policy_08-06.pdf).   
 
Section 806(3)(e) 
 
While repeating the importance of favoring applicants with proven track records, this subsection is 
intended to help those who review applications identify projects that have the best chances of making 
real economic development impacts. Applicants seeking to receive grants should demonstrate a level of 
community outreach commensurate with the amount of the grant being sought. Applicants seeking 
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relatively small grants should be held to a different standard than those applying for the maximum $5 
million grant in order to not discourage small project applications. 
 
Section 806(4) 
 
This is another area where the Minnesota program has developed a process that can be useful in the 
CMIC program. (See pages 17-20 of the most recent Minnesota application: 
https://mn.gov/deed/assets/broadband-grant-app_tcm1045-297805.docx)  
 
Section 806(5)(a), (c) and (d) 
 
The provision of this data is critical to ensure that grant dollars are being appropriately targeted to 
unserved areas and to allow for a valid challenge process. Much of the data can be obtained from the 
FCC’s “Reports and Research” website (https://www.fcc.gov/reports-research) and from numerous 
consultants that have already incorporated much of the data into Michigan project databases. 
 
Section 806(7) 
 
Providing clear guidance for the types of information that will be most useful in evaluating challenges 
will save the CMIC, applicants and challengers time, which will lead to applications being more 
efficiently processed. The Minnesota program has identified “Challenge Documentation Requirements” 
that can be adapted to fit the CMIC program (https://mn.gov/deed/assets/2017-challenge-
process_tcm1045-304536.pdf).  
 
Section 806(8-9) 
 
As already stated, awarding grants in areas where broadband service already exists would be wasteful 
because it would not reduce the number of consumers without access to any broadband service. By 
requiring companies to inform the CMIC Grant Program of existing/planned services in areas included in 
grant applications, it will help to avoid spending money where money has already been or will soon be 
spent. Those dollars can then be awarded in areas that may be unserved for the foreseeable future or 
can be used to leverage federal funding in cases where a grant can improve planned speeds or network 
footprints.  
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