
TABLE OF CONTENTS
Table of Contents
i

Executive Summary
iii
I.
The Round 2 NOFA Must Specifically Address Funding 


and Application Processes for “Middle Mile Comprehensive Community Anchor Projects”(RFI – Section II(A)(1))
1

A.         As a General Matter, Community Anchor Funding 

             Requirements and Application Processes Were Not 

             Satisfactorily Addressed in Round 1
1
B.
ARRA Policy Requires Greater Support and Funding 

for Community Anchor Projects
2

C.
The Round 2 NOFA Must Specifically Address 
Middle Mile Comprehensive Community Anchor 
Projects (“Middle Mile CCAPs”) As a Separate 

Funding Category
3
D.
Round 2 Application Processes and Criteria Should 

Be Modified to Better Address the Characteristics and 

Functions of Middle Mile Comprehensive Community 

Anchor Projects (“Middle Mile CCAPs”)
4
1.
Round 2 Middle Mile CCAP Applicants Should 
be Required to Report Only Those Census Blocks 
Associated With the Project’s Interconnection Points
4
a.
Middle Mile CCAP applicants should be required to report only those census blocks for the project’s interconnection points (“interconnection point census blocks”), i.e., the census blocks which contain the physical locations of the community anchor institutions themselves
4  

b.
However, Middle Mile CCAP applicants should not be required to report other census blocks, including those through which the spans pass (“traversed census blocks”) or other census blocks in the service area of the project (“other service area census blocks”)
4 

c.
For purposes of analyzing project overlap, only the interconnection point census blocks of other Middle Mile CCAP projects serving the same type of community anchors should be analyzed
5  

2.
For Round 2, the Community and Last Mile 
Service Area Reporting Requirements Should be 
Substantially Streamlined for Wide-Area Middle 

Mile CCAP Applications
6
a.        Option to use an exhibit
7

b.
Use of exhibit to list spans, last mile service 
areas and communities/other areas
8

c.
Use of exhibit to report cumulative demographic 


data for communities/other areas and last mile

            service areas
8




3.
For Identifying and/or Mapping the Unserved, Underserved and Rural Nature of Proposed Funded Service Areas and Communities/Other Areas, Round 2 Middle Mile CCAP Applicants Should Be Allowed to Incorporate by Reference the Relevant Portions of Existing Mapping Resources of NTIA and RUS, As Well As NTIA-Approved Mapping Grantees
8

II. Full (100%) Grants Should Be Made Available to All 

Round 2 Middle Mile CCAP Applicants, A Policy Which 

Is Particularly Compelling for Wide-Area Projects in States 

with High Poverty Rates (RFI – Section I(A)(4))
10
III.       Conclusion
12
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Round 2 NOFA must specifically address Middle Mile Comprehensive Community Anchor Projects (“Middle Mile CCAPs”) as a separate funding category. A Middle Mile Comprehensive Community Anchor Project should be defined as:  “A broadband infrastructure project that is comprised of point-to-point middle mile facilities exclusively between community anchor institutions.”

The Round 2 application processes and criteria should be modified to better address the characteristics and functions of Middle Mile CCAPs.  Specifically, Middle Mile CCAP applicants should be required to report only those census blocks for the project’s interconnection points (“interconnection point census blocks”), i.e., the census blocks which contain the physical locations of the community anchor institutions themselves.  However, Middle Mile CCAP applicants should not be required to report other census blocks, including those through which the spans pass (“traversed census blocks”) or other census blocks in the service area of the project (“other service area census blocks”).  For many Middle Mile CCAP projects, the fact is that (i) the spans for such projects provide dedicated point-to-point connectivity between end points, without direct interconnection or connectivity to entities or consumers in the traversed census blocks or other service area census blocks; and (ii) the demographics of the traversed census blocks and other service area census blocks are likely to be addressed in any event by Middle Mile CCAP applicants as part of their “last mile service area” reporting obligations.  Therefore, allowing Middle Mile CCAP applicants to exclude traversed census blocks and other service area census blocks should not in any way affect the public interest analyses for such applications.

In addition, for purposes of analyzing project overlap, only the interconnection point census blocks of other Middle Mile CCAP projects serving the same type of community anchors should be analyzed  
Further, for Round 2, the community/other area and last mile service area reporting requirements should be substantially streamlined for wide-area Middle Mile CCAP applications.  Such streamlining should include: (i) the option of identifying middle mile spans in a text exhibit or other uploaded file (“exhibit”), rather than on the application form; (ii) use of the exhibit to list spans, last mile service areas and communities/other areas; and (iii) use of the exhibit to report cumulative demographic data for communities/other areas and last mile service areas.  In addition, for identifying and/or mapping the unserved, underserved and rural nature of proposed funded service areas and communities/other areas, Round 2 Middle Mile CCAP applicants should be allowed to incorporate by reference the relevant portions of existing mapping resources of NTIA and RUS, as well as NTIA-approved mapping grantees.

Finally, full (100%) grants should be made available to all Round 2 Middle Mile CCAP applicants, a policy which is particularly compelling for wide-area projects in states with high poverty rates.
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