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Idaho Department of Commerce Broadband grant program 

July 27, 2020 

Bonner County 

Thank you for the opportunity to reply to these challenges from other providers.  I would encourage the 

county to affirm the applications meet the terms of the grant applications that have been already 

submitted by replying to the state with  this response attached.  The grant documents indicated that the 

Director of Commerce will make the final determination to accept or reject any challenges. 

This is a single response to six (6) challenges by Kaniksu Networks and one (1) by Ziply fiber to 

applications submitted by Bonner County.   

Challenged grant application numbers are here: 

County Priority Project Name App Number Challenger 

06 - Bonner COLBURN APP-004277 Ziply 

07 - Bonner ELLISPORT BAY APP-004278 Kaniksu 

08 - Bonner GLENGARY APP-004279 Kaniksu 

09 - Bonner BOTTLE BAY APP-004271 Kaniksu 

11 - Bonner CLARK FORK APP-004276 Kaniksu 

13 - Bonner CABINET APP-004273 Kaniksu 

14 - Bonner SPRING CREEK APP-004282 Kaniksu 

 

Challenges from Kaniksu Networks 

Existing Service Issue 

Kaniksu submitted similar challenges for six projects in Bonner County. All of these projects qualify using 

the State criteria of underserved based on the latest data available – the June 2019 FCC 477 reports. 

Kaniksu argues that they have recently initiated service, in some cases just last month but that data does 

not appear on FCC reports. The Kaniksu challenge describes new service but includes no data about 

customers served which would illustrate that more than 50% of the locations have 25x3 service 

available. Absent FCC form 477 filings and without any new data, it is hard to consider the Kaniksu 

challenge as credible.  

Where Kaniksu lists other providers in its challenges, it shows no percentage of the addresses that those 

providers are able to serve.  As a result, Kaniksu has made no rebuttal that the Department of 

Commerce can rely upon to confirm their argument that these areas are more than 50% covered by 

25x3 service. 
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Community Facilities Issue 

In challenge APP-004276 – Clark Fork, Kaniksu correctly explains the High School and the Fire Station are 

served by other suppliers. This is a household grant application and the reference to the school and fire 

station are not relevant.  

 

Project Schedule and Project Budget Issue 

Kaniksu points out the project schedule and budget are apparently incorrectly shown on the Commerce 

application site.  Bonner County technical advisor Joe Kinner reports the correct data was filed and 

verified. This appears to be a data mix up problem and is easily addressed with supplementary 

corrections. 

 

Challenge from Ziply/Frontier 

The company now known as Ziply is a very new (June 2020) and rebranded company who now owns the 

assets of Frontier in Idaho purchased in the midst of Frontier’s ongoing bankruptcy proceedings.  

Frontier corporate has a long and sordid history of mistreatment of the citizens of Bonner County, and 

Idaho overall.  Ziply hasn’t owned the former Frontier assets long enough to have a track record of 

acting more honorably, though we certainly hope they will. 

With that in mind, as recently as last month in a similar “challenge” proceeding, the FCC pointedly and 

clearly rejected similar tactics of Frontier/Ziply.  Frontier/Ziply tried to challenge tens of thousands of 

census blocks around the country from being included in a publicly competitive auction scheduled for 

later this year.  The FCC rejected Frontier/Ziply’s challenges saying in part: “there is a pervasive lack of 

credibility and accordingly deny Frontier’s challenge.” The case and results are below. 

From FCC Public Notice DA 20-665 Released:  June 25, 2020: 

Frontier Communications Corporation’s Form 477 and State Subsidy Challenges.  First, we 

deny Frontier Communications Corporation’s (Frontier) Form 477 challenge.  Frontier filed a Form 

477 challenge for 16,987 blocks where it claims that it provides service of 25/3 Mbps or better 

broadband service.  

“Given the numerous and significant concerns in the record regarding the validity of 

Frontier’s filing, including its own admission that it had misfiled its June 2019 data and then 

misfiled (again) the data for its challenge, and inconsistent explanations for its challenge, we 

conclude that taken together there is a pervasive lack of credibility and accordingly deny Frontier’s 

challenge regarding its deployment and decline to exclude those blocks from consideration for 

eligibility.” 
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The county can provide one of three responses to the challenges: 

1. Affirm the application meets the challenged criteria. 

o The application was based on FCC 477 filings. Kaniksu does not dispute the data in the 

477 filings but says they have subsequently initiated service in some of the challenged 

areas. Kaniksu does not provide any data about households served by their new service. 

We urge the Commission to affirm the applications as presented. The Department of 

Commerce will review the challenge and decide about its credibility. 

2. The commission can modify the application. There is no new substantive data to justify 

modifying the applications. 

3. The commission can withdraw the grant request. Withdrawal would mean some rural 

households would be denied broadband service for distance learning, work-from-home or 

telehealth for no provable reason. 

 

We encourage the applicant, Bonner County, to choose option 1 and affirm the application meets the 

program criteria.  The Director of Commerce for the State of Idaho will make that final determination 

based on the challenge and this response. 
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MADISON COUNTY 
134 E Main, Rexburg ID 83440 

Phone (208)359-6259 
Fax (208) 356-6308  

 
 
 
 
 
Tuesday, July 28, 2020 
 
 
Idaho Department of Commerce 
700 W. State Street 
Boise, Idaho  83440 
 
 
Subject: Optix Media Broadband Challenge to Madison County’s State of 

Idaho Public Broadband Grant Application Public Safety/Local 
Government - APP-004275 

 

Dear Mr. Forsch, Broadband Development Manager: 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to Optix Media’s challenge to Madison 

County’s grant application for the “Idaho Public Broadband Grant – Public Safety and 

Local Government.”  Optix Media claims Madison County’s grant is ineligible because, 

the application does not meet the stated criteria: 

 

“Be a project that does not overbuild existing broadband infrastructure at the 

required speeds.” 

 

Madison County is grateful for and recognizes that Optix Media and other broadband 

service providers in the County do indeed provide services for most of the City of 

Rexburg and even some of the more populated areas within the unincorporated regions 

in the County.  It is the underserved unincorporated areas that is the focus of Madison 

County’s grant application. 

 

The majority of the proposed route by Madison County is one that currently has no fiber-

optic broadband infrastructure, including any associated equipment, or any accessories 

as well.  In addition, along this route there are no current ISP providers that come 

anywhere close to meeting the desired broadband capable speeds of 1,000 Mbps 

symmetrical.  Please see the attached proposed route maps for the new fiber-optic line. 

 

Optic Media also failed, or does not understand the need, to address the County’s 

necessity to connect our centralized County facilities to our remote fire station located in 



the unincorporated area of Archer.  This fire station is critical for our emergency 

response network and services for the southern region of our county. 

 
Along the County’s proposed route Madison County currently has no public location that 

could provide Wi-Fi access where up to 100 citizens could simultaneously access even 

minimal broadband speeds and still practice physical distancing.  Madison County 

Official have identified multiple potential locations where this could happen. 

 
This proposed new broadband line is not intended to hurt anyone’s business.  On the 

contrary, it is designed to help existing broadband providers to potentially reach a new 

customer base to expand their services.  I invite Optic Media, along with other fiber optic 

line providers, to work with us and our proposed new broadband line.  This project will 

be a county owned asset, but the county will contract only with for-profit ISP’s to provide 

internet service over the broadband network. 

  

Madison County appreciates the services and product Optix Media provides for some of 

our citizens throughout the county.  We look forward to working with them in the future 

as they continue to expand. 

 

Madison County respectively requests that the challenge from Optix Media be 

dismissed and our application continue through the approval process.  Please feel free 

to contact me if you have any questions or comments. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Bradley Petersen, 

Grant Administrator 
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Attachment A 
City of Potlatch 

Idaho State Broadband Grant Application – Response to Ziply Fiber Challenge 



 



Attachment B 
City of Potlatch 

Idaho State Broadband Grant Application – Response to Ziply Fiber Challenge 



City of Potlatch – Business Breakfast 

Input for the Potlatch Comp Plan and Business Development 
 
February 14, 2017 
Rebekah Hall, Potlatch 
7:30 am – 8:45 am 
 
Attendees: 
 
Carol Rawlsky-Feldman, Latah Credit Union 
Tomi Andres, Latah Credit Union 
Don Ball, Idaho’s Best Homes & Land 
Kathi Nygaard, Idaho’s Best Homes and Land 
Delfred Cone 
Steve Normington, Extreme Execution 
Cindy Normington, Extreme Execution 
Karen Rohn, Blackbird at the Depot/ Return to 
Riverside & Historical Society 
Sean Miller, US Bank 
Travis Koehn, Palouse Valley Septic Service 
Tyson Koehn, Palouse Valley Septic Service 
Joe Griffin 

John Lane, CEDA 
Dave Brown, City of Potlatch 
Barry Johnson 
Ben Anderberg, Northwest Biomass 
Tom Moore 
Joshua Weller, Weller Mart 
Charlie Johnson, Potlatch City Council 
Tom Bender, Potlatch Food PANTRY 
Joan Bender, Potlatch City Council 
Shelly Hammons, City of Potlatch 
Nancy Smith, Nancy’s Fitness 
Christine Frei, CEDA 

 
 
Facilitator:  John Lane, CEDA Business Programs and Finance Director 
 
CEDA Business Programs and Finance Director John Lane opened the meeting at 7:35 am with 24 people 
and 13 businesses present.   
 
The following are some highlights of the discussion: 
 

1. CEDA provides technical assistance to small businesses and it also operates a finance program 
that can help business whose projects may not qualify for conventional financing.  Criteria for 
the finance program was provided.  John can be reached at: jlane@clearwater-edar.org or 
(208)746-0015 ext 108. 

2. The City of Potlatch is hoping to increase business  activity as a result of the Potlatch RV Park 
and improved park services. 

3. Senior daycare services or transition care services are needed in Potlatch. 
4. A business incubator may be needed.  John Lane briefly explained the challenges with sustaining 

a business incubator.  He suggested that the community might look at a Maker Space.  A Maker 
Space is:  A makerspace is a community center that provides technology, manufacturing equipment and 

educational opportunities to the public.  The U of I has such a space at their library as does Biketronics in 
Moscow.  Should the community want to create a maker space, a local group must be formed to lead the 
effort.  It will need to analyze the needs and determine what equipment is necessary for the makerspace.  
This should not be led by the City of Potlatch or CEDA.  It needs to be community driven. 

mailto:jlane@clearwater-edar.org


5. Homebased businesses are oftern where new businesses start.  High speed internet is 
something that they need. 

6. The City of Potlatch is using the Gem State Prospector when commercial property is available for 
purchase.  Recently, a Richland Company expressed interest through the Idaho Department of 
Commerce to locate an electronic business in Latah County.  They are looking for 16,0000 to 
27,000 square feet.  They require natural gas which Potlatch cannot currently provide.  Mayor 
Brown did contact Avista about the potential of bringing natural gas to Potlatch.  It is unlikely.  
Propane gas was suggested; however, it is twice the cost of natural gas. 

7. The City of Potlatch was successful in recruiting Northwest Biomass ( a pellet manufacturer) to 
the business park.  They had been looking at a Port of Wilma location.  They are not yet 
producing; but, will be soon. 

8. Housing is a need in Potlach.  For example, the school district is having a hard time recruiting 
teachers because of housing. 

9. Small Business Development Center (SBDC) information was provided to attendees. 
10. The City of Potlatch currently has some office space available that is very competitive with 

Moscow.  (The Depot) 
11. Ben Anderberg with Northwest Biomass suggested that the City expand its limits to include 

more land currently under Potlatch Corporation ownership and improve the road system into 
the business park.  Two businesses have attempted to negotiate with Potlatch Corporation; but, 
have not been successful. 

12. Recruitment of businesses into the City of Potlatch is not easy.  It takes time and effort to recruit 
the right business. 

13. More discussion was centered on an assisted living center for seniors that want to stay in the 
community. 

14. The session ended with more discussion on CEDA’s desire to help the City and businesses to 
grow and thrive in the community.  CEDA Executive Director Christine Frei also explained that 
the City of Potlatch is currently going through revisions on the Potlatch Comprehensive Plan.  
The input of the meeting will be used to develop a strategy for economic development.  

 
 



City of Potlatch – Business Meeting 

Input for the Potlatch Comp Plan and Business Development 
 
March 15, 2017 
Rebekah Hall, Potlatch 
6:30 am – 8:45 pm 
 
Attendees: 
 
Gary Weller 
Joshua Weller 
Gayle Gallagher 
Barry Johnson 
James Tunnell 
Beth Tunnell 

Lonnie Nicholson 
Paula Nicholson 
Shelly Hammons, Potlatch City (Clerk) 
Dave Brown, Potlatch City Council (Mayor) 
John Lane, CEDA 
Christine Frei, CEDA 

 
Facilitator:  John Lane, CEDA Business Programs and Finance Director 
 
CEDA Business Programs and Finance Director John Lane opened the meeting at 6:30 pm with 12 people 
present.  Types of businesses present included a logging transportation business, a cabinet maker and 
resin distributor, and a  welder/fabricator.  Business ideas include website development and craftware. 
 
The following are some highlights of the discussion: 
 

1. CEDA provides technical assistance to small businesses and it also operates a finance program 
that can help business whose projects may not qualify for conventional financing.  Criteria for 
the finance program was provided.  John can be reached at: jlane@clearwater-edar.org or 
(208)746-0015 ext 108. 

2. John Lane went over some important concepts for any startup: 
a. A business idea must align with personal goals. Business ideas must support what a 

business owner wants to accomplish. 
b. A business must access if it is financially ready to startup or expand its business.  Less 

debt is better. 
3. John passed around several handouts that can help any startup or expanding business. 
4. Attendees asked several questions that were pertinent to their business or their business idea. 
5. Housing was identified as a barrier to businesses. 
6. High Speed Internet was extensively discussed.  The consensus was that high speed internet is 

the single most detriment to business development.  If the City of Potlatch had high speed 
internet, it could be very competitive because of its close proximity to Moscow and Pullman.  
CEDA Executive Director Christine Frei explained that an fiber cost analysis was completed for 
the City of Kendrick and would cost about $450,000.  Christine explained that fiber can be 
brought into a community by either a private business or by a public entity like the City of 
Potlatch.  She is happy to work with the City of Potlatch to address this issue. 

 
 

mailto:jlane@clearwater-edar.org
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RE: WhiteCloud Communcations Grant Challenge city of Hazelton APP-004131 

WhiteCloud claims Hazelton is covered currently with SafeLink and Tekfinity.   

Please see my response above regarding Safelink dispute. 

Tekfinity is my company, and we currently do not provide residential services in the city of Hazelton. 

CenturyLink did not submit an application to contest this grant. If they thought it needed to be 
protested, or they could already serve the community, then they would have. 

On a final note, WhiteCloud did attempt to partner with the city of Hazelton to apply for the Grant, so 
they must have assumed the City of Hazelton met the grant requirements. 

 



Hazelton, ID App-004131 
Sample Test - Household Speed 
Test 
Please see all tests attached in 
Challenge Response
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During the COVID-19 outbreak when schools and businesses sent children and employees home to work 
our internet was challenged.  We appreciate the Idaho Department of Commerce for providing the 
opportunity to bolster internet capacity across rural Idaho.  The City of Elk River appreciates the 
opportunity to provide facts around the challenge presented to the City Household Broadband grant 
application.   

The challenger, Jason Frawley does own a Wireless Internet Service business that according to the 
website https://broadbandnow.com/Leader-Communications-LCC the service area for Leader 
Communications LLC is primarily St Maries, and surrounding communities from Coeur d’Alene to Santa, 
ID.   

• Leader Communications LLC does not provide internet services in Elk River, which would suggest 
they are not eligible to submit a challenge. 

 

According to the Leader Communications LLC website http://sm-email.com/services.html the service 
tiers they do offer in the service area include 2 Mbps, 3 Mbps and 5 Mbps. 

• Leader Communications LLC does not provide connectivity as the eligible rate of at a minimum 
of 25/3 Mbps. 

Regarding the challengers comment “… almost all of town has existing service…”  yes, most of town has 
service provided by the Library.  Since the early 2000’s Elk River has been served by its Library; who 
sought out USDA Community Connect funding to bring internet to Elk River.  This service has served the 
community well over the years with tiers of 1/1, 2/2 and 6/3 Mbps.   

• According to the guidelines the existing service of up to 6/3 Mbps does not meet connectivity 
rate of 25/3 Mbps. 

It is interesting to read the challengers suggestion that there are two companies working on internet 
solutions for our community; we know nothing of their plans.   WE have however been aware of and 
working with Inland Cellular to develop options for fixed wireless service upgrades and meet the needs 
at CPTPA for several years.    Inland Cellular has been the mobile provider in Elk River and their business 
decision to enter the fixed wireless service arena across north central Idaho builds on the backhaul 
infrastructure in place.  By bolstering the Inland Cellular existing backhaul to enable delivery of fixed 
internet the proposed project is not wasteful but mindful of the low hanging fruit opportunity to deploy 
in a timely manner and efficiently, thus meeting the Idaho CARES Act funding timeline constraints. 

Feel free to reach out if there is additional information we can provide to show the Department of 
Commerce that funding a broadband enhancement project in Elk River meets the full intent of the Idaho 
CARES Act Broadband grant program for households. 

 

https://broadbandnow.com/Leader-Communications-LCC
https://broadbandnow.com/Leader-Communications-LCC
http://sm-email.com/services.html
http://sm-email.com/services.html
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Box 208 375 1st Ave E Wendell, Idaho  83355 
Phone 208-536-5161 Fax 208-536-5527  cityofwendell@gmail.com 

 
 
July 24, 2020 

Tom Kealey, Director 
Idaho Dept of Commerce 
Broadband Office 
700 W State Street 
Boise ID 83702 
 
Re: Safelink and Sparklight challenges to Idaho Broadband Grant Program Applications 
 
Dear Director Kealey, 
 
Safelink has filed a challenge to the City of Wendell’s application. Safelink states that they already cover 
the proposed service area with the minimum 25/3 broadband speeds. I am writing this letter to attest 
that there is a big difference to what they say and what they deliver. I have been a Safelink subscriber 
for some time now and I am continually frustrated by their lack of ability to deliver what they promise. I 
am on the phone with their technical support about once a week.  
 
I can attest they never deliver their promised speeds. I can also attest that my neighbor is a Safelink 
subscriber and also does not get the promised speeds. Please see my attached speedtest which shows I 
am not getting anywhere close to the promised 25/5.  
 
I also can attest that Sparklight is not available where I am and I live in city limits. My address is 376 7th 
Ave West. Sparklight may serve parts of Wendell but they do not service the whole city by any means.  
 
Please give our greater community the opportunity to get broadband internet. In the proposed service 
area there are approximately 930 households or 66.7% of total households that don’t have access to 
broadband internet.  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Seaira Gold 
 
 
Wendell City Councilwoman 
375 1st Ave E 
Wendell ID 83355 
 

mailto:cityofwendell@gmail.com
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Latah County 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
 

P.O. Box 8068 ♦ 522 South Adams ♦ Moscow, Idaho 83843 
(208) 883-7208 ♦ fax (208) 883-2280 ♦ e-mail bocc@latah.id.us 
Thomas C. Lamar   ♦    David McGraw   ♦   Kathie LaFortune 

July 29, 2020 

Latah County’s broadband grant application’s focus is to provide community access in five of the 8 
incorporated cities in Latah County. This application is requesting funding for infrastructure and equipment to 
accommodate the goal of increasing and improving community access to critical communications. For 
education, for emergency service access, and the increasingly important social connectivity during the COVID-
19 pandemic, this Latah County application has come forward. Presently, in all of the target communities, the 
equipment is either undersized, in few locations, or non-existent as highlighted below.  

The Latah County team estimates serving 1200 households throughout the county. Economic Modeling 
Specialists, Inc. estimates current poverty levels in Latah County for two major constituent groups - children 
under 18, and seniors to be 18% and 7.5% respectively. Both groups are often on fixed incomes, and may have 
variable access to critical infrastructure – including internet - as a result. This infrastructure-centric grant has 
specifically EXCLUDED the circuits to provide connectivity between each of these municipalities as the ongoing 
costs are not eligible for grant funds. 

The contesting provider specifically highlights two areas where they feel that Latah County is proposing an 
overbuild of existing services. Specifically, they have called out the following locations:  

Troy, ID 

The provider contests that this application must be rejected because the provider has commenced construction 
into this market with an expected completion date of December 2020. This complaint is incorrect in assumptions 
in two areas. First, the provider does not have services currently in this market and second, the Latah County 
infrastructure application does not preclude the provider from providing connectivity required to activate 
the community access network in this market. In fact, if awarded, Latah County will be requesting a circuit in 
this market for delivery no later than December 1, 2020. 

Moscow, ID 

The provider contests that the application must be rejected because the provider provides services in this 
market. This complaint is incorrect as the requested grant funds are for providing community access at 
the entire Latah County Fairgrounds including all outdoor areas and also at the Latah County Courthouse. 
These are not services that are currently being provided at these locations. The network design will centralize 
the community access network at the Latah County Courthouse. The funding requests at this location will 
provide support for the other municipalities and be used to create a consistent experience for the entire solution. 
The intention is to utilize current internet connectivity to provide this service. If additional internet connectivity 
is required, the contesting provider will have the opportunity to provide pricing for this connectivity at the 
Latah County Courthouse or Moscow City Hall.  

Digital divide and user access is a complicated problem that will not be solved with a one size fits all approach 
to connectivity. It has become more apparent now than ever than ever that solving this issue requires an 
innovative approach. The Latah County application provides access to a large number of people in the 
communities that we serve. It activates investments that Latah County and our communities have already made 
in facilities, community centers and outdoor spaces. This grant enables us to better service our constituents.  

For these reasons we believe that the contest to our application is without merit.  
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City of Murtaugh APP-004237 – Idaho Department of Commerce CARES Act Broadband Grant 

– Households – Rebuttal  

 

To respond to the challenge submitted by Tekfinity: 

1. The application submitted states Tekfinity only provides a maximum service of 10Mbps. This is 

incorrect. Tekfinity offers broadband speeds up to 25Mbps.  

Citizens of Murtaugh are not receiving adequate broadband at a time where internet speed is crucial 

with the impact of COVID-19 to students, educators, business owners, and more. Per the attached and 

linked speed tests, members of the community are receiving less than 25x3 Mbps with most at or below 

10 Mbps. There is a clear need that is not being relieved by services at Tekfinity despite their presence in 

the community. Please view attached speed tests for reference.  

With the capabilities at White Cloud Communications, citizens within the smaller mapping circle area 

will be able to utilize and enjoy speeds of up to 1000x1000 Mbps symmetrical with the help of 60 Ghz 

technology. In the larger mapping circle area, citizens will be able to utilize speeds of up to 100x20 Mbps 

with the help of 3.5 Ghz and 900 Mhz technology. Please also view attached letters of recommendation 

from local and national anchor institutions citing the capabilities of White Cloud Communications for 

such a project.  

 

2. The application does not meet the criteria of 50% of households are currently in an unserved 

area and 50% of households is in an underserved area. There are currently 3 providers that 

already exist in this area with wireless technology.  

Per the 10 speed tests collected from citizens at the City of Murtaugh, it is shown that despite the 

presence of 3 providers within the City, broadband needs are not being met. The speed tests submitted 

by Tekfinity as a challenge to the application are invalid as these have not been collected illustrating 

what they are truly being delivered. Tekfinity does not deliver adequate broadband speeds to customers 

within the City of Murtaugh as originally stated. Please view attached speed tests and mapping 

document showing locations of residents that submitted speed tests.  

The height of the tower to be built by White Cloud Communications will be able to deliver upgraded 

speeds to residents that cannot currently access this. A frequent issue when accessing fixed wireless 

internet is large trees where installing a large tower located within the City of Murtaugh that can shoot 

down and through tree canopy is crucial to delivering broadband to households that cannot access and 

are underserved.  

 

To respond to the challenge submitted by SafeLink: 

1. The application does not meet the criteria of 50% households are currently in an unserved area 

and 50% of households are in an underserved area.  



As stated in the previous challenge, per the 10 speed tests collected from citizens at the City of 

Murtaugh, it is shown that despite the presence of 3 providers within the City, broadband needs are not 

being met. SafeLink does not deliver adequate broadband speeds to customers within the City of 

Murtaugh as stated in the challenge. Please view attached speed tests and mapping document showing 

locations of residents that submitted speed tests.  

The height of the tower to be built by White Cloud Communications will be able to deliver upgraded 

speeds to residents that cannot currently access this. A frequent issue when accessing fixed wireless 

internet is large trees where installing a large tower located within the City of Murtaugh that can shoot 

down and through tree canopy is crucial to delivering broadband to households that cannot access and 

are underserved. 

 

2. The application submitted included customers not receiving 25 Mbps from SafeLink; this 

customer does not subscribe to the 25 Mbps plan.  

Despite SafeLink offering this plan, it is not capable of being provided to citizens of Murtaugh where 

they are not receiving adequate broadband. Per the attached and linked speed tests, members of the 

community are receiving less than 25x3 Mbps with most at or below 10 Mbps. There is a clear need that 

is not being relieved by services at SafeLink despite plan advertised in the community. Please view 

attached speed tests for reference.  

With the capabilities at White Cloud Communications, citizens within the smaller mapping circle area 

will be able to utilize and enjoy speeds of up to 1000x1000 Mbps symmetrical with the help of 60 Ghz 

technology. In the larger mapping circle area, citizens will be able to utilize speeds of up to 100x20 Mbps 

with the help of 3.5 Ghz and 900 Mhz technology. Please also view attached letters of recommendation 

from local and national anchor institutions citing the capabilities of White Cloud Communications for 

such a project.  

 

 



City of Murtaugh Coverage 
I Small Circle 60 Ghz to deliver up to 1000x1 ODO Speeds 

Large Circle 3.5 Ghz & 900 Mhz to deliver up to 100x20 Speeds 

_,.._/ 

Legend 

:::, Service Areas 
I Tower Location/Speed Test Locations 

https://broadbandnow.com/speedtest/93q91zri-m2b5-4150-a35c-7224c993c8c4?fbclid=IwAR1is_dDxYIMEn1dtWKxk9lHS3IG_sb06iuozqVIkTI45GmbaeeD1ji62HU
https://broadbandnow.com/speedtest/9xrqu67c-zo92-4c70-9eca-83f7a3aa6826?fbclid=IwAR38ic1BCv4cjUNr-8FNBnAEvD3G6sK0jRwjHsgep-c-HZ7MBewT_IBvYYc
https://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=10223576846673797&set=p.10223576846673797&type=3
https://broadbandnow.com/speedtest/a9o5jsam-hwp0-468c-925c-de3c6d24dfe4?fbclid=IwAR3OilRE2x2pFU3fOftS7VOHiSivaDW_Crm2v7orVblAFNQ-XMDuwEUP0qU
https://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=10220608512115223&set=p.10220608512115223&type=3
https://broadbandnow.com/speedtest/ar3nocwj-ump8-4657-a11f-ee34ee4e2a70?fbclid=IwAR34wCgVtS-euCeMJLLhSMBiv3iL9tAYrvLhs-iEc7EwCrDS9WEF6G4SA8I
https://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=3424547087576240&set=p.3424547087576240&type=3
https://broadbandnow.com/speedtest/9ll5uz71-qn17-4cf5-8d63-3ae8c947bc53?fbclid=IwAR1-Nk9qejiNu3idCWpoRD8EOHOYugScmZ4le4Zwg79mKeeZUgVKJyEcCmc


4495 Pioneer Way Murtaugh, ID



3388 North 4500 E Murtaugh, ID



3600 N 4428 E Murtaugh, ID



3300 N 4349 E Murtaugh, ID



3700 N 4377 E Murtaugh, ID



3411 N 4625 E Murtaugh, ID



3379 N 4550 E Murtaugh, ID



4489 Silvers Dr. Murtaugh, ID



3125 N 4549 E Murtaugh, ID



3375 N 4560 E Murtaugh, ID 

















Name of Applicant: 
Application number: 

Dietrich
4248



35W 1st Street 
Dietrich, Idaho 83324 

(208) 544-2102 
 

July 29th, 2020 
 
RE: White Cloud Communications Grant Challenge city of Dietrich APP-004248 
 
Idaho Department of Commerce Director Tom Kealy.  
 
Dear Tom, 
  
  
  This letter and supporting documents are in response to the Challenge by White Cloud that 
the City of Dietrich does not qualify for the Broadband Grant because it is already being 
adequately served. Every statement in the Challenge from White Cloud is either false or 
misleading.  
  
  I would like to express my personal response to the fact that White Cloud even considered to 
“Challenge” in the first place. White Cloud was one of three candidates. If the three candidates 
were sports teams, White Cloud would be penalized for unsportsmanlike conduct.  
I am appalled that White Cloud could even be eligible to submit a Challenge when they were 
trying partner to obtain the Broadband Grant until they lost the bid. This is a totally 
unprofessional and falls into the category of Bullying!  Communities in Idaho spend a lot of 
time, money and energy to combat bullying in our schools. It is wrong to allow a company to 
behave this way. 
  
  Each of the three candidates; White Cloud, Safelink and Tek Hut (Tekfinity) had done their own 
research to conclude that the City of Dietrich was one of the strongest candidates to receive 
the grant. They each reached out to us with proposals.  
  
  White Cloud was the first to approach me, as the Mayor of Dietrich, to partner in obtaining the 
Broadband Grant with the understanding that White Cloud was to build the network 
infrastructure. They were confident they could prove the need for improved internet knowing 
the poor existing speeds in Dietrich.  I have attached the Letter of Intent from White Cloud 
which I did not sign. White Cloud was very persistent in trying to get me to sign the document, 
even to the point I would classify as harassment. I let them know that I represented the City of 
Dietrich and I needed to get additional information and the approval of the City Council before I 
would sign anything.   
  
  The City Council and I interviewed each for the Broadband Project. We decided Tek-Hut 
offered the best solution for the City of Dietrich. Their proposal is to provide Fiber Optic directly 



to the residences of Dietrich in a timely manner. Safelink had proposed bringing Fiber Optic but 
it was going to be phased due to logistics within the scope. White Cloud proposed two new 
towers with no option of Fiber Optic. The Council and I were not interested in additional towers 
in our City. We have a lot of trees and wind which impact the reliability of microwaves from any 
tower.  Since we are not willing to cut down our trees, Fiber Optic is the best solution for us.  
 
 I would like to acknowledge the excitement of the opportunity this Grant has provided for 
Dietrich. I felt like, finally, our community would get a positive boost rather than feeling we are 
overlooked as unimportant.  
 
  There is no question our community is underserved. During the Covid-19 Stay at Home Order, 
we were not able to have successful Zoom Council Meetings because even our Council 
Members had inadequate internet service to participate. We are all waiting with 
anticipation.  This grant will give us an edge in the marketplace that we would not be able to 
afford without. It is a much-needed service for our Community and will be the perfect launch to 
the direction that I as Mayor and our Council are trying to accomplish for the City of Dietrich. 
We would be honored and grateful to the State of Idaho. We are working hard to make 
improvements to Dietrich which has suffered a lack of maintenance for a long time.  
We want to create a town that the kids of Dietrich are proud of and will want to stay to raise 
their own families.  Reliable internet is a critical component.  
  
  A special Thank You to Ervina Covcic from Southern Idaho Economic Development, Georgia 
Dimick from Region IV Development Association, Nate Bondelid from Tek-Hut Inc. who all 
worked diligently to support Dietrich in the process to obtain this Grant. Due to the time 
restraints for compliance, everyone went above and beyond to make this a success. 
  
  The City Council of Dietrich also were amazing at doing everything they could to make the best 
decisions for the City. They were available at all hours and reached out to the community as 
much as possible with the time we were allowed.  
  
  I would also like to thank The Association of Idaho Cities, Representative Sally Toone 
and Commissioner Rebecca Wood from Lincoln County for reaching out to make sure we were 
aware of the Grant and offering any help we needed to navigate through this process.  

  I would also like to thank Safelink for helping me to understand Fiber Optic vs Microwave 
Broadband options. They acted professionally through this process. They did not challenge the 
Grant for Dietrich because they understand that our community is underserved. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Regarding the issues of the Challenge presented by White Cloud: 
 

1. Syringa Networks currently has a Fiber Optic line available: 
 
It was addressed in our interview process as to why we could not tap into the existing Fiber Line 
that runs through Dietrich that is owned by Syringa. It was communicated that Syringa will not 
serve residential customers that it is only a commercial line.  Council Member John Howard 
called Syringa July 28th, 2020.  Syringa confirmed they would not sell or connect to a residential 
customer in Dietrich. If White Cloud is claiming that Syringa has Fiber Optic available, why 
didn’t White Cloud propose providing Fiber Optic since they had the opportunity to tie into 
Syringa’s line?  Why, if Syringa provided Fiber Optic already to the residents of Dietrich, didn’t 
they Challenge the Grant?  The answer is: The Fiber Optic Line Owned by Syringa is a 
commercial line only and is NOT available to the residences of Dietrich.  
 

2. The City of Dietrich School District is an underserved or unserved community: 
 
It is absolutely true that the School District is an underserved and unserved community. 
The School itself, it has sophisticated equipment, not obtainable or affordable to the residents, 
and has a clear shot to the Gooding Tower. The fact the School has good service is irrelevant. It 
only can serve itself. Our school district struggled with distance learning due to the lack of 
adequate internet available to the students. Just because your neighbor owns a Ferrari doesn’t 
mean you can use it because you don’t have one.  
 

3. The average cost per household being $61.61: 
This is what the average cost to the fiber optic service will be to the customer. The whole 
purpose of the Grant it that it covers the capital expenditure to bring in the Fiber Optic to the 
residents of Dietrich because the State of Idaho is aware that the Residents of Dietrich cannot 
afford a project like this on their own. The State of Idaho recognizes how critical it is for our 
rural citizens of Idaho to have the same opportunities as the big cities.  
 

4. 100% of the homes meet less than the minimum grant requirements of 25/3 Mbps. 
 
White Cloud provided examples of two residences in Dietrich that supposedly get highspeed 
internet.  
 
Brandon Rasmussen does not live within the City Limits. He works for White Cloud. It is my 
understanding that Brandon, as an employee of White Cloud, has access to upgraded 
equipment. For these reasons his report should be considered a Conflict of Interest and not 
allowed.  
 
Mike Torgerson lives more than 2 miles outside of the Dietrich City limits. I spoke with Mike 
regarding his internet. I would like to first say that Mike was upset that White Cloud is using his 
internet speed information for the purposes of hurting the City of Dietrich’s chances at 





   
 

 

 

RE: WhiteCloud Communcations Grant Challenge city of Dietrich APP-004248 

WhiteCloud claims Syringa Networks already offers fiber-based services that meet the minimum 
requirements to the residences of Dietrich.  If they already offer services to the residences of Dietrich, 
then why didn’t Syringa Networks contest this application, or why doesn’t any of the residences in 
Dietrich have services from Syringa Networks? 

SafeLink did not contest this application but did contest others. If Safelink believed they already offer 
the minimum services, they would have contested this application. 

The City of Dietrich is rural, and when students were at home during Covid, many had a poor experience 
due to the lack of broadband in the community of Dietrich.   

WhiteCloud claims they offer services that meet the minimum requirements to the community 
currently.  

The evidence they presented is from the school and two residents(one of which works for WhiteCloud).  
If the service is available and WhiteCloud also approached the city of Dietrich to partner with on the 
grant application, why didn’t the city pick WhiteCloud for the grant.  The answer is because currently the 
residences cannot receive the speeds advertised, which is why WhiteCloud asked to partner with the 
City. 

Dietrich is a rural community who has always been underserved.  Many wireless technologies currently 
serve the community but fail to offer reliable, high-speed options.  The reason the city of Dietrich has 
selected Tekfinity is because fiber will offer unlimited capacity and opportunities for a small community 
that has been without for so long. 

Once fiber has been installed in the community, the following symmetrical packages will be available,  

50M $34.95 per month 

100M $64.95 per month 

1000M $84.95 per month 

 

Twin Falls 
460 Main Ave S 
Twin Falls, ID  83301 
(208)736-0188 

http://www.tek-finity.com 

Boise 
10350 W. Emerald 
Boise, ID  83704 
(208)332-0188 

 



35 W 1st. St. Dietrich, ID



211 N Waucanza St. Dietrich, ID



575 Main St. Dietrich, ID
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MADISON COUNTY 
134 E Main, Rexburg ID 83440 

Phone (208)359-6259 
Fax (208) 356-6308  

 
 
 
 
 
Tuesday, July 28, 2020 
 
 
Idaho Department of Commerce 
700 W. State Street 
Boise, Idaho  83440 
 
 
Subject: Cable One Inc., d.b.a. Sparklight Broadband Challenge to Madison 

County’s State of Idaho Public Broadband Grant Application Public 
Safety/Local Government - APP-004275 

 

Dear Mr. Forsch, Broadband Development Manager: 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to Sparklight’s challenge to Madison County’s 

grant application for the “Idaho Public Broadband Grant – Public Safety and Local 

Government.”  Sparklight claims Madison County’s grant is ineligible because, the 

application does not meet the stated criteria: 

 

a. Per Public Safety and Local Government Grant Program Guidelines, the 

project “must be a project that does not overbuild existing broadband 

infrastructure at the required speeds to a local government facility for 

public safety and local governance.” 

 

b. Project would overbuild existing broadband infrastructure at the required 

speeds to a local government facility. 

 

c. All Madison County buildings in Rexburg can be serviced by Sparklight at 

the required speeds. Currently the County Office, the County Sheriff’s 

Office, the County Fire Office, and the Madison County Hospital are 

Sparklight customers. 

 

Madison County is grateful for and recognizes that Sparklight and other broadband 

service providers in the County do indeed provide services for most of the City Rexburg 

and very limited populated areas within the unincorporated regions in the County.  It is 

the underserved unincorporated areas that is the focus of Madison County’s grant 

application. 



The majority of the proposed route by Madison County is one that currently has no 

broadband infrastructure, including any associated equipment, or any accessories as 

well.  In addition, along this route there are no current ISP providers that come 

anywhere close to meeting the desired broadband capable speeds of 1,000 Mbps 

symmetrical.  Please see the attached proposed route maps for the new fiberoptic line. 

 

Sparklight mentioned that the some of the centralized County facilities within the City of 

Rexburg are current customers of theirs.  That is correct, but Sparklight failed to 

mention, or understand, that the purpose of this grant and its proposed route addresses 

the County’s critical need to connect these centralized facilities to our remote fire station 

located in the unincorporated area of Archer.  This fire station is essential for our 

emergency response network and services for the southern region of our county. 

 
Along the County’s proposed route Madison County currently has no public location that 

could provide Wi-Fi access where up to 100 citizens could simultaneously access even 

minimal broadband speeds and still practice physical distancing.  Along this proposed 

route Madison County Officials have identified several potential locations where this 

could happen. 

 
This proposed new broadband line is not intended to hurt anyone’s business.  On the 

contrary, it is designed to help existing broadband providers to potentially reach a new 

customer base to expand their services.  I invite Sparklight, along with other fiber optic 

line providers, to work with us and our proposed new broadband line.  This project will 

be a county owned asset, but the county will contract only with for-profit ISP’s to provide 

internet service over the broadband network. 

  

Madison County appreciates the services and product Sparklight provides for some of 

our citizens throughout the county.  We look forward to working with them in the future 

as they continue to expand. 

 

Madison County respectively requests that the challenge from Sparklight be dismissed 

and our application continue through the approval process.  Please feel free to contact 

me if you have any questions or comments. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Bradley Petersen, 

Grant Administrator 







Name of Applicant: 
Application number: 

Coeur d'Alene Tribe
4289











Name of Applicant: 
Application number: 

Gooding
4291





Gooding County App-004291 – Idaho Department of Commerce CARES Act Broadband Grant – 

Households – Rebuttal  

 

To respond to the challenge submitted by Sparklight: 

1. Per the Household Grants Program Guidelines, projects in underbuilt areas are prohibited from 
“overbuild[ing] existing broadband service.” 

When Gooding County and the City of Gooding discussed the Broadband application, the City of Gooding 
decided not to apply for the Broadband grant because of this statement. They did not want to saturate 
the area with more than necessary Internet Service Providers (ISP). The City of Gooding provided a letter 
of support for the County application so the ISP could include the coverage map and area that would 
overlap. The reason behind that decision was that there are certain locations within the City of Gooding 
that have access to internet with lackluster speed. Even with the options of multiple ISP’s we have 
residents who are most certainly unserved per the random speed tests we received throughout Gooding 
County.  

Please refer to the map for internet speed tests in Gooding County. The addresses within the city show 
that the speed tests conducted came back as slow internet speed. The Covid- 19 pandemic has identified 
a greater need for better internet connectivity for distance learning and working from home. The 
current services offered in Gooding County have caused frustration for residents complying with the 
stay at home order because of the slow download speed.   

Our question is – if we have an overbuild of Internet Service Providers but they are not providing the 
residents of Gooding County with broadband to meet the minimum 25 Mbps download and 3 Mbps 
upload - how do we as public servants –answer to them? Who decides underbuilt and overbuilt 
requirement in a small rural community?  

2. Underbuilt areas are “locations where less than 50% of the locations in the project area have 
access to broadband service [25 Mbps down/3 Mbps up].” 

As stated above, per our random speed tests the residents of Gooding County are unserved. They are 
well below the 10 Mbps download and the 1 Mbps upload speed required to meet the unserved 
requirement. Again, we want to ask – is the area projected “underbuilt”? 

3. Sparklight has service in Gooding, ID – covering over 50% of the households. 

Both Gooding County and the City of Gooding do realize that Sparklight is an Internet Service Provider in 
the area – however it is not clear if Sparklight provides service to OVER 50% of the households within 
the County of Gooding. The county has pursued this broadband opportunity since WhiteCloud has 
provided adequate documentation that they can provide towers that will reach our residents outside of 
the City of Gooding. Whitecloud can provide the 25 Mbps download and 3 Mbps upload speeds because 
of their technology and location of the proposed towers.  

 

 



  
 

To respond to the challenge submitted by Safelink: 

1. The application does not meet the stated criteria: 50% of households are currently in an 
unserved area and 50% of households are in an underserved area.  

To reiterate, The City of Gooding did not submit an application for the Broadband Grant as stated in 
Safelink’s challenge.  When Gooding County and the City of Gooding discussed the Broadband 
application, the City of Gooding decided not to apply for the Broadband grant because of this statement. 
They did not want to saturate the area with more than necessary Internet Service Providers (ISP). The 
City of Gooding provided a letter of support for the County application so the ISP could include the 
coverage map and area that would overlap. The reason behind that decision was that there are certain 
locations within the City of Gooding that have access to internet with lackluster speed. Even with the 
options of multiple ISP’s we have residents who are most certainly unserved per the random speed tests 
we received throughout Gooding County.  

Please refer to the map for internet speed tests and a location of a Safelink tower in Gooding County. 
The addresses within the city show that the speed tests conducted came back as slow internet speed. 
The Covid- 19 pandemic has identified a greater need for better internet connectivity for distance 
learning and working from home. The current services offered in Gooding County have caused 
frustration for residents complying with the stay at home order because of the slow download speed.   

Our question is – if we have an overbuild of Internet Service Providers but they are not providing the 
residents of Gooding County with broadband to meet the minimum 25 Mbps download and 3 Mbps 
upload - how do we as public servants –answer to them? Who decides underbuilt and overbuilt 
requirement in a small rural community?  

 

To respond to the challenge submitted by Tekfinity: 

1. The application does not meet the stated criteria: 50% of households are currently in an 
unserved area and 50% of households are in an underserved area.  

When Gooding County and the City of Gooding discussed the Broadband application, the City of 
Gooding decided not to apply for the Broadband grant because of this statement. They did not want 
to saturate the area with more than necessary Internet Service Providers (ISP). The City of Gooding 
provided a letter of support for the County application so the ISP could include the coverage map 
and area that would overlap. The reason behind that decision was that there are certain locations 
within the City of Gooding that have access to internet with lackluster speed. Even with the options 
of multiple ISP’s we have residents who are most certainly unserved per the random speed tests we 
received throughout Gooding County.  

Please refer to the map for internet speed tests and a location of a Tekfinity tower in Gooding 
County. The addresses within the city show that the speed tests conducted came back as slow 
internet speed. The Covid- 19 pandemic has identified a greater need for better internet 
connectivity for distance learning and working from home. The current services offered in Gooding 



County have caused frustration for residents complying with the stay at home order because of the 
slow download speed.  Our question is – if we have an overbuild of Internet Service Providers but 
they are not providing the residents of Gooding County with broadband to meet the minimum 25 
Mbps download and 3 Mbps upload - how do we as public servants –answer to them? Who decides 
underbuilt and overbuilt requirement in a small rural community?  

 

 
 

 







722 Nevada St
Gooding, ID 83330



1803 E 1750 S
Gooding, ID 
83330



1866 S 2000 E
Gooding, ID 
83330



1966 S 2000 E
Gooding, ID 
83330



2021 E 1400 S
Gooding, ID 83330
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Magaly Carrillo

From: Jace Yancey <JYancey@ifpower.org>
Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 9:48 AM
To: COM Broadband
Cc: Eric Forsch
Subject: Fybercom challenge

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

This email is in response to Fybercom’s challenge to the  State of Idaho Public Broadband Grant Application Public 
Safety/Local Government ‐ APP‐004305. Below is Idaho Falls Power’s statement with additional information and 
clarification to the Application.  
 

1. Idaho Falls first priority with this application was to provide an area that if needed could provide residents 
access to high speed bandwidth regardless of where they lived. The current bandwidth speeds provided in an 
area was irrelevant to us. Our goal was to provide and area that could provide 100 residents simultaneous 
access to at least 25x3 speeds. We felt we could offer this and provide it by our FTTH network that is currently 
being constructed. As the Dept. of Commerce is aware based on our application we are only asking for a cost 
share to help and assist in providing this capability. The area we had in mind would be the parking lot and 
adjacent area next to Meleleuca field. To our knowledge no service providers currently provide service to the 
adjacent areas of Melaleuca field only to the baseball field itself.  

2. Fybercom’s test speed analysis that was provided as part of the challenge does not appear to offer the required 
3Mbps that is required to meet the standard, it also does not provide a map stating WiFi coverage is provided to 
the adjacent areas that would facilitate at least 100 residents. 

 
 
 
 

                               
 
 
Jace Yancey   |  Operation Technology Manager 
 
140 S Capital Ave 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402 
(208) 612-8121 
jyancey@ifpower.org 

 



Name of Applicant: 
Application number: 

Idaho Falls
4305



Response to Challenge 

 

It is true that Fybercom is currently working to serve homes in this area.  We went out to the 
community and walked the neighborhoods and we could see two homes that were connected 
to Fybercom fiber. While we were visiting the neighborhood, we asked one of those two 
homeowners there how their internet reliability was and the resident said: “It sucks.”  

Fybercom is shooting a wireless signal from the Ammon area to the Country Club neighborhood 
– a distance of over 7 miles using equipment that is rated at 1.2Gbps.  Fybercom then converts 
that wireless signal to a Fiber Optic network that they have started to build.   

The difference between what Bonneville County and the Idaho Broadband Cooperative is 
proposing and what Fybercom is doing includes the following:  

 Idaho Broadband FyberCom 
Infrastructure Ownership Member Owned FyberCom Owned 
Number of ISP’s Open Access 1 ISP – FyberCom 
Price Less than $60 per month Varies between $80 ~ $200 

pre month 
Architecture Fiber Backbone, Fiber to the 

Home 
Wireless Backbone, Fiber to 
the Home 

Network Design Dedicated Fiber to the Home Shared off Wireless Backbone 
Reliability Consistent 940 Mbps Variable 
 

If the State of Idaho seeks to support robust networks that are reliable in times of emergency 
for essential activities like school from home, working from home, telemedicine and public 
safety activities, the request by Idaho Broadband to connect this Country Club community with 
a fiber optic backbone is orders of magnitude more reliable than a signal over a 7 mile wireless 
backbone. Actual testing of the network design being deployed by Fybercom will reveal that 
reliability is a substantial problem. Rain and snow will cause fade in the signal and because this 
area is surrounded by golf course, there are many tree obstructions.   Additionally, the topology 
has a rise/fall and dip in the middle that eliminates good microwave coverage from the valley.   
 

We are requesting that the State grant this request to support a reliable network with a fiber 
optic backbone that can not only serve this community but additional developments that will 
emerge in years to come. Idaho Broadband is community owned and controlled. A Board of 
Directors is selected by those who voluntarily choose to participate.   

We are not proposing to eliminate Fybercom from an ability to serve this area. The open access 
technology behind this network is the same technology used in Ammon, where Fybercom is 
today a service provider with 60% market share.  Fybercom will be invited to be a service 
provider in a competitive environment with other service providers over a network that has a 



dedicated fiber connection to each home and will remain reliable regardless of weather, 
geography or crisis.  
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2065 w. Riverstone drive ste. 105 
Coeur d’Alene, id  83814 
 

o 509 344 1008 
f 509 344 1009 

July 29, 2020 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
Application – 004297  
State of Idaho Public Broadband Grant Application 
Public Safety and Local Government 

 
RE: Spectrum Pacific West, LLC’s Challenge to Fatbeam, LLC’s Grant under APP – 004297 

 
Dear Idaho Commerce Department: 

 
The purpose of this letter is to provide a response to Spectrum Pacific West, LLC’s (“Spectrum”) challenge of the 
recent grant application that was submitted for the City of Athol, Idaho, broadband grant application number 
004297 (“Application”).   

 
The Application’s focus is to provide community access to the patrons of the City of Athol and to assist the City 
with a durable and reliable 1 GIG fiber optical Internet connection.  The Application is requesting funding for 
infrastructure, equipment, and services to accommodate this immediate goal. 

 
Spectrum’s challenge to Fatbeam, LLC’s (“Fatbeam”) response under the Application (“Challenge”) fails as 
Spectrum provides only coax service, not fiber optical service, thus the entire response and comparison is 
inaccurate and moot. Currently, Spectrum provides broadband coax services in a portion of the Athol, Idaho. 
Spectrum, however, does not provide dedicated symmetrical 1 GIG fiber optical Internet connections in Athol 
Idaho. There is a substantial technical difference between a coax connection and a fiber optical connection. 
Fatbeam offers a 100% fiber optical Internet connection which is critical to the City of Athol, as specifically 
provided in the City’s Application. As you are likely aware, a fiber optical connection provides faster speeds, ability 
to increase bandwidth, and thus planning for the future based on scalability.  Additionally, the City’s Application 
contains certain service level requirements to the Athol City Hall, which, arguable, a coax connection could not 
provide, which is likely the reason the Application states a 1 GIG dedicated fiber optical connection is required.  
Fatbeam’s 1 GIG dedicated fiber optical connection also provides significant Wi-Fi coverage outside the City’s 
building and into the adjacent City park which provides the citizens and patrons of Athol, Idaho with a reliable and 
durable Internet connection, another requirement of the Application. Another Application requirement that, 
arguable, a coax connection could not provide. For these reasons, Fatbeam’s offering adheres to the City’s grant 
Application requirements whereas Spectrum’s current offering, and thus Challenge, does not.   

 
In reference to the Challenge language regarding overbuilding existing infrastructure, the Application states: “Be a 
project that does not overbuild existing broadband infrastructure at the required speeds to a local government 
facility for public safety and local governance.” (Section 2. Iv).  Spectrum does not provide the required speeds to 
the City of Athol via a symmetrical fiber internet-based offering.  Attempting to compare the service offerings of 
Spectrum’s coax services to Fatbeam’s dedicated 1 GIG symmetrical fiber optical Internet offering is like 
comparing apples to oranges.  Furthermore, Fatbeam also has fiber infrastructure in and around Athol, Idaho 
today. 



The Challenge letter also references a two-step process regarding eligibility and mentions 50% of households.  
This Application is for the local government services grant and not applicable to the broadband grant which 
requires connections to households. Therefore, this argument also fails.  

 
For all of the above stated reasons, Fatbeam asserts that the Challenge to the Application is without merit. 
Fatbeam’s offering adheres to the requirements of the Application and accomplishes the goals of the community.   

 
Kind regards, 
 
Graham Taylor 
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Magaly Carrillo

From: Delta James <djames@mccall.id.us>
Sent: Wednesday, July 29, 2020 1:21 PM
To: COM Broadband
Cc: Eric Forsch; Chris Curtin; Anette Spickard
Subject: CARES Act Broadband Grant Application Challenge Response - City of McCall
Attachments: 2020-9-29-CARES Act Broadband Challenge Response - City of McCall.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Attached please find a letter of response from the City of McCall Information Systems Manager to the Sparklight 
challenge submission regarding Idaho Broadband Grant #APP‐004160 within the State of Idaho Public Broadband Grant 
Application Public Safety/Local Government. 
 
Please note that this letter also provides notice that the City of McCall hereby withdraws its Idaho Broadband Grant 
#APP‐004180 within the State of Idaho Public Broadband Grant Application: Households. 
 
Thank you for your continued consideration, 
 
Delta James │Economic Development Planner 
City of McCall │216 E. Park St., McCall, Idaho 83638 
208.634.3504 │www.mccall.id.us  
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Tom Kealey, Director 
Idaho Department of Commerce 
Broadband Office 
700 W. State Street 
Boise, ID 83702 
 
RE: Challenge to City of McCall Idaho CARES Act Broadband Grant Applications 
 
Dear Director Kealey,  
 
The City of McCall submitted two (2) applications for Idaho CARES Act Broadband Grant 
Funding; one each under the Households and Public Safety/Local Government categories.  
 
The project proposed under the Public Safety/Local Government category, titled RAPID McCall 
Broadband - Connecting Public Services, has been challenged by Sparklight which states that the 
project “overbuilds existing infrastructure at the required speeds to a local government facility 
for public safety and local governance.” 
 
The City of McCall elects to modify this application slightly to redistribute the locations at 
which Wireless Access Portals will be installed to provide more diverse and dispersed free public 
access opportunities. A modified map demonstrating the WAP locations to be installed as part of 
the grant project (by Dec. 15, 2020) and future locations to be installed is attached to this letter. 
 
The grant amount requested is unchanged at: $771,063.00. The City of McCall will not use grant 
dollars for purposes beyond the public safety purposes as established in the grant application.  
 
As was stated in the initial application, the City of McCall is a rural town of 2,991 full time 
residents (2010 Census), but often experiences an influx of visitors that can swell the area 
population to 30,000+ in a weekend. This causes an overload of internet circuits (most cellular 
traffic uses terrestrial based transport for backhaul) making cellular and internet connectivity 
nearly unusable. This creates public safety risks, economic hardships, and frustration for the full-
time residents and visitors to McCall.  This application is concerned specifically with the Public 
Safety need for enhancing communications in McCall.  
 
The City of McCall is shovel-ready to implement the proposed project by December 15, 2020. 
The project scope defined in the application and as proposed includes:  

1. Install ~5.5 miles of backbone buried 3x1.25 conduit to be used for the deployment to 
several critical areas including a key north-south collector roadway serving the McCall 
Police Department, McCall School District, and McCall Water Services Facility.  

2. Install and connect ~12 miles of 96 fiber within installed conduit (~6.5 miles already 
placed in Summer 2019) to connect City facilities, schools, Public Library, McCall 



 

 
 

Transit Center, McCall Water Treatment Plant, McCall Golf Course, and McCall's 
downtown core. 

3. Install five Wireless Access Portals (WAP) to provide free public use wireless service at 
facilities along the fiber backbone, including McCall's downtown core, City Hall / 
McCall Public Library, McCall Police Station, McCall Water Treatment Plant, and two 
public parks for members of the public to access distance learning, telework, 
telemedicine or other crucial needs.  

 
The challenge submitted by Sparklight to the McCall Broadband Grant Public Facilities and 
Local Government Grant asserts that the application should be denied because Sparklight 
currently supplies the area with broadband services and the McCall project would therefore be 
overbuilding the Sparklight network. Sparklight is a private, for-profit company. The City of 
McCall is not overbuilding Sparklight because it is proposing to use grant funding to provide a 
service that does not currently exist in McCall with a purpose of meeting public safety needs, a 
key function of any local government.  
 
The City of McCall proposes to use grant funding in compliance with the listing of eligible 
projects: 1) The infrastructure investment will be capable of symmetrical 1,000 x 1,000 Mbps 
speeds, 2) The infrastructure will be built to government facilities, 3) The City will provide 
public Wi-Fi access where 100 citizens could simultaneously access minimum broadband speeds 
while practicing physical distancing, 4) The infrastructure meets CARES Act criteria, 5) The 
application does not overbuild existing infrastructure at the required speeds, 6) The infrastructure 
will be open and available to for-profit companies or membership owned cooperatives, 7) The 
project will be completed by December 15, 2020, and 8) The project will include broadband 
infrastructure and equipment costs meeting CARES Act criteria.  
 
The City of McCall requests that the Director at the Idaho Department of Commerce reject the 
challenge to this application and award the funding for the specified public safety and access 
project in McCall.  
 
The application submitted under the Households category was titled RAPID Pilot Neighborhood: 
Demonstrating Fiber to the Home. The City affirms that it seeks to have ubiquitous fiber optic 
capacity throughout the city for economic development, livability and the continued viability of 
the community. However, given the current rules included with the Idaho Broadband Grant 
program, the City of McCall chooses to withdraw its second application for a Fiber to the Home 
Pilot project. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Chris Curtin 
Information Systems Manager 
ccurtin@mccall.id.us 
208.634.8547 
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Name of Applicant: 
Application number: 

Wallace
4290







Wallace Speed tests from Frontier / Ziply subscribers

Screen shot # Address Down Mbps Up Mbps Date Time
1 112 Cedar 3.02 1.01 7/28/20 2:01 PM
2 1101 Pearl St 18.3 0.84 7/28/20 1:27 PM
3 112 King St. 2.85 0.71 7/27/20 11:22 PM
4 Sioban - River St 8.86 0.52 7/28/20 9:58 AM
5 160 King St. 6.53 1.42 7/28/20 9:00 AM
6 162 King St 6.6 1.47 7/28/20 2:44 AM
7 209 Pine 3.75 0.7 7/28/20 10:30 AM
8 114 Cedar St 6.2 1.4 7/27/20 9:34 PM
9 166 King St 5.37 1.25 7/28/20 8:10 AM

10 155 King St. 3.55 1.17 7/27/20 8:10 PM
11 162 King St 6.59 1.4 7/27/20 3:28 PM



#1  112 Cedar St.    #2  1101 Pearl St.

                           

  

#3 112 King St. 

 

#4 River St.      #5 160 King St. 

                                             

 



#6 162 King St.      #7 209 Pine 

 

                                               

 

#8 114 Cedar St.     #9 166 King St.  

                             

 



#10 155 King St.      #11 162 King St. 

                                              



Name of Applicant: 
Application number: 

Idaho Falls
4305
4311



1

Magaly Carrillo

From: Jace Yancey <JYancey@ifpower.org>
Sent: Wednesday, July 29, 2020 12:53 PM
To: COM Broadband
Cc: Eric Forsch
Subject: Sparklight Challenge

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

This email is in response to Sparklight’s challenge to the  State of Idaho Public Broadband Grant Application Public 

Safety/Local Government ‐ APP‐004305 and APP-004311. Below is Idaho Falls Power’s statement with additional 
information and clarification to the Application.  
 

1. Idaho Falls first priority with this application was to provide an area that if needed could provide residents 
access to high speed bandwidth regardless of where they lived. The current bandwidth speeds provided in an 
area was irrelevant to us. Our goal was to provide an area that could provide 100 residents simultaneous access 
to at least 25x3 speeds. We felt we could offer this and provide it by our FTTH network that is currently being 
constructed. As the Dept. of Commerce is aware based on our application we are only asking for a cost share to 
help and assist in providing this capability. The areas we had in mind would be the parking lot and adjacent area 
next to Meleleuca field as well as the adjacent areas near the Idaho Falls Library. To our knowledge no service 
providers currently provide service to the adjacent areas listed above that meet the criteria. If funding is 
awarded this would give providers the ability to provide service that to our knowledge is currently unavailable.  

2. It does not appear that Sparklight  provided a map stating WiFi coverage is provided to the adjacent areas that 
would facilitate at least 100 residents with 25x3 speeds. 

 
 
 
 
 

                               
 
 
Jace Yancey   |  Operation Technology Manager 
 
140 S Capital Ave 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402 
(208) 612-8121 
jyancey@ifpower.org 
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Mountain Home
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Name of Applicant: 
Application number: 

Boundary County 











Name of Applicant: 
Application number: 

Osburn
4307







Provider Address Time Date Download Upload Use of bldg Speed Test Complaint Notes

Suddenlink 1128 E Garden Ave. 9:34 PM 7/27/2020 3.57 mb/s not provided Residence 1 1 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Suddenlink 1128 E Garden Ave. 10:09 AM 7/28/2020 3.69 mb/s 1.97 mb/s Residence 2 1 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Frontier/ Ziply 921 E. Mullan Ave. 11:10 AM 7/29/2020 9.02 mb/s 816 kb/s Business 3 Osburn City Hall- 12 mb/s plan

Frontier/ Ziply 921 E Mullan Ave. 5:00 PM 7/27/2020 7.12 mb/s .84 mb/s Business 4 Osburn City Hall- 12 mb/s plan

Suddenlink 501 E Walnut Ave. 9:05 PM 7/27/2020 631.26 kb/s 493 kb/s Residence 5 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Frontier/ Ziply 207 N. 6th St. 9:00 PM 7/27/2020 5.76 mb/s 838.75 kb/s Residence 6

Frontier/ Ziply 207 N. 6th St. 9:46 AM 7/28/2020 1.84 mb/s 838.6 kb/s Residence 7

Suddenlink 1233 E Larch Ave. 10:10 PM 7/27/2020 3.45 mb/s not provided Residence 8 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Frontier/ Ziply 811 E Mullan Ave. 10:28 AM 7/28/2020 27.93 mb/s 3.67 mb/s Business 9 Main Street

Frontier/ Ziply 205 E Oak Ave. 9:06 AM 7/28/2020 4.73 mb/s .61 mb/s Residence 10

Frontier/ Ziply 107 E Fir Ave. 6:00 AM 7/28/2020 4.36 mb/s 713 kb/s Residence 11

Frontier/ Ziply 134 W. Fir Ave. 10:27 AM 7/28/2020 3.93 mb/s 207 kb/s Residence 12

Frontier/ Ziply 136 W Oak Ave. 10:20 PM 7/27/2020 5.66 mb/s .68 mb/s Residence 13

Frontier/ Ziply 1808 W Yellowstone 7:35 AM 7/28/2020 2.38 mb/s 710 kb/s Residence 14 8

Suddenlink 115 W. Oak Ave. 9:50 PM 7/27/2020 2.51 mb/s 1.35 mb/s Residence 15 2 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Suddenlink 1309 E. Mullan Ave. 10:40 AM 7/28/2020 14.47 mb/s 1.15 mb/s Residence 16 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Suddenlink 1309 E. Mullan Ave. 4:30 PM 7/28/2020 6.8 mb/s 1.08 mb/s Residence 17 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Suddenlink 1036 E Larch Ave. 10:45 AM 7/28/2020 14.81 mb/s 2.08 mb/s Residence 18 5 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Frontier/ Ziply 301 E Mullan Ave. 10:57 AM 7/28/2020 30.58 mb/s 6.61 mb/s Residence 19

Frontier/ Ziply 921 E Mullan Ave. 11:44 AM 7/28/2020 6.38 mb/s 786 kb/s Business n/a Osburn City Hall- 12 mb/s plan

Hughesnet 110 E Larch Ave. 1:51 PM 7/28/2020 34.7 kb/s 390 kb/s Residence 21 6 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Frontier/ Ziply 230 W Spruce Ave. 11:47 AM 7/28/2020 2.27 mb/s 897 kb/s Residence 22

Frontier/ Ziply 1020 Polaris Ave. 11:30 AM 7/28/2020 7.37 mb/s 1.47 mb/s Business 23 4 South Fork Sewer- 15 mb/s plan

Frontier/ Ziply 506 E Larch Ave. 11:32 AM 7/28/2020 5.18 mb/s 1.57 mb/s Residence 24 3

Suddenlink 1149 E Garden Ave. 1:28 PM 7/28/2020 4.83 mb/s 757 kb/s Residence 25 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Frontier/ Ziply 115 N. 5th St. 8:37 AM 7/28/2020 4.73 mb/s .61 mb/s Business 26

Frontier/ Ziply 115 N. 5th St. 1:38 PM 7/28/2020 11.85 mb/s 1.63 mb/s Business 27

Frontier/ Ziply 205 S Jefferson St. 8:00 AM 7/28/2020 12.32 mb/s not provided Residence 28

Frontier/ Ziply 630 E. Mullan Ave. 2:25 PM 7/28/2020 3.17 mb/s not provided Business 29 Loving Care & More

Suddenlink 325 Cameron Dr. 11:00 AM 7/28/2020 818.27 kb/s 838.61 kb/s Residence 30

Frontier/ Ziply 106 E Oak Ave. 2:37 PM 7/28/2020 5.68 mb/s not provided Residence 31

Frontier/ Ziply 1157 E. Larch Ave. 4:10 PM 7/28/2020 12.05 mb/s 1.56 mb/s Residence n/a

Frontier/ Ziply 1020 Polaris Ave. 3:00 PM 7/28/2020 14.8 mb/s 838.69 kb/s Business 33 4 South Fork Sewer- 15 mb/s plan

Frontier/ Ziply 205 S Jefferson St. 2:13 PM 7/28/2020 5.68 mb/s not provided Residence 34

Frontier/ Ziply 1329 E. Mullan Ave. 4:33 PM 7/28/2020 13.83 mb/s 2.41 mb/s Residence 35

Frontier/ Ziply 1329 E. Mullan Ave. 8:58 PM 7/28/2020 6.79 mb/s 2.10 mb/s Residence 36

Frontier/ Ziply 1329 E. Mullan Ave. 6:29 AM 7/29/2020 13.02 mb/s 2.20 mb/s Residence 37

Suddenlink 509 E. Walnut Ave. 4:55 PM 7/28/2020 6.5 mb/s 1.99 mb/s Residence 38 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Hughesnet 121 W Fir Ave. 7:30 PM 7/28/2020 21.9 mb/s 1.14 mb/s Residence 39 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Frontier/ Ziply 1351 E Mullan Ave. 6:21 AM 7/29/2020 not provided 372 kb/s Residence 40

Frontier/ Ziply 205 S Jefferson St. 10:29 AM 7/29/2020 1.10 mb/s not provided Residence 41

Frontier/ Ziply 317 E Fir Ave. 1:45 PM 7/29/2020 4.91 mb/s 3.16 mb/s Residence 42

Frontier/ Ziply 205 E Hill Ave 1:40 PM 7/29/2020 9.81 mb/s not provided Residence 43 9
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Name of Applicant: 
Application number: 

Kootenai
4183
4207
4188
4189
4190
4209
4210
4191
4192
4208
4204
4205
4211
4206











Name of Applicant: 
Application number: 

Madison
4275



MADISON COUNTY 
134 E Main, Rexburg ID 83440 

Phone (208)359-6259 
Fax (208) 356-6308  

 
 
 
 
Tuesday, July 28, 2020 
 
 
Idaho Department of Commerce 
700 W. State Street 
Boise, Idaho  83440 
 
 
Subject: FyberCom’s Broadband Challenge to Madison County’s State of Idaho Public 

Broadband Grant Application Public Safety/Local Government - APP-004275 
 

Dear Mr. Forsch, Broadband Development Manager: 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to FyberCom’s challenge to Madison County’s grant 

application for the “Idaho Public Broadband Grant – Public and Local Government.”  FyberCom has 

challenged Madison County over the wrong grant application.  FyberCom has mistakenly 

assumed Madison County applied for the “Broadband Grant – Households.” 

 

Even though FyberCom’s challenge is based on the wrong application, I will still address their reasons 

for challenging Madison County’s proposal.  FyberCom references the Eligibility Section of the 

“Households” grant application, below is a summary of their issues for challenging: 

 

• FyberCom currently services “99%” of the proposed route with their wireless services, and 

34% of the residences and businesses are already their customers. 

• This grant must be used for an infrastructure investment related to broadband as defined by 

the FCC: speeds of 25mbps download and 3mbps upload. 

• The County’s proposed area for this grant must be for a project that serves an under-built area 

and does not overbuild existing broadband service. 

 

Madison County appreciates the great service and product FyberCom provides for our citizens.  

Because of the proposed coverage from FyberCom and other wireless internet providers, the County 

was not eligible to apply for the “Households” grant for the proposed region of the county.  The County 

is not looking for increasing wireless services with its grant proposal, it is addressing the lack of fiber-

optic needs for one of its underserved unincorporated regions. 

 

Madison County’s focus for applying for the “Broadband Grant – Public Safety/Local Government,” 

was based on these primary objectives: 

 

• The majority of the proposed route by Madison County is one that currently has no broadband 

infrastructure, including any associated equipment, or any accessories as well.  In addition, 





along this route there are no current ISP providers that come anywhere close to meeting the 

desired broadband capable speeds of 1,000 Mbps symmetrical. 

 

• The proposed route addresses two critical needs for the County: 

o To connect its centralized facilities located in the City of Rexburg to our remote fire 

station located in the unincorporated area of Archer.  This fire station is essential for 

our emergency response network and services for the southern region of our county. 

o Provide Wi-Fi access where up to 100 citizens could simultaneously access even 

minimal broadband speeds and still practice physical distancing.  Along the proposed 

route, the Madison County Officials have identified multiple potential locations to meet 

this need where this could happen. 

 

• Meet the CARES Act criteria, to improve public health and safety by expanding opportunities 

to telework, and facilitate distance learning. 

 

• To not overbuild existing broadband infrastructure, but still provide the opportunity to ensure 

for public safety and local governance. 

 

• This project will be a county owned asset, but the county will contract only with for-profit ISP’s 

to provide internet service over the fiber-optic broadband network.  Madison County strongly 

encourages FyberCom to expand their services and apply to use the potential new fiber-line. 

 

Madison County respectively requests that the challenge from FyberCom be dismissed and our 

application continue through the approval process.  Please feel free to contact me if you have any 

questions or comments. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Bradley Petersen, 

Grant Administrator 





Name of Applicant: 
Application number: 

Rexburg
4138









State of Idaho Broadband Grant – Households 

Application: 

REBUTTAL TO CHALLENGE BY Fybercom 
Applicant Information 

1. Contact information of applicant 
        Robert( B.J.) Berlin 

a. Mayor 
b. P.O. Box 242 
c. Roberts, Idaho 83444 
d. robertsmayorbj@yahoo.com 
e. 208-228-3220 

2. Grant Administrator 
a. Robert ( B.J.) Berlin 
b. robertsmayorbj@yahoo.com 
c. 208-313-9382 

BROADBANDNOW.COM AND 477 REPORTS 

According to Broadbandnow.com a website database that receives all their records from Form 477 
reports, “the average download speed in Roberts is 21.61 Mbps. (See attached graph below) This is 
52.4% slower than the average in Idaho and 233.8% slower than the national average.”  

 

According to Broadbandnow.com records, Fybercom reports that they can provide up to 25Mbps in 
Roberts. While few residents subscribe to Fybercom’s service in the area, their reasoning is described as 
that while Fybercom says they can provide 40Mpbs, this is an “up-to” speed. Which means that they are 
averaging much slower speeds.  

 

ESTABLISHED TREES OBSTRUCT SERVICE 

Roberts, Idaho was established in 1864. Residents of Roberts take great pride in their history, as well as 
the beauty in the established trees in the area. This posses a tremendous amount of difficulty for 
wireless providers in the area. While Roberts supports a population of approximately 1,000 residents 
Fybercom provides service to an extremely low amount of the residents.  It could be inferred that while 
wireless service could reach the residents, service would not be adequate because of line-of-sight and 
the existence of mature trees in the area. 

Fybercom uses the presence of a tower in town to further their assertion that this grant request should 
not be valid.  It is true that the presence of this tower gives them better service potential then other 
wireless providers in the area.  However, it is also true that the effectiveness of this tower is greatly 
limited by location and height. The water tower it is placed on was designed to create gravitational 



water flow.  It did not take in to account the tree line nor line of sight.  As a result, the location of 
Fyrbercom’s tower does very little to ease the limited service and availability issues created by mature 
tree coverage. 



 

 







 

SERVICE AREA & COVERAGE DISCREPANCIES 

There are also some discrepancies in the numbers that Fybercom has provided. Fybercom claims to 
cover 90% of the proposed grant area with 100x10Mbps service.  They also claim to currently serve 63% 
of the businesses and residences in the proposed area with its 40x10Mbps product.  However, their own 
service maps claim only 35 accounts.  In a community of 202 rooftops. That is only 17% of the proposed 
area being serviced. 

 

REQUESTS FOR SERVICE 

Direct Communications has received a number of pre-registrations for fiber in the area as they saw fiber 
being laid to Roberts Elementary. Some of the requests include the following: 

“we definitely want in. Look forward to hearing from you.” 

“There’s no good service out here because of how far away we are from the towers. Please help” 

“I would like faster internet local providers suck and are way over priced.” 

“We currently have centurylink with 5mb download in a good day! You can imagine how well that’s 

worked with 3 kids online school and my husband trying to work from home. We haven’t had another 

service because there isn’t an option that works any better out here. So having fiber optics would be 

wonderful especially if school doesn’t happen again.” 



 

MULTIPLE PROVIDERS 

If fixed wireless providers in the area were providing faster speeds to the majority of the city, they 
would not seek after DSL service from Centurylink at speeds on average of 10Mbps. However, there are 
a large number of residents in the area who subscribe to Centurylink. So, the question still remains, if 
Fybercom can in fact provide consistent broadband speeds of 40 Mbps, why would the majority of 
residents be using a DSL service that is so much slower? 

 

DOES ROBERTS MEEET THE GRANT REQUIREMENTS 

The question raised in the challenge from Fybercom is that Roberts does not meet the requirements 
that “50% of households are currently in an unserved area and 50% of households are in an underserved 
area.”  Fybercom claims to be able to provide 40mb x 10mb.  If this is their stated speed it is a best-case 
scenario.  All wireless service has a difficult time, and rarely ever do, meet best case scenarios as 
evidenced by the average upload speed of well below 25Mps, as reported by Broadbandnow.com and 
many of the residents.  The significant interference caused by mature tree coverage removes a 
significant percentage of the community form being able to receive wireless service.  Due to these 
reason and others we believe that it is fair to claim Roberts does meet the grant requirement, and 
subsequent claim that “50% of households are currently in an unserved area and 50% of households are 
in an underserved area”. 

 

Average service speeds in the City of Roberts as reported to and tracked by Broadbandnow. 

This graph clearly shows that average broadband speeds are well below the 25x3 Threshold require in 
for this request to qualify. 



Name of Applicant: 
Application number: 

Lewisville
4153



State of Idaho Broadband Grant – Households 

Application: 

REBUTTAL TO CHALLENGE BY SAFELINK 
Applicant Information 

1. Contact information of applicant 
a. Robert ( B.J.) Berlin 
b. Mayor 
c.    P.O. Box 242 
c. Roberts, Idaho 83444 
d. robertsmayorbj@yahoo.com 
e. 208-228-3220 

2. Grant Administrator 
a. Robert ( B.J.) Berlin 
b. robertsmayorbj@yahoo.com 
c. 208-313-9382 

BROADBANDNOW.COM AND 477 REPORTS 

According to Broadbandnow.com a website database that receives all their records from Form 477 
reports, “the average download speed in Roberts is 21.61 Mbps. This is 52.4% slower than the average 
in Idaho and 233.8% slower than the national average.”  

 

According to Broadbandnow.com records, Safelink reports that they can provide up to 25Mbps in 
Roberts. While few residents subscribe to Safelink’s service in the area, their reasoning is described as 
that while Safelink says they can provide 25Mpbs, this is an “up-to” speed. Which means that they are 
averaging much slower speeds.  

 

ESTABLISHED TREES OBSTRUCT SERVICE 

Roberts, Idaho was established in 1864. Residents of Roberts take great pride in their history, as well as 
the beauty in the established trees in the area. This poses a tremendous amount of difficulty for wireless 
providers in the area. While Roberts supports a population of approximately 1,000 residents Safelink 
provides service to an extremely low amount of the residents.  It could be inferred that while wireless 
service could reach the residents, service would not be adequate because of line-of-sight and the 
existence of mature trees in the area. 

Even with a tower within city limits, this does little for those homes that have mature trees close to their 
residence.  



 

 







 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



SERVICE MAP DISCREPANCIES 

There are also some discrepancies between the map that Safelink provided and the map that is available 
on their website. The map on their own website shows a large coverage gap in the middle of the City of 
Roberts. Which does not line up with their claims in the rebuttal.  

 

REQUESTS FOR SERVICE 

Direct Communications has received a number of pre-registrations for fiber in the area as they saw fiber 
being laid to Roberts Elementary. Some of the requests include the following: 

“we definitely want in. Look forward to hearing from you.” 

“There’s no good service out here because of how far away we are from the towers. Please help” 

“I would like faster internet local providers suck and are way over priced.” 

“We currently have centurylink with 5mb download in a good day! You can imagine how well that’s 

worked with 3 kids online school and my husband trying to work from home. We haven’t had another 

service because there isn’t an option that works any better out here. So having fiber optics would be 

wonderful especially if school doesn’t happen again.” 



 

MULTIPLE PROVIDERS 

If fixed wireless providers in the area were providing faster speeds to the majority of the city, they 
would not seek after DSL service from Centurylink at speeds on average of 10Mbps. However, there are 
a large number of residents in the area who subscribe to Centurylink. So, the question still remains, if 
Safelink can in fact provide speeds of 25Mbps, why would the majority of residents be using a DSL 
service that is so much slower? 

 

DOES ROBERTS MEEET THE GRANT REQUIREMENTS 

The question raised in the challenge from Safelink is that Roberts does not meet the requirements that 
“50% of households are currently in an unserved area and 50% of households are in an underserved 
area.”  Safelink claims to be able to provide 25mb x 3mb.  If this is their sated speed it is a best-case 
scenario.  All wireless service has a difficult time, and rarely ever do, meet best case scenarios.  The 
significant interference caused by mature tree coverage removes a significant percentage of the 
community form being able to receive wireless service.  Even if they do have decent line of sight 
Safelinks own website shows  significant coverage laps in the middle of town.  Due to these reasons and 
others we believe that it is fair to claim Roberts does meet the grant requirement, and subsequent claim 
that “50% of households are currently in an unserved area and 50% of households are in an underserved 
area”. 

 

Thank you! 

 



Name of Applicant: 
Application number: 

Osburn 
4307







Provider Address Time Date Download Upload Use of bldg Speed Test Complaint Notes

Suddenlink 1128 E Garden Ave. 9:34 PM 7/27/2020 3.57 mb/s not provided Residence 1 1 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Suddenlink 1128 E Garden Ave. 10:09 AM 7/28/2020 3.69 mb/s 1.97 mb/s Residence 2 1 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Frontier/ Ziply 921 E. Mullan Ave. 11:10 AM 7/29/2020 9.02 mb/s 816 kb/s Business 3 Osburn City Hall- 12 mb/s plan

Frontier/ Ziply 921 E Mullan Ave. 5:00 PM 7/27/2020 7.12 mb/s .84 mb/s Business 4 Osburn City Hall- 12 mb/s plan

Suddenlink 501 E Walnut Ave. 9:05 PM 7/27/2020 631.26 kb/s 493 kb/s Residence 5 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Frontier/ Ziply 207 N. 6th St. 9:00 PM 7/27/2020 5.76 mb/s 838.75 kb/s Residence 6

Frontier/ Ziply 207 N. 6th St. 9:46 AM 7/28/2020 1.84 mb/s 838.6 kb/s Residence 7

Suddenlink 1233 E Larch Ave. 10:10 PM 7/27/2020 3.45 mb/s not provided Residence 8 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Frontier/ Ziply 811 E Mullan Ave. 10:28 AM 7/28/2020 27.93 mb/s 3.67 mb/s Business 9 Main Street

Frontier/ Ziply 205 E Oak Ave. 9:06 AM 7/28/2020 4.73 mb/s .61 mb/s Residence 10

Frontier/ Ziply 107 E Fir Ave. 6:00 AM 7/28/2020 4.36 mb/s 713 kb/s Residence 11

Frontier/ Ziply 134 W. Fir Ave. 10:27 AM 7/28/2020 3.93 mb/s 207 kb/s Residence 12

Frontier/ Ziply 136 W Oak Ave. 10:20 PM 7/27/2020 5.66 mb/s .68 mb/s Residence 13

Frontier/ Ziply 1808 W Yellowstone 7:35 AM 7/28/2020 2.38 mb/s 710 kb/s Residence 14 8

Suddenlink 115 W. Oak Ave. 9:50 PM 7/27/2020 2.51 mb/s 1.35 mb/s Residence 15 2 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Suddenlink 1309 E. Mullan Ave. 10:40 AM 7/28/2020 14.47 mb/s 1.15 mb/s Residence 16 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Suddenlink 1309 E. Mullan Ave. 4:30 PM 7/28/2020 6.8 mb/s 1.08 mb/s Residence 17 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Suddenlink 1036 E Larch Ave. 10:45 AM 7/28/2020 14.81 mb/s 2.08 mb/s Residence 18 5 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Frontier/ Ziply 301 E Mullan Ave. 10:57 AM 7/28/2020 30.58 mb/s 6.61 mb/s Residence 19

Frontier/ Ziply 921 E Mullan Ave. 11:44 AM 7/28/2020 6.38 mb/s 786 kb/s Business n/a Osburn City Hall- 12 mb/s plan

Hughesnet 110 E Larch Ave. 1:51 PM 7/28/2020 34.7 kb/s 390 kb/s Residence 21 6 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Frontier/ Ziply 230 W Spruce Ave. 11:47 AM 7/28/2020 2.27 mb/s 897 kb/s Residence 22

Frontier/ Ziply 1020 Polaris Ave. 11:30 AM 7/28/2020 7.37 mb/s 1.47 mb/s Business 23 4 South Fork Sewer- 15 mb/s plan

Frontier/ Ziply 506 E Larch Ave. 11:32 AM 7/28/2020 5.18 mb/s 1.57 mb/s Residence 24 3

Suddenlink 1149 E Garden Ave. 1:28 PM 7/28/2020 4.83 mb/s 757 kb/s Residence 25 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Frontier/ Ziply 115 N. 5th St. 8:37 AM 7/28/2020 4.73 mb/s .61 mb/s Business 26

Frontier/ Ziply 115 N. 5th St. 1:38 PM 7/28/2020 11.85 mb/s 1.63 mb/s Business 27

Frontier/ Ziply 205 S Jefferson St. 8:00 AM 7/28/2020 12.32 mb/s not provided Residence 28

Frontier/ Ziply 630 E. Mullan Ave. 2:25 PM 7/28/2020 3.17 mb/s not provided Business 29 Loving Care & More

Suddenlink 325 Cameron Dr. 11:00 AM 7/28/2020 818.27 kb/s 838.61 kb/s Residence 30

Frontier/ Ziply 106 E Oak Ave. 2:37 PM 7/28/2020 5.68 mb/s not provided Residence 31

Frontier/ Ziply 1157 E. Larch Ave. 4:10 PM 7/28/2020 12.05 mb/s 1.56 mb/s Residence n/a

Frontier/ Ziply 1020 Polaris Ave. 3:00 PM 7/28/2020 14.8 mb/s 838.69 kb/s Business 33 4 South Fork Sewer- 15 mb/s plan

Frontier/ Ziply 205 S Jefferson St. 2:13 PM 7/28/2020 5.68 mb/s not provided Residence 34

Frontier/ Ziply 1329 E. Mullan Ave. 4:33 PM 7/28/2020 13.83 mb/s 2.41 mb/s Residence 35

Frontier/ Ziply 1329 E. Mullan Ave. 8:58 PM 7/28/2020 6.79 mb/s 2.10 mb/s Residence 36

Frontier/ Ziply 1329 E. Mullan Ave. 6:29 AM 7/29/2020 13.02 mb/s 2.20 mb/s Residence 37

Suddenlink 509 E. Walnut Ave. 4:55 PM 7/28/2020 6.5 mb/s 1.99 mb/s Residence 38 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Hughesnet 121 W Fir Ave. 7:30 PM 7/28/2020 21.9 mb/s 1.14 mb/s Residence 39 Frontier refused service due to customer "cap"

Frontier/ Ziply 1351 E Mullan Ave. 6:21 AM 7/29/2020 not provided 372 kb/s Residence 40

Frontier/ Ziply 205 S Jefferson St. 10:29 AM 7/29/2020 1.10 mb/s not provided Residence 41

Frontier/ Ziply 317 E Fir Ave. 1:45 PM 7/29/2020 4.91 mb/s 3.16 mb/s Residence 42

Frontier/ Ziply 205 E Hill Ave 1:40 PM 7/29/2020 9.81 mb/s not provided Residence 43 9



Name of Applicant: Ida-Lew Economic Development 

Application number: 4117 
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