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DATE:
PLACE:

SPECIAL MEETING:

GUNNISON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
MEETING NOTICE

Tuesday, November 24, 2015

Board of County Commissioners’ Meeting Room at the Gunnison County Courthouse
200 E. Virginia Avenue

Gunnison, CO 81230

12:45 pm

12:50
12:55

1:00

WORK SESSION:

1:15 pm

1:45

2:45

Please Note:

Call to Order

Consent Agenda: These items will not be discussed unless requested by a Commissioner or citizen. Items removed
from consent agenda for discussion may be rescheduled later in this meeting, or at a future meeting.

1. HIPAA Business Associate Addendum; State of Colorado, Department of Human Services,
Office of Behavioral Health
2. Grant Award Letter; Colorado Department of Education, Expanding Quality Initiative;
7/1/15 thru 6/30/16; $7,159
3. Ratification of Property Disposition; Paul Brown; Stamped Metal Ceiling Panels
Vouchers and Transfers
Treasurer’s Report
Broadband Update

Adjourn

Visitor; District Attorney Dan Hotsenpiller

2016 Gunnison County Budget:
1. Local Marketing District Budget
2. Gunnison-Crested Butte Tourism Association Funding
3. Other

Visitor; Senator Kerry Donovan

Adjourn

Packet materials for the above discussions will be available on the Gunnison County website at
http://www.gunnisoncounty.org/meetings no later than 6:00 pm on the Friday prior to the meeting.

NOTE: This agenda is subject to change, including the addition of items up to 24 hours in advance or the deletion of items at any time. All times are approximate. The
County Manager and Deputy County Manager's reports may include administrative items not listed. Regular Meetings, Public Hearings, and Special Meetings are recorded
and ACTION MAY BE TAKEN ON ANY ITEM. Work Sessions are not recorded and formal action cannot be taken. For further information, contact the County
Administration office at 641-0248. If special accommodations are necessary per ADA, contact 641-0248 or TTY 641-3061 prior to the meeting.



http://www.gunnisoncounty.org/meetings




AGENDA ITEM or FINAL CONTRACT REVIEW SUBMITTAL FORM

Agenda Iltem: H|PAA Business Associate Addendum; State of Colora

Action Requested: County Manager Signature

Parties to the Agreement: Department of Human Services and Gunnison County Juvenile Services

Term Begins: October 1, 2015 Term Ends: 9/30/2016 Grant Contract #: RQS IHJA 201600003107

Summary:
HIPAA BUSINESS ASSOCIATE ADDENDUM - requires County Managers Signature

Fiscal Impact: $40,000 awarded to Juvenile Services

Submitted by: Meghan Dougherty Submitter's Email Address: Mdougherty@gunnisoncounty.org
Finance Review: O Required @ Not Required
Comments:
Reviewed by: Discharge Date:
County Attorney Review: @ Required O Not Required
Comments:
ok - gs

Discharge Date: 11/19/2015 Certificate of Insurance Required

Reveiwed by: O @
Yes No

County Manager Review:

Comments:
Reveiwed by: GUNCOUNTYL\mbirnie Discharge Date: 11/19/2015
(® consentagenda () Reguiar Agenda () Worksession Time Allotted:

Agenda Date: 11/24/2015

Revised April 2015





HIPAA BUSINESS ASSOCIATE ADDENDUM

This Business Associate Addendum (“Addendum”) is a part of the Contract dated
October 1, 2015 between the Department of Human Services and Gunnison County, contract
number RQS IHJA 201600003107. For purposes of this Addendum, the State is referred to as
“Covered Entity” or “CE” and the Contractor is referred to as “Associate”. Unless the context
clearly requires a distinction between the Contract document and this Addendum, all references
herein to “the Contract” or “this Contract” include this Addendum.

RECITALS

A. CE wishes to disclose certain information to Associate pursuant to the terms of the
Contract, some of which may constitute Protected Health Information (“PHI”") (defined
below).

B. CE and Associate intend to protect the privacy and provide for the security of PHI
disclosed to Associate pursuant to this Contract in compliance with the Health Insurance
Portability and Accountability Act of 1996, 42 U.S.C. 8 1320d — 1320d-8 (“HIPAA”) as
amended by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (“ARRA”)/HITECH
Act (P.L. 111-005), and its implementing regulations promulgated by the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, 45 C.F.R. Parts 160, 162 and 164 (the
“HIPAA Rules”) and other applicable laws, as amended.

C. As part of the HIPAA Rules, the CE is required to enter into a written contract containing
specific requirements with Associate prior to the disclosure of PHI, as set forth in, but not
limited to, Title 45, Sections 160.103, 164.502(¢e) and 164.504(e) of the Code of Federal
Regulations (“C.F.R.”) and contained in this Addendum.

The parties agree as follows:
1. Definitions.

a. Except as otherwise defined herein, capitalized terms in this Addendum shall have
the definitions set forth in the HIPAA Rules at 45 C.F.R. Parts 160, 162 and 164, as amended.
In the event of any conflict between the mandatory provisions of the HIPAA Rules and the
provisions of this Contract, the HIPAA Rules shall control. Where the provisions of this
Contract differ from those mandated by the HIPAA Rules, but are nonetheless permitted by the
HIPAA Rules, the provisions of this Contract shall control.

b. “Protected Health Information” or “PHI” means any information, whether oral or
recorded in any form or medium: (i) that relates to the past, present or future physical or mental
condition of an individual; the provision of health care to an individual; or the past, present or
future payment for the provision of health care to an individual; and (ii) that identifies the
individual or with respect to which there is a reasonable basis to believe the information can be
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used to identify the individual, and shall have the meaning given to such term under the HIPAA
Rules, including, but not limited to, 45 C.F.R. Section 164.501.

C. “Protected Information” shall mean PHI provided by CE to Associate or created
received, maintained or transmitted by Associate on CE’s behalf. To the extent Associate is a
covered entity under HIPAA and creates or obtains its own PHI for treatment, payment and
health care operations, Protected Information under this Contract does not include any PHI
created or obtained by Associate as a covered entity and Associate shall follow its own policies
and procedures for accounting, access and amendment of Associate’s PHI.

d. “Subcontractor” shall mean a third party to whom Associate delegates a function,
activity, or service that involves CE’s Protected Information, in order to carry out the
responsibilities of this Agreement.

2. Obligations of Associate.

a. Permitted Uses. Associate shall not use Protected Information except for the
purpose of performing Associate’s obligations under this Contract and as permitted under this
Addendum. Further, Associate shall not use Protected Information in any manner that would
constitute a violation of the HIPAA Rules if so used by CE, except that Associate may use
Protected Information: (i) for the proper management and administration of Associate; (ii) to
carry out the legal responsibilities of Associate; or (iii) for Data Aggregation purposes for the
Health Care Operations of CE. Additional provisions, if any, governing permitted uses of
Protected Information are set forth in Attachment A to this Addendum. Associate accepts full
responsibility for any penalties incurred as a result of Associate’s breach of the HIPAA Rules.

b. Permitted Disclosures. Associate shall not disclose Protected Information in any
manner that would constitute a violation of the HIPAA Rules if disclosed by CE, except that
Associate may disclose Protected Information: (i) in a manner permitted pursuant to this
Contract; (ii) for the proper management and administration of Associate; (iii) as required by
law; (iv) for Data Aggregation purposes for the Health Care Operations of CE; or (v) to report
violations of law to appropriate federal or state authorities, consistent with 45 C.F.R. Section
164.502(j)(1). To the extent that Associate discloses Protected Information to a third party
Subcontractor, Associate must obtain, prior to making any such disclosure: (i) reasonable
assurances through execution of a written agreement with such third party that such Protected
Information will be held confidential as provided pursuant to this Addendum and only disclosed
as required by law or for the purposes for which it was disclosed to such third party; and that
such third party will notify Associate within two (2) business days of any breaches of
confidentiality of the Protected Information, to the extent it has obtained knowledge of such
breach. Additional provisions, if any, governing permitted disclosures of Protected Information
are set forth in Attachment A.

C. Appropriate Safequards. Associate shall implement appropriate safeguards as are
necessary to prevent the use or disclosure of Protected Information other than as permitted by
this Contract. Associate shall comply with the requirements of the HIPAA Security Rule at 45
C.F.R. Sections 164.308, 164.310, 164.312, and 164.316. Associate shall maintain a
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comprehensive written information privacy and security program that includes administrative,
technical and physical safeguards appropriate to the size and complexity of the Associate’s
operations and the nature and scope of its activities. Associate shall review, modify, and update
documentation of, its safeguards as needed to ensure continued provision of reasonable and
appropriate protection of Protected Information.

d. Reporting of Improper Use or Disclosure. Associate shall report to CE in writing
any use or disclosure of Protected Information other than as provided for by this Contract within
five (5) business days of becoming aware of such use or disclosure.

e. Associate’s Agents. If Associate uses one or more Subcontractors or agents to
provide services under the Contract, and such Subcontractors or agents receive or have access to
Protected Information, each Subcontractor or agent shall sign an agreement with Associate
containing the same provisions as this Addendum and further identifying CE as a third party
beneficiary with rights of enforcement and indemnification from such Subcontractors or agents
in the event of any violation of such Subcontractor or agent agreement. The Agreement between
the Associate and Subcontractor or agent shall ensure that the Subcontractor or agent agrees to at
least the same restrictions and conditions that apply to Associate with respect to such Protected
Information. Associate shall implement and maintain sanctions against agents and
Subcontractors that violate such restrictions and conditions and shall mitigate the effects of any
such violation.

f. Access to Protected Information. If Associate maintains Protected Information
contained within CE’s Designated Record Set, Associate shall make Protected Information
maintained by Associate or its agents or Subcontractors in such Designated Record Sets
available to CE for inspection and copying within ten (10) business days of a request by CE to
enable CE to fulfill its obligations to permit individual access to PHI under the HIPAA Rules,
including, but not limited to, 45 C.F.R. Section 164.524. If such Protected Information is
maintained by Associate in an electronic form or format, Associate must make such Protected
Information available to CE in a mutually agreed upon electronic form or format.

g. Amendment of PHI. If Associate maintains Protected Information contained
within CE’s Designated Record Set, Associate or its agents or Subcontractors shall make such
Protected Information available to CE for amendment within ten (10) business days of receipt of
a request from CE for an amendment of Protected Information or a record about an individual
contained in a Designated Record Set, and shall incorporate any such amendment to enable CE
to fulfill its obligations with respect to requests by individuals to amend their PHI under the
HIPAA Rules, including, but not limited to, 45 C.F.R. Section 164.526. If any individual
requests an amendment of Protected Information directly from Associate or its agents or
Subcontractors, Associate must notify CE in writing within five (5) business days of receipt of
the request. Any denial of amendment of Protected Information maintained by Associate or its
agents or Subcontractors shall be the responsibility of CE.

h. Accounting Rights. If Associate maintains Protected Information contained
within CE’s Designated Record Set, Associate and its agents or Subcontractors shall make
available to CE within ten (10) business days of notice by CE, the information required to
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provide an accounting of disclosures to enable CE to fulfill its obligations under the HIPAA
Rules, including, but not limited to, 45 C.F.R. Section 164.528. In the event that the request for
an accounting is delivered directly to Associate or its agents or Subcontractors, Associate shall
within five (5) business days of the receipt of the request forward it to CE in writing. It shall be
CE’s responsibility to prepare and deliver any such accounting requested. Associate shall not
disclose any Protected Information except as set forth in Section 2(b) of this Addendum.

I. Governmental Access to Records. Associate shall keep records and make its
internal practices, books and records relating to the use and disclosure of Protected Information
available to the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (the
“Secretary”), in a time and manner designated by the Secretary, for purposes of determining
CE’s or Associate’s compliance with the HIPAA Rules. Associate shall provide to CE a copy of
any Protected Information that Associate provides to the Secretary concurrently with providing
such Protected Information to the Secretary when the Secretary is investigating CE. Associate
shall cooperate with the Secretary if the Secretary undertakes an investigation or compliance
review of Associate’s policies, procedures or practices to determine whether Associate is
complying with the HIPAA Rules, and permit access by the Secretary during normal business
hours to its facilities, books, records, accounts, and other sources of information, including
Protected Information, that are pertinent to ascertaining compliance.

J. Minimum Necessary. Associate (and its agents or subcontractors) shall only
request, use and disclose the minimum amount of Protected Information necessary to accomplish
the purpose of the request, use or disclosure, in accordance with the Minimum Necessary
requirements of the HIPAA Rules including, but not limited to 45 C.F.R. Sections 164.502(b)
and 164.514(d).

k. Data Ownership. Associate acknowledges that Associate has no ownership rights
with respect to the Protected Information.

l. Retention of Protected Information. Except upon termination of the Contract as
provided in Section 4(d) of this Addendum, Associate and its Subcontractors or agents shall
retain all Protected Information throughout the term of this Contract and shall continue to
maintain the information required under Section 2(h) of this Addendum for a period of six (6)
years.

m. Associate’s Insurance. Associate shall maintain insurance to cover loss of PHI
data and claims based upon alleged violations of privacy rights through improper use or
disclosure of PHI. All such policies shall meet or exceed the minimum insurance requirements
of the Contract (e.g., occurrence basis, combined single dollar limits, annual aggregate dollar
limits, additional insured status and notice of cancellation).

n. Notice of Privacy Practices. Associate shall be responsible for reviewing CE’s
Notice of Privacy Practices, available on CE’s external website, to determine any requirements
applicable to Associate per this Contract.
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0. Notification of Breach. During the term of this Contract, Associate shall notify
CE within two (2) business days of any suspected or actual breach of security, intrusion or
unauthorized use or disclosure of PHI and/or any actual or suspected use or disclosure of data in
violation of any applicable federal or state laws or regulations. Associate shall not initiate
notification to affected individuals per the HIPAA Rules without prior notification and approval
of CE. Information provided to CE shall include the identification of each individual whose
unsecured PHI has been, or is reasonably believed to have been accessed, acquired or disclosed
during the breach. Associate shall take (i) prompt corrective action to cure any such deficiencies
and (i) any action pertaining to such unauthorized disclosure required by applicable federal and
state laws and regulations.

p. Audits, Inspection and Enforcement. Within ten (10) business days of a written
request by CE, Associate and its agents or subcontractors shall allow CE to conduct a reasonable
inspection of the facilities, systems, books, records, agreements, policies and procedures relating
to the use or disclosure of Protected Information pursuant to this Addendum for the purpose of
determining whether Associate has complied with this Addendum; provided, however, that: (i)
Associate and CE shall mutually agree in advance upon the scope, timing and location of such an
inspection; and (ii) CE shall protect the confidentiality of all confidential and proprietary
information of Associate to which CE has access during the course of such inspection. The fact
that CE inspects, or fails to inspect, or has the right to inspect, Associate’s facilities, systems,
books, records, agreements, policies and procedures does not relieve Associate of its
responsibility to comply with this Addendum, nor does CE’s (i) failure to detect or (ii) detection,
but failure to notify Associate or require Associate’s remediation of any unsatisfactory practices,
constitute acceptance of such practice or a waiver of CE’s enforcement rights under the Contract.

g. Safequards During Transmission. Associate shall be responsible for using
appropriate safeguards, including encryption of PHI, to maintain and ensure the confidentiality,
integrity and security of Protected Information transmitted pursuant to the Contract, in
accordance with the standards and requirements of the HIPAA Rules.

r. Restrictions and Confidential Communications. Within ten (10) business days of
notice by CE of a restriction upon uses or disclosures or request for confidential communications
pursuant to 45 C.F.R. Section 164.522, Associate will restrict the use or disclosure of an
individual’s Protected Information. Associate will not respond directly to an individual’s
requests to restrict the use or disclosure of Protected Information or to send all communication of
Protect Information to an alternate address. Associate will refer such requests to the CE so that
the CE can coordinate and prepare a timely response to the requesting individual and provide
direction to Associate.

3. Obligations of CE.

a. Safequards During Transmission. CE shall be responsible for using appropriate
safeguards, including encryption of PHI, to maintain and ensure the confidentiality, integrity and
security of Protected Information transmitted pursuant to the Contract, in accordance with the
standards and requirements of the HIPAA Rules.
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b. Notice of Changes. CE maintains a copy of its Notice of Privacy Practices on its
website. CE shall provide Associate with any changes in, or revocation of, permission to use or
disclose Protected Information, to the extent that it may affect Associate’s permitted or required
uses or disclosures. To the extent that it may affect Associate’s permitted use or disclosure of
PHI, CE shall notify Associate of any restriction on the use or disclosure of Protected
Information that CE has agreed to in accordance with 45 C.F.R. Section 164.522.

4. Termination.

a. Material Breach. In addition to any other provisions in the Contract regarding
breach, a breach by Associate of any provision of this Addendum, as determined by CE, shall
constitute a material breach of this Contract and shall provide grounds for immediate termination
of this Contract by CE pursuant to the provisions of the Contract covering termination for cause,
if any. If the Contract contains no express provisions regarding termination for cause, the
following terms and conditions shall apply:

(@D Default. If Associate refuses or fails to timely perform any of the
provisions of this Contract, CE may notify Associate in writing of the non-performance, and if
not promptly corrected within the time specified, CE may terminate this Contract. Associate
shall continue performance of this Contract to the extent it is not terminated and shall be liable
for excess costs incurred in procuring similar goods or services elsewhere.

(@) Associate’s Duties. Notwithstanding termination of this Contract, and
subject to any directions from CE, Associate shall take timely, reasonable and necessary action
to protect and preserve property in the possession of Associate in which CE has an interest.

(3) Compensation. Payment for completed supplies delivered and accepted
by CE shall be at the Contract price. In the event of a material breach under paragraph 4a, CE
may withhold amounts due Associate as CE deems necessary to protect CE against loss from
third party claims of improper use or disclosure and to reimburse CE for the excess costs
incurred in procuring similar goods and services elsewhere.

4) Erroneous Termination for Default. If after such termination it is
determined, for any reason, that Associate was not in default, or that Associate’s action/inaction
was excusable, such termination shall be treated as a termination for convenience, and the rights
and obligations of the parties shall be the same as if this Contract had been terminated for
convenience, as described in this Contract.

b. Reasonable Steps to Cure Breach. If CE knows of a pattern of activity or practice
of Associate that constitutes a material breach or violation of the Associate’s obligations under
the provisions of this Addendum or another arrangement and does not terminate this Contract
pursuant to Section 4(a), then CE shall take reasonable steps to cure such breach or end such
violation.. If CE’s efforts to cure such breach or end such violation are unsuccessful, CE shall
either (i) terminate the Contract, if feasible or (ii) if termination of this Contract is not feasible,
CE shall report Associate’s breach or violation to the Secretary of the Department of Health and
Human Services. If Associate knows of a pattern of activity or practice of a Subcontractor or
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agent that constitutes a material breach or violation of the Subcontractor’s or agent’s obligations
under the written agreement between Associate and the Subcontractor or agent, Associate shall
take reasonable steps to cure such breach or end such violation, if feasible.

C. Judicial or Administrative Proceedings. Either party may terminate the
Contract, effective immediately, if (i) the other party is named as a defendant in a criminal
proceeding for a violation of the HIPAA Rules or other security or privacy laws or (ii) a finding
or stipulation that the other party has violated any standard or requirement of the HIPAA Rules
or other security or privacy laws is made in any administrative or civil proceeding in which the
party has been joined.

d. Effect of Termination.

1) Except as provided in paragraph (2) of this subsection, upon termination
of this Contract, for any reason, Associate shall return or destroy all Protected Information that
Associate or its agents or Subcontractors still maintain in any form, and shall retain no copies of
such Protected Information. If Associate elects to destroy the PHI, Associate shall certify in
writing to CE that such PHI has been destroyed.

(@) If Associate believes that returning or destroying the Protected
Information is not feasible, Associate shall promptly provide CE notice of the conditions making
return or destruction infeasible. Associate shall continue to extend the protections of Sections
2(a), 2(b), 2(c), 2(d) and 2(e) of this Addendum to such Protected Information, and shall limit
further use of such PHI to those purposes that make the return or destruction of such PHI
infeasible.

5. Injunctive Relief. CE shall have the right to injunctive and other equitable and legal
relief against Associate or any of its Subcontractors or agents in the event of any use or
disclosure of Protected Information in violation of this Contract or applicable law.

6. No Waiver of Immunity. No term or condition of this Contract shall be construed or
interpreted as a waiver, express or implied, of any of the immunities, rights, benefits, protection,
or other provisions of the Colorado Governmental Immunity Act, CRS 24-10-101 et seq. or the
Federal Tort Claims Act, 28 U.S.C. 2671 et seq. as applicable, as now in effect or hereafter
amended.

7. Limitation of Liability. Any limitation of Associate’s liability in the Contract shall be
inapplicable to the terms and conditions of this Addendum.

8. Disclaimer. CE makes no warranty or representation that compliance by Associate with
this Contractor the HIPAA Rules will be adequate or satisfactory for Associate’s own purposes.
Associate is solely responsible for all decisions made by Associate regarding the safeguarding of
PHI.

9. Certification. To the extent that CE determines an examination is necessary in order to
comply with CE’s legal obligations pursuant to the HIPAA Rules relating to certification of its
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security practices, CE or its authorized agents or contractors, may, at CE’s expense, examine
Associate’s facilities, systems, procedures and records as may be necessary for such agents or
contractors to certify to CE the extent to which Associate’s security safeguards comply with the
HIPAA Rules or this Addendum.

10. Amendment.

a. Amendment to Comply with Law. The parties acknowledge that state and federal
laws relating to data security and privacy are rapidly evolving and that amendment of this
Addendum may be required to provide for procedures to ensure compliance with such
developments. The parties specifically agree to take such action as is necessary to implement the
standards and requirements of the HIPAA Rules and other applicable laws relating to the
confidentiality, integrity, availability and security of PHI. The parties understand and agree that
CE must receive satisfactory written assurance from Associate that Associate will adequately
safeguard all Protected Information and that it is Associate’s responsibility to receive satisfactory
written assurances from Associate’s Subcontractors and agents. Upon the request of either party,
the other party agrees to promptly enter into negotiations concerning the terms of an amendment
to this Addendum embodying written assurances consistent with the standards and requirements
of the HIPAA Rules or other applicable laws. CE may terminate this Contract upon thirty (30)
days written notice in the event (i) Associate does not promptly enter into negotiations to amend
this Contract when requested by CE pursuant to this Section, or (ii) Associate does not enter into
an amendment to this Contract providing assurances regarding the safeguarding of PHI that CE,
in its sole discretion, deems sufficient to satisfy the standards and requirements of the HIPAA
Rules.

b. Amendment of Attachment A. Attachment A may be modified or amended by
mutual agreement of the parties in writing from time to time without formal amendment of this
Addendum.

11.  Assistance in Litigation or Administrative Proceedings. Associate shall make itself, and
any Subcontractors, employees or agents assisting Associate in the performance of its obligations
under the Contract, available to CE, at no cost to CE up to a maximum of 30 hours, to testify as
witnesses, or otherwise, in the event of litigation or administrative proceedings being
commenced against CE, its directors, officers or employees based upon a claimed violation of
the HIPAA Rules or other laws relating to security and privacy or PHI, except where Associate
or its Subcontractor, employee or agent is a named adverse party.

12. No Third Party Beneficiaries. Nothing express or implied in this Contract is intended to
confer, nor shall anything herein confer, upon any person other than CE, Associate and their
respective successors or assigns, any rights, remedies, obligations or liabilities whatsoever.

13. Interpretation and Order of Precedence. The provisions of this Addendum shall prevail
over any provisions in the Contract that may conflict or appear inconsistent with any provision in
this Addendum. Together, the Contract and this Addendum shall be interpreted as broadly as
necessary to implement and comply with the HIPAA Rules. The parties agree that any
ambiguity in this Contract shall be resolved in favor of a meaning that complies and is consistent
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with the HIPAA Rules. This Contract supercedes and replaces any previous separately executed
HIPAA addendum between the parties.

14, Survival of Certain Contract Terms. Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary,
Associate’s obligations under Section 4(d) (“Effect of Termination”) and Section 12 (*“No Third
Party Beneficiaries”) shall survive termination of this Contract and shall be enforceable by CE as
provided herein in the event of such failure to perform or comply by the Associate. This
Addendum shall remain in effect during the term of the Contract including any extensions.

15. Representatives and Notice.

a. Representatives. For the purpose of the Contract, the individuals identified
elsewhere in this Contract shall be the representatives of the respective parties. If no
representatives are identified in the Contract, the individuals listed below are hereby designated
as the parties’ respective representatives for purposes of this Contract. Either party may from
time to time designate in writing new or substitute representatives.

b. Notices. All required notices shall be in writing and shall be hand delivered or
given by certified or registered mail to the representatives at the addresses set forth below.

State/Covered Entity Representative:

Name: Claudia Zundel
Title: Director, Child, Adolescent and Family Services
Department and Division: Department of Human Services, Office of Behavioral Health
Address: 3824 West Princeton Circle
Denver, CO 80227

Contractor/Business Associate Representative:

Name: Matthew Birnie
Title: County Manager
Department and Division: Gunnison County
Address: 200 E. Virginia Ave.
Gunnison, CO 81230

Contractor/Associate State/Covered Entity

Legal Name of Contractor Associate STATE OF COLORADO
exactly as it appears in the Contract John W. Hickenlooper, GOVERNOR

By: By:

Print Name: For the Executive Director

Title: Department of Human Services
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COLORADO

| Department of Education

EQ Initiative

Office of Early Learning and School Readiness
201 East Colfax Avenue

Denver, CO 80203-1799

Margaret Wacker, EC Council Coordinator
Gunnison-Hinsdale Early Childhood Council

Gunnison County Department of Health and Human Services
225 N. Pine Street

Gunnison, CO 81230

October 12, 2015
Dear Ms. Wacker,

The Expanding Quality (EQ) Initiative at the Colorado Department of Education is pleased to award the
Gunnison-Hinsdale Early Childhood Council a total of $7,159 for FY16 with the expectation that you will
utilize the funds in the following manner:

e  Conduct two, 48-hour EQIT courses for a minimum of 6-8 participants in each course (one course
scheduled in Gunnison and one in Crested Butte)

e  Provide 24 hours of EQ RELATE Coaching to course participants

e Provide one orientation to the EQIT curriculum

e Provide limited mileage support for coaching

e Provide financial support to EQIT team member(s) to actively participate and discuss infant
toddler issues with the EC Council

e  Purchase materials required to conduct the EQIT course of training

To supplement the cost of conducting the EQIT course, EC Councils may charge students a small fee (up to
a maximum of $50) for enrollment in EQIT courses. This fee must be used for EQ-related materials and
costs and anticipated use of fees must be included in the EQ budget. We encourage you to keep the fee as
low as possible. No infant toddler teacher or family child care provider should be refused participation in
a local EQIT course due to an inability to pay a fee. Prior to receiving any funding from the EQ Initiative,
you must submit your work plan and budget for the year, including information regarding any fees you
plan to charge, and how these revenues will be utilized.

In accepting this award, you are agreeing to meet the specific responsibilities listed below:

e Sign and return this grant award letter.

e Submit a yearly plan and budget specific to EQ funding that includes all requested information
outlined on the Budget Guidelines document.

e Spend the funds in support of the activities detailed above and in accordance with the approved
budget. Any changes to this plan must be pre-approved in writing by the EQ Initiative Director.

e  Submit information on EQIT trainings and course participants, as well as individual EQIT coaching
hours, to the selected online system on an ongoing basis

201 East Colfax Avenue, Denver, CO 80203-1799 P 303.866.6600 F 303.830.0793
Elliott Asp, Ph.D., Interim Commissioner of Education | www.cde.state.co.us






e Complete mid-year and annual reports via the online system.
e  Submit an annual Budget to Actual Report directly to the EQ Initiative office no later than July
13, 2016.

e Expend all funds by June 30, 2016 in accordance with Federal Rules governing Child Care
Development Funds.

The project period for this grant award is from July 1, 2015 - June 30, 2016. All funds must be expended
no later than June 30, 2016.

Please address all questions, concerns, and any changes specific to EQ funding to Jo Koehn, Statewide EQ
Initiative Director at (303)866-6706 or koehn_j@cde.state.co.us.

Thank you for your commitment to infants, toddlers, their families, and those who care for and serve
them! .

Sincerely,

| 0 (O&L

oehn, MSW
nitiative Director

Authorized Signature Date
Gunnison-Hinsdale Early Childhood Council

Authorized Signature Date
Colorado Department of Education

201 East Colfax Avenue, Denver, CO 80203-1799 P 303.866.6600 F 303.830.0793
Elliott Asp, Ph.D., Interim Commissioner of Education | www.cde.state.co.us
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AGENDA ITEM or FINAL CONTRACT REVIEW SUBMITTAL FORM

Agenda Item: Ratification of Property Disposition; Paul Brown;

Action Requested: Motion

Parties to the Agreement:

Term Begins: Term Ends: Grant Contract #:
Summary:
The attached request was discussed and approved by the BOCC during the 11/17/15 meeting.

Fiscal Impact: N/A

Submitted by: Katherine Haase Submitter's Email Address: khaase@gunnisoncounty.org

Finance Review: O Required @ Not Required
Comments:
Reviewed by: Discharge Date:

County Attorney Review: O Required @ Not Required
Comments:

Discharge Date: Certificate of Insurance Required

Reveiwed by: O O
Yes No

County Manager Review:

Comments:
Reveiwed by: GUNCOUNTYL\mbirnie Discharge Date: 11/18/2015
(® consentagenda () Reguiar Agenda () Worksession Time Allotted:

Agenda Date: 11/24/2015

Revised April 2015





Property Disposition Request

-Property description:
Stamped metal paneling from the original courthouse, leftover pieces that were too damaged or
not needed to build the ceiling replication on the first floor lobby of the new courthouse facility.

-Estimated Date of Purchase:
1881

-Current Value:
Unknown value; there are odds and ends left, not many congruent pieces, many damaged
pieces. Salvage and restoration companies have been contacted to see if they have any interest
in purchasing the panels but none were interested in even looking at them.

-Usability:
None for the County.

-Recommended Disposition:
Give to Paul Brown. Paul was instrumental in the efforts to restore panels for use in the new
courthouse and has expressed interest in having the panels for taking casts for the purpose of
creating replication pieces.

It is my recommendation to allow Paul to have the panels, he is the only person who has expressed
interest in the panels. We do not have space to store them any longer at the facilities shop, | am in need
of the space they are in for snow removal equipment to be stored this winter.

John Cattles
Facilities Director

/M lAls





BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF GUNNISON COUNTY
RESOLUTION NO. 99-

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING A
SURPLUS PROPERTY DISPOSITION POLICY

WHEREAS, Gunnison County has the need to dispose of County
property from time to time; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Gunnison County Commissioners has
determined it to be sound public policy to adopt a surplus property
disposition policy;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of County
Commissioners of Gunnison County that any County property (equipment
or real estate) identified as surplus by a department head or elected official,
must be submitted to the County Manager’s office prior to sale, trade-in,
transfer, or destruction of the property in question. The County Manager
will make a recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners, who
will make the final determination as to the appropriate liquidation of the
property in question.

The following information will be required to be submitted to the
County Manager’s office:

1. Description of the property
2., Estimated date of purchase
3. Estimated current value
4. Estimated usability
5. Recommended disposition
INTRODUCED by Commissioner 6‘1{&)? , seconded by
Commissioner , and adopted this 21 day of September,
1999.
BOARD OF COUNTY COISSIONERS
Jim ]Starr, Commissioner
N
Attest:

. Clerk

Jf&.w e _@Tb
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™ GUNNISON COUNTY, COLORADO
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012 1100 12 Sales Tax Fund
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135 1101 50 Sewer - Restricted
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1100 70 Housing Authority 158.33
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AGENDA ITEM or FINAL CONTRACT REVIEW SUBMITTAL FORM

Agenda ltem: Sales Tax - LMD Reports

Action Requested:

Parties to the Agreement:

Term Begins: Term Ends: Grant Contract #:

Summary:
September 2015 Sales Tax and Local Marketing District Tax Reports

Fiscal Impact; S€€ reports.

Submitted by: Kelly Weak Submitter's Email Address: kweak@gunnisoncounty.org
Finance Review: @ Required O Not Required
Comments:
Reviewed by: GUNCOUNTY1\INienhueser Discharge Date: 11/17/2015
County Attorney Review: O Required @ Not Required
Comments:

Discharge Date: Certificate of Insurance Required

Reveiwed by: O O
Yes No

County Manager Review:

Comments:
Reveiwed by: GUNCOUNTYL\mbirnie Discharge Date: 11/18/2015
(O consentagenda  (®) Reguiar Agenda () Worksession Time Allotted:

Agenda Date: 11/24/2015

Revised April 2015





Gunnison County, Colorado
County Taxable Sales
For the Year Ended 12/31/15

Entity January February March April May June July August September October November December TOTAL

City of Gunnison 10,649,252 8,952,792 10,413,321 9,432,959 10,950,846 14,691,524 17,447,839 16,161,631 17,698,943 0 0 0 116,399,107
Crested Butte 5,978,163 6,270,849 8,198,035 3,744,455 4,146,505 8,113,182 13,158,904 11,470,082 9,423,653 0 0 0 70,503,828
Mt. Crested Butte 4,669,955 4,647,748 6,669,988 1,264,623 710,447 1,732,636 3,876,576 2,791,316 2,427,266 0 0 0 28,790,555
Marble 10,483 19,782 26,116 16,980 82,424 125,573 186,573 216,618 238,919 0 0 0 923,468
Pitkin 51,106 27,489 26,674 22,640 24,516 97,972 162,365 67,982 158,634 0 0 0 639,378
Unincorporated 3,058,487 3,690,223 3,440,955 2,394,450 3,379,085 5,196,723 6,730,796 5,313,055 5,790,138 0 0 0 38,993,912

TOTAL TAXABLE SALES 24,417,446 23,608,883 28,775,089 16,876,107 19,293,823 29,957,610 41,563,053 36,020,684 35,737,553 0 0 0 256,250,248

Computed 1% Sales Tax 244,174.46 236,088.83 287,750.89 168,761.07 192,938.23 299,576.10 415,630.53 360,206.84 357,375.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,562,502.48
% Incr(Decr) of 2015 over 2014 13.65% 10.64% 10.82% 10.01% 2.39% 12.42% 5.29% 7.05% 8.42%
For the Year Ended 12/31/14

Entity January February March April May June July August September October November December TOTAL

City of Gunnison 9,434,812 8,996,367 9,359,817 8,720,917 10,919,451 13,396,851 17,355,463 14,855,519 15,597,750 10,828,279 9,237,995 12,246,404 140,949,625
Crested Butte 5,493,886 5,481,573 6,981,285 2,942,013 3,989,909 6,508,112 12,524,774 10,833,342 8,823,040 5,010,438 4,841,990 7,735,429 81,165,791
Mt. Crested Butte 3,778,734 3,946,276 6,392,799 966,483 826,800 1,504,933 3,374,650 2,905,584 2,916,937 792,480 935,298 5,171,182 33,512,156
Marble 36,797 16,570 26,913 18,874 63,380 113,474 152,106 139,805 194,678 85,548 48,426 27,934 924,505
Pitkin 24,958 20,706 19,215 77,746 22,805 92,146 128,040 91,773 141,612 36,258 26,540 20,664 702,463
Unincorporated 2,715,688 2,876,589 3,184,487 2,613,841 3,021,702 5,032,268 5,940,554 4,823,674 5,289,165 3,387,854 3,054,114 3,571,653 45,511,589

TOTAL TAXABLE SALES 21,484,875 21,338,081 25,964,516 15,339,874 18,844,047 26,647,784 39,475,587 33,649,697 32,963,182 20,140,857 18,144,363 28,773,266 302,766,129

Computed 1% Sales Tax 214,848.75 213,380.81 259,645.16 153,398.74 188,440.47 266,477.84 394,755.87 336,496.97 329,631.82 201,408.57  181,443.63 287,732.66  3,027,661.29






City of Gunnison
Crested Butte
Mt. Crested Butte
Marble

Pitkin
Unincorporated

TOTAL TAXABLE SALES

TOTAL COUNTY REVENUE

City of Gunnison
Crested Butte
Mt. Crested Butte
Marble

Pitkin
Unincorporated

TOTAL TAXABLE SALES

Y-T-D Y-T-D
2014 2015
TOTAL TOTAL Difference %
108,636,947 116,399,107 7,762,160 7.15%
63,577,934 70,503,828 6,925,894 10.89%
26,613,196 28,790,555 2,177,359 8.18%
762,597 923,468 160,871 21.10%
619,001 639,378 20,377 3.29%
35,497,968 38,993,912 3,495,944 9.85%
235,707,643 256,250,248 20,542,605 8.72%
1,267,747 1,379,912 112,165 8.85%
Y-T-D Y-T-D
2013 2014
TOTAL TOTAL Difference %
100,364,626 108,636,947 8,272,321 8.24%
54,363,505 63,577,934 9,214,429 16.95%
21,864,789 26,613,196 4,748,407 21.72%
759,436 762,597 3,161 0.42%
443,916 619,001 175,085 39.44%
36,605,116 35,497,968 (1,107,148) -3.02%
214,401,388 235,707,643 21,306,255 9.94%

PREVIOUS YEARS FOR COMPARISON

City of Gunnison
Crested Butte
Mt. Crested Butte
Marble

Pitkin
Unincorporated

TOTAL TAXABLE SALE:

City of Gunnison
Crested Butte
Mt. Crested Butte
Marble

Pitkin
Unincorporated

TOTAL TAXABLE SALE:

2012 2013
TOTAL TOTAL Difference %
124,589,477 133,350,988 8,761,511 7.03%
63,274,048 68,209,501 4,935,453 7.80%
24,771,243 28,141,265 3,370,022 13.60%
831,886 890,802 58,916 7.08%
460,606 529,022 68,416 14.85%
44,592,426 46,413,961 1,821,535 4.08%
258,519,686 277,535,539 19,015,853 7.36%
2013 2014
TOTAL TOTAL Difference %
133,350,988 140,949,625 7,598,637 5.70%
68,209,501 81,165,791 12,956,290 18.99%
28,141,265 33,512,156 5,370,891 19.09%
890,802 924,505 33,703 3.78%
529,022 702,463 173,441 32.79%
46,413,961 45,511,589 (902,372) -1.94%
277,535,539 302,766,129 25,230,590 9.09%






SALES TAX REVENUE COMPARISONS

YEAR

2015 Current Month TOTAL
COUNTY REVENUE

% Change over previous year (monthly)

2014 Current Month TOTAL
COUNTY REVENUE

% Change over previous year (monthly)

2013 Current Month TOTAL
COUNTY REVENUE

% Change over previous year (monthly)

2012 Current Month TOTAL
COUNTY REVENUE

% Change over previous year (monthly)

2011 Current Month TOTAL
COUNTY REVENUE

% Change over previous year (monthly)

2010 Current Month TOTAL
COUNTY REVENUE

% Change over previous year (monthly)

2009 Current Month TOTAL
COUNTY REVENUE

% Change over previous year (monthly)

2008 Current Month TOTAL
COUNTY REVENUE

Jan Feb Mar

$126,678.67 $125,794.53 $150,379.22
13.93% 13.06% 10.63%

$111,193.82 $111,264.35 $135,936.02
0.79% 4.46% 4.02%

$110,323.53 $106,514.20 $130,684.01
18.70% -3.76% 12.39%

$ 92,940.69 $110,678.57 $116,280.84
-5.63% 11.73% -2.46%

$ 98,48350 $ 99,062.88 $119,211.37
0.08% 2.33% -6.44%

$ 98,400.27 $ 96,807.67 $127,414.83
-9.51% -6.61% 11.82%

$108,739.89 $103,664.68 $113,950.67
-10.18% -2.86% -6.94%

$121,067.89 $106,716.68 $122,453.88

$

$

Apr

85,651.79
7.12%

79,959.58
6.01%

75,428.71
-3.09%

77,835.01
8.75%

71,571.55
6.03%

67,498.88
-4.86%

70,950.60
-10.81%

79,546.54

May Jun

Jul

$102,663.54 $165,070.67 $230,768.25

$

3.16% 11.09%

99,519.75 $148,591.26
8.73% 5.16%

91,528.08 $141,300.06
-2.68% -2.80%

94,048.48 $145,374.41
16.00% 21.77%

81,077.59 $119,386.11
5.34% -4.07%

76,966.39 $124,445.99
-1.74% -3.63%

83,421.06 $129,132.90
-0.54% 0.59%

83,875.39 $128,378.18

6.21%

$217,271.71
7.10%

$202,862.92
11.87%

$181,344.11
2.09%

$177,639.68
4.40%

$170,158.18
6.07%

$160,419.87
-1.05%

$162,129.71

Aug Sep

195,967.70 = $196,937.46
7.35% 8.53%

182,557.86  $181,452.74
9.55% 23.01%

166,649.18  $ 147,508.85
17.96% 11.21%

141,276.47 $132,636.58
-10.04% 0.67%

157,047.23  $131,749.00
1.19% 9.97%

155,201.21  $119,801.59
6.73% -5.77%

145,416.76 = $127,133.00
-10.89% -2.95%

163,180.48 $130,995.77

Oct

$107,834.56

-0.72%

$108,616.50

$

13.03%

96,095.54
5.01%

91,514.44
-2.08%

93,460.15
5.35%

88,715.98
-9.60%

98,138.16

$

$

Nov

96,183.39
6.56%

90,259.56
2.22%

88,302.36
3.11%

85,637.00
3.07%

83,089.19
7.94%

76,977.54
3.56%

74,332.02

Dec

151,915.60
9.74%

138,427.93
5.56%

131,131.54
-7.50%

141,760.78
4.34%

135,867.11
3.59%

131,163.52
-5.37%

138,609.60

Totals Year to Date
$ 1,379,911.83 $ 1,379,911.83
8.85%
$ 1,623,680.64 $  1,267,747.09
8.10%
$ 1,510,103.53 $  1,172,799.54
7.36%
$ 1,407,944.60 $ 1,092,415.16
3.52%
$ 1,374,141.13 $ 1,055,228.91
1.79%
$ 1,349,111.46 $  1,036,695.01
-0.59%
$ 1,339,686.47 $  1,042,829.43
-5.05%
$ 1,409,424.30 $  1,098,344.52

Budgeted Sales Tax
Revenue
And % YTD Actual /
TTL Budgeted

$ 1,590,000.00
86.79%
$ 1,472,000.00
86.12%
$ 1,425,560.00
82.27%
$ 1,329,266.00
82.18%
$ 1,314,611.00
80.27%
$ 1,448,152.00
71.59%
$ 1,350,032.00
77.24%
$ 1,480,000.00

74.21%





2014/2015 YTD INDUSTRY
COMPARISON AS OF SEPTEMBER
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Sep-2015 Taxes by Industry

Amusement & Entertainment $15,273.10
Bldg Material & Trades $40,567.26
Clothing Stores $4,747.66
Dept & Hardware Stores $12,424.04
Furniture & Appliance Stores $3,830.85
Gas/Convenience Stores $6,187.03
Grocery Stores $62,239.24
Lodging $37,309.75
Manufacturing $6,203.10
Miscellaneous Services $32,972.04
Ranching & Agriculture $113.82
Restaurant/Bars/Liquor Stores $59,970.32
Specialty Shops $14,903.09
Utilities $27,767.57
Vehicle Sales/Parts/Services $32,866.66

GRAND TOTAL.: $357,375.53

Tuesday, November 17, 2015 Page 1 of1





Taxes by Industry and Jurisdiction
September 2015

Amusement & Entertainment

Almont
Crested Butte
Gunnison
Marble
Mt. Crested Butte
Pitkin
Rem of Cnty
Grand Total By Industry:

Bldg Material & Trades

Crested Butte
Gunnison
Marble
Mt. Crested Butte
Rem of Cnty
Grand Total By Industry:

Clothing Stores

Crested Butte
Gunnison
Mt. Crested Butte
Rem of Cnty
Grand Total By Industry:

Dept & Hardware Stores

Gunnison
Grand Total By Industry:

Furniture & Appliance Stores

Crested Butte
Gunnison
Mt. Crested Butte
Rem of Cnty
Grand Total By Industry:

Tuesday, November 17, 2015

166.00
5110.83
6283.28

52.18
2472.76
0.67
1187.38

$15,273.10

17494.44
14569.03
14.25
580.00
7909.54

$40,567.26

2876.28
1497.38
351.00
23.00

$4,747.66

12424.04

$12,424.04

943.98
1817.87
561.00
508.00

$3,830.85

Page 1 of 4





Gas/Convenience Stores

Crested Butte
Gunnison
Pitkin

Rem of Cnty
Somerset

Grand Total By Industry:

Grocery Stores

Almont
Crested Butte
Gunnison
Parlin

Pitkin

Rem of Cnty
Somerset

Grand Total By Industry:

Lodging

Almont

Crested Butte
Gunnison

Marble

Mt. Crested Butte
Ohio City

Parlin

Pitkin
Powderhorn

Rem of Cnty

Grand Total By Industry:

Manufacturing

Crested Butte
Gunnison
Marble

Mt. Crested Butte
Rem of Cnty
Somerset

Grand Total By Industry:

Miscellaneous Services

Tuesday, November 17, 2015

844.00
3102.00
716.24
1433.79
91.00

$6,187.03

0.86
6164.30
55945.23
1.13
25.83
101.40
0.49

$62,239.24

4027.00
4876.81
9399.28
314.15
9885.66
80.00
44.00
85.00
84.00
8513.85

$37,309.75

2289.35
3028.24
60.56
92.80
726.93
5.22

$6,203.10
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Almont

Crested Butte
Gunnison

Marble

Mt. Crested Butte
Ohio City

Pitkin

Rem of Cnty
Somerset

Grand Total By Industry:

Ranching & Agriculture

Crested Butte
Gunnison
Rem of Cnty

Grand Total By Industry:

Restaurant/Bars/Liquor Stores

Almont

Crested Butte
Gunnison
Marble

Mt. Crested Butte
Pitkin

Rem of Cnty

Grand Total By Industry:

Specialty Shops

Almont
Crested Butte
Gunnison
Marble

Mt. Crested Butte
Ohio City
Parlin

Pitkin
Powderhorn
Rem of Cnty
Somerset

Grand Total By Industry:

Utilities

Tuesday, November 17, 2015

2.77
13007.43
10536.84

317.89
4669.03
0.10
183.38
4237.93
16.67

$32,972.04

101.00
0.82
12.00

$113.82

416.00
26664.90
25451.24

1283.05
2125.37

68.00
3961.76

$59,970.32

18.42
7408.32
6220.38
127.77
73.85
1.78
0.37
18.57
36.68
982.78

14.17

$14,903.09
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Almont
Crested Butte
Gunnison
Marble

Mt. Crested Butte
Ohio City
Parlin

Pitkin
Powderhorn
Rem of Cnty
Somerset

Grand Total By Industry:

Vehicle Sales/Parts/Services

Almont

Crested Butte
Gunnison

Marble

Mt. Crested Butte
Parlin

Pitkin

Rem of Cnty

Tuesday, November 17, 2015

Grand Total By Industry:

121
3152.27
5980.25
148.67
2925.69
7.57
0.58
231.84
0.89
15313.18

5.42

$27,767.57

7.70
3302.62
20733.55
70.67
535.50
4.89
256.81
7954.92

$32,866.66

$357,375.53
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COMPARATIVE MARKETING DISTRICT TAX FIGURES

YEAR

2015
Current Month Net Collection
Interest Credit
Program Cost
Debit Recovery
Current Total Distribution

% Change over previous year (cumulative)

2014
Current Month Net Collection
Interest Credit
Program Cost
Debit Recovery
Current Total Distribution

% Change over previous year (cumulative)

2013
Current Month Net Collection
Interest Credit
Program Cost
Debit Recovery
Current Total Distribution

% Change over previous year (cumulative)

2012
Current Month Net Collection
Interest Credit
Program Cost
Debit Recovery
Current Total Distribution

% Change over previous year (cumulative)

2011
Current Month Net Collection
Interest Credit
Program Cost
Debit Recovery
Current Total Distribution

% Change over previous year (cumulative)

28.17%

-5.25%

6.58%

12.59%

10.03%

7.31%

7.71%

Page 1

4.24%

1.47%

1.67%

1.02%

2.83%

2.83%

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Totals Year to Date
103,887.62 123,026.98 209,636.18 36,499.60 44,147.00 133,997.56  231,925.85 208,642.67 209,796.56 - - -
20.00 167.00 17.00 69.00 258.00 77.00 193.84 (2.00) 17.90 - - -
11.58 - 84.66 52.12 57.69 (1,998.18) 53.61 99.39 93.77 - - -
$103,919.20 $123,193.98 $ 209,737.84 $ 36,620.72 $ 44,462.69 $ 132,076.38 $232,173.30 $208,740.06 209,908.23 $ - $ - $ - $ 1,300,832.40 $1,300,832.40
452.10% 608.71% 31.93% 39.95% 48.15% 17.49% 18.74% 20.42% 13.00%
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Totals Year to Date
18,792.00 13,080.60 299,068.76 7,142.00 11,227.36 205,225.14  189,618.00 163,004.00 245,097.00 53,500.77 31,347.96 148,224.44
7.00 105.00 - 29.00 15.00 53.00 57.00 15.00 74.08 41.92 112.44 32.00
23.43 38.18 3.75 26.39 54.58 (1,640.70) - - 78.29 136.22 59.23 41.57
$ 18,822.43 $ 13,223.78 $ 299,07251 $ 7,197.39 $ 11,296.94 $ 203,637.44 $189,675.00 $163,019.00 245,249.37 $ 53,678.91 $ 31,519.63 $ 148,298.01 $ 1,384,690.41 $1,151,193.86
-0.02% 47.41% 8.74% 3.28% 6.57% 17.43% 48.17% 78.33% 20.71% 22.48% 25.45% 22.07% 22.07%
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Totals Year to Date
17,797.00 2,867.00 282,694.00 22,960.06 444.44 144,450.39 30,240.40 6,574.45 445,564.73 29,978.12 1,731.00 148,722.92
1,003.00 10.00 54.00 76.77 0.85 145.16 7.00 1.00 60.00 48.00 2.00 -
26.17 36.03 4.41 32.95 60.91 (1,531.60) 31.01 37.97 10.38 68.74 85.05 6.87
$ 18,826.17 $ 2,913.03 $ 282,752.41 $ 23,069.78 $ 506.20 $ 143,063.95 $ 30,27841 $ 6,613.42 445,635.11 $ 30,094.86 $ 1,818.05 $ 148,729.79 $ 1,134,301.18 $ 953,658.48
-14.52% -16.80% 14.02% 9.81% 5.99% 8.67% 6.42% 7.09% 6.98% 4.82% 4.27% 3.60% 3.60%
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Totals Year to Date
21,800.00 3,937.80 240,894.00 31,236.91 10,986.00 125,479.23 37,160.27 2,935.00 416,480.80 46,892.73 6,153.00 149,692.99
191.04 102.51 5.00 0.05 137.00 5.00 404.00 296.00 492.00 89.35 456.00 3.00
33.14 64.89 17.14 27.61 89.58 (1,444.94) 33.43 (6.09) 76.83 96.51 96.78 10.30
$ 22,024.18 $ 4,105.20 $ 240,916.14 $ 31,264.57 $ 11,21258 $ 124,039.29 $ 37,597.70 $ 3,224.91 417,049.63 $ 47,07859 $ 6,705.78 $ 149,706.29 $ 1,094,924.86 $ 891,434.20
16.10% 29.82% -8.20% -7.24% -3.98% -2.94% 3.28% 3.23% 8.23% 10.52% 11.11% 8.30% 8.30%
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Totals Year to Date
18,937.12 1,104.76 270,773.23 30,367.37 663.36 125,580.61 9,481.00 3,191.13 363,759.45 25,523.22 1,388.00 160,304.38
33.13 52.32 3.31 381.87 113.77 16.87 4.00 115.06 334.46 (82.22) 8.00 6.22
- (72.08) (22.09) (1,244.91) 31.75 29.68 20.18 97.63 133.81 15.17
$ 1897025 $ 1,157.08 $ 270,776.54 $ 30,677.16 $ 755.04 $ 12435257 $ 9,516.75 $ 3,335.87 364,114.09 $ 25,538.63 $ 1,529.81 $ 160,325.77 $ 1,011,049.56 $ 823,655.35





2010
Current Month Net Collection
Interest Credit
Program Cost
Debit Recovery
Current Total Distribution

% Change over previous year (cumulative)

2009
Current Month Net Collection
Interest Credit
Program Cost
Debit Recovery
Current Total Distribution

% Change over previous year (cumulative)

2008
Current Month Net Collection
Interest Credit
Program Cost
Debit Recovery
Current Total Distribution

% Change over previous year (cumulative)

2007
Current Month Net Collection
Interest Credit
Program Cost
Debit Recovery
Current Total Distribution

% Change over previous year (cumulative)

2006
Current Month Net Collection
Interest Credit
Program Cost
Debit Recovery
Current Total Distribution

% Change over previous year (cumulative)

2005
Current Month Net Collection
Interest Credit
Program Cost
Debit Recovery
Current Total Distribution

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep QOct Nov Dec Totals Year to Date
14,751.40 6,362.16 251,692.03 12,616.22 7,438.11 124,451.70 7,299.63 17,229.27 370,895.72 23,464.77 6,891.62 141,091.75
49.15 80.18 10.54 56.14 146.69 12.68 47.20 84.21 8.44 6.13
- (247.69) (1,166.31) (68.36)
$ 14,800.55 $ 6,442.34 $ 251,70257 $ 12,672.36 $ 7,337.11 $ 123,298.07 $ 7,278.47 $ 17,313.48 370,904.16 $ 23,464.77 $ 6,891.62 $ 141,097.88 $ 983,203.38 $ 811,749.11
51.42% -76.70% -31.35% -31.16% -30.33% -22.52% -24.42% -22.84% -9.50% -10.05% -10.50% -8.73% -8.73%
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep QOct Nov Dec Totals Year to Date
30,455.74 60,590.76 306,416.05 17,257.52 5,559.26 116,798.75 23,103.91 10,962.95 325,543.22 31,427.64 12,196.52 136,289.85
13.59 106.26 26.43 49.03 203.32 13.23 21.56 93.04 14.42 131.72 251.53 22.09
(185.12) (87.88) (3.56) (25.90) - (4.42)
$ 30,469.33 $ 60,697.02 $ 306,442.48 $ 17,306.55 $ 557746 $ 116,724.10 $ 23,121.91 $ 11,030.09 325,557.64 $ 31,559.36 $ 12,443.63 $ 136,311.94 $ 1,077,241.51 $ 896,926.58
-34.34% 82.08% 3.07% 1.45% 0.19% 3.78% 0.31% 0.21% -2.66% -1.02% -0.06% 4.39% 4.39%
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep QOct Nov Dec Totals Year to Date
46,270.64 3,366.00 335,656.17 23,181.48 10,660.84 97,916.96 41,012.17 11,478.68 351,179.09 16,610.38 3,085.38 90,468.54
137.06 295.15 36.51 59.06 314.52 39.33 11.36 105.06 23.44 51.58 332.65 5.32
(279.00) (4.21) (55.34) (3.35) (6.10) (27.17) (6.89)
$ 46,407.70 $ 3,661.15 $ 335692.68 $ 23,240.54 $ 10,696.36 $ 97,952.08 $ 40,968.19 $ 11,580.39 351,196.43 $ 16,634.79 $ 3,418.03 $ 90,466.97 $ 1,031,915.31 $ 921,395.52
1683.05% 6.71% 100.12% 12.05% 10.84% 1.68% 6.05% 7.02% 4.38% 4.84% 1.16% -4.51% -4.51%
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Totals Year to Date
2,510.18 43,890.35 145,768.90 172,097.89 13,661.97 131,134.19 17,592.95 5,840.40 349,875.52 11,801.00 35,314.17 149,912.89
92.53 428.13 71.73 154.05 432.95 218.77 87.90 159.84 71.01 195.26 615.18 93.20
(454.94) (914.06)
$ 2,602.71 $ 44,318.48 $ 145,840.63 $172,251.94 $ 13,639.98 $ 130,438.90 $ 17,680.85 $ 6,000.24 349,946.53 $ 11,996.26 $ 35,929.35 $ 150,006.09 $ 1,080,651.96 $ 882,720.26
-5.46% 335.51% -47.98% -0.91% -2.64% 5.21% 2.81% 0.73% 3.33% 4.24% 8.28% 5.56% 5.56%
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Totals Year to Date
2,716.44 7,758.51 359,659.71 (2,390.72) 20,498.92 95,380.64 28,436.67 16,220.36 325,219.54 3,878.96 413.00 164,147.18
36.55 262.25 142.06 169.49 761.18 92.27 54.48 314.67 140.23 216.16 717.96 86.27
(682.61) (522.39)
$ 2,75299 $ 8,020.76 $ 359,801.77 $ (2,221.23) $ 20,577.49 $ 94,950.52 $ 28,491.15 $ 16,535.03 325,359.77 $ 4,095.12 $ 1,130.96 $ 164,233.45 $ 1,023,727.78 $ 854,268.25
-73.98% -33.48% 25.08% 4.18% 9.48% 4.76% 8.72% 11.36% 11.11% 21.25% 21.30% 25.99% 25.99%
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Totals Year to Date
10,505.08 5,384.57 279,994.60 57,164.00 1,169.28 107,689.17 9,380.69 3,466.65 293,844.57 (61,059.59) 10,380.46 154,627.50
76.95 229.09 72.95 147.40 533.48 105.24 - 209.02 68.00 151.96 608.54 28.86
(38.94) (1,143.06)
(10,380.46) (50,679.13)
$ 10,582.03 $ 5,613.66 $ 280,067.55 $ 57,311.40 $ 1,663.82 $ 106,651.35 $ 9,380.69 $ 3,675.67 293,912.57 $(60,907.63) $ 608.54 $ 103,977.23 $ 812,536.88 $ 768,858.74
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AGENDA ITEM or FINAL CONTRACT REVIEW SUBMITTAL FORM

Agenda ltem: Treasurer's Reports

Action Requested: Board of County Commissioners’ Signature

Parties to the Agreement:

Term Begins: Term Ends: Grant Contract #:

Summary:
Present Monthly and Investment Reports

Fiscal Impact:

Submitted by: Debbie Dunbar
Finance Review: O Required @ Not Required

Comments:

Submitter's Email Address: ddunbar@gunnisoncounty.org

Reviewed by: Discharge Date:

County Attorney Review: O Required @ Not Required

Comments:

Discharge Date: Certificate of Insurance Required

Reveiwed by: O O
Yes No

County Manager Review:

Comments:
Reveiwed by: GUNCOUNTYL\mbirnie Discharge Date: 11/18/2015
(O consentagenda  (®) Reguiar Agenda () Worksession Time Allotted:

Agenda Date: 11/24/2015

Revised April 2015





TREASURER'S MONTHLY REPORT FOR OCTOBER 2015

BEGINNING ENDING

FUNDS BALANCE RECEIPTS DISBURSEMENTS BALANCE
COUNTY FUNDS $ $ $ $
Due from Tre-County General 6,122,502.96 435,591.68 (931,052.10) 5,627,042.54
Due from Tre-Road & Bridge 2,997,245.58 52,704.09 (464,397.07) 2,585,552.60
Due from Tre-Human Services 737,805.97 32,780.05 (119,901.42) 650,684.60
Due from Tre-Public Health Agency 4,783.19 35,621.38 (40,323.02) 81.55
Due from Tre-Conservation Trust 86,260.97 62.69 (3,583.33) 82,740.33
Due from Tre-Bond Fund 93.37 0.07 - 93.44
Due from Tre-Airport 646,894.19 74,207.85 (78,637.12) 642,464.92
Due from Tre-Sales Tax 1,695,589.83 2,231.83 (216,377.75) 1,481,443.91
Due from Tre-Land Preservation 214,415.89 117.08 (60,000.00) 154,532.97
Due from Tre-Mosquito 6,827.29 1,504.29 (66.57) 8,265.01
Due from Tre-Sage Grouse 51,067.85 65.14 - 51,132.99
Due from Tre-Risk Management 637,205.27 483.15 - 637,688.42
Due from Tre-Airport Construction 461,631.84 17,061.63 (406,322.23) 72,371.24
Due from Tre-Capital Projects 444,447.72 199.68 (181,099.58) 263,547.82
Due from Tre-Sewer 1,066,026.00 33,159.13 (20,425.07) 1,078,760.06
Due from Tre-Water 360,740.97 280.89 (15,260.98) 345,760.88
Due from Tre-Solid Waste 83,553.35 148,330.18 (103,335.41) 128,548.12
Due from Tre-Housing Authority 186.39 158.59 - 344.98
Due from Tre-Gunn Sr Housing 109,798.23 36,581.97 (38,193.10) 108,187.10
Due from Tre-Assisted Living 3,050.55 3,040.65 (3,040.65) 3,050.55
Due from Tre-Internal Service | 1,729,033.57 1,265.66 (59,807.56) 1,670,491.67
Due from Tre-Internal Service I 733,685.19 1,046.21 (27,283.86) 707,447.54
Due from Tre-Insurance Trust 1,851,696.33 14,316.64 - 1,866,012.97
Due from Tre-Local Marketing District 460,657.46 278.96 (92,749.73) 368,186.69
Due from Tre-Rural Trans Auth 1,820,668.47 501,755.45 (844,458.74) 1,477,965.18
Due from Tre-Public Trustee Agency 14,143.44 - (5,424.15) 8,719.29
Due from Tre-Series 2010 Bond Reserve 234.32 0.18 - 234.50
Due from Tre-Terminal Construction 406,022.46 307.86 - 406,330.32
Due from Tre-Courthouse Renovation 78,123.27 278,049.87 - 356,173.14
Due from Tre-Series 2013 Bond Reserve - - - -
Due from Tre-Assessor Fees 265.70 179.88 (445.58) -
Due from Tre-Treas Fees 20,095.62 17,212.37 (37,307.99) -
Due from Tre-Health Claims 37,676.23 131,967.06 (143,115.66) 26,527.63
Due from Tre-Landfill Closure 1,151,646.79 4,137.34 - 1,155,784.13
Due from Tre-Landfill Cons Resv 895,743.03 12,802.72 - 908,545.75
Due from Tre-Payroll Clearing 26,016.00 536,353.57 (544,081.01) 18,288.56
Due from Tre-Sewer Reserve 96,160.00 - - 96,160.00
Due from Tre-Water -Restricted 24,976.00 - - 24,976.00
Due from Tre-Sr Housing Deposits 9,291.26 27.06 - 9,318.32
Due from Tre-Accounts Payable Clearing 148,050.37 1,998,054.35 (2,067,964.33) 78,140.39
Due from Tre-Finance Revenue Clearing - 1,466,192.44 - 1466,192.44
Due from Tre-Water Resource 87,517.06 66.36 - 87,583.42
Due from Tre-Workforce Impact Fees 426,986.51 10,191.26 (98.60) 437,079.17
Due from Tre-Living Community 3,733.32 7,039.63 (4,762.87) 6,010.08
COUNTY FUNDS TOTAL 25,752,549.81 5,855,426.89 (6,509,515.48) 25,098,461.22
CITIES AND TOWNS $ $ $ $
Due from Tre-Crested Butte General 7,682.96 8,627.30 (7,847.98) 8,462.28
Due from Tre-Crested Butte Street/Alley 7,965.19 7,764.84 (8,198.14) 7,531.89
Due from Tre-Gunnison City General 5,854.32 6,900.04 (6,557.27) 6,197.09
Due from Tre-Marble General 546.32 569.75 (554.72) 561.35
Due from Tre-Mt Crested Butte General 5,696.16 10,466.85 (9,255.77) 6,907.24
Due from Tre-Pitkin General 187.22 402.52 (193.00) 396.74
CITIES AND TOWNS TOTAL 27,932.17 34,731.30 (32,606.88) 30,056.59
SCHOOLS $ $ $ $
Due from Tre-Gunn RE1J Gen 592,043.20 171,027.79 (609,744.43) 153,326.56
Due from Tre-Gunn RE1J Bond 28,195.98 52,814.53 (36,819.86) 44,190.65
Due from Tre-Delta 50J General 11,760.71 12,429.27 (11,766.40) 12,423.58






Due from Tre-Delta 50J Bond 183.42 478.50 (183.42) 478.50
Due from Tre-Montrose RE1J General 907.27 2,667.60 (912.38) 2,662.49
Due from Tre-Montrose RE1J Bond 23.22 160.18 (23.22) 160.18
Due from Tre-Reij 2014 Mill Override 28,637.06 41,334.96 (31,101.43) 38,870.59
SCHOOLS TOTAL 661,750.86 280,912.83 (690,551.14) 252,112.55
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICTS $ $ $ $
Due from Tre-Library Dist 4,572.34 8,924.00 (6,138.02) 7,358.32
Due from Tre-CO River Water CD 1,445.60 2,222.93 (1,730.99) 1,937.54
Due from Tre-Reserve MD2 2,630.17 4,658.75 (2,689.66) 4,599.26
Due from Tre-Mt Crested Butte DDA 1,243.87 1,467.42 (1,845.79) 865.50
Due from Tre-Bostwick Park Water CD 9.03 66.46 (10.76) 64.73
Due from Tre-Crawford Water CD - - - -
Due from Tre-Crested Butte South MD 2,587.45 4,383.51 (2,719.36) 4,251.60
Due from Tre-Mt CB Water/San 6,534.96 12,362.24 (10,677.92) 8,219.28
Due from Tre-East River Regional SD 1,852.49 2,506.89 (1,968.59) 2,390.79
Due from Tre-Cemetery 1,425.71 2,650.60 (1,659.18) 2,417.13
Due from Tre-Gunn Co Metro Rec Dist 3,088.05 4,677.09 (3,691.60) 4,073.54
Due from Tre-N Fork Water CD 216.16 245.54 (217.56) 244.14
Due from Tre-Skyland MD 12,363.34 12,547.54 (12,639.17) 12,271.71
Due from Tre-Upper Gunn Water CD 9,681.41 14,732.58 (11,674.08) 12,739.91
Due from Tre-Crested Butte Fire PD 13,889.55 17,905.61 (17,105.85) 14,689.31
Due from Tre-Gunn Co Fire PD 5,380.59 11,439.92 (5,951.48) 10,869.03
Due from Tre-Carbondale & Rural Fire PD 1,009.97 3,036.74 (1,664.17) 2,382.54
Due from Tre-Ragged Mt Fire PD 944,90 1,048.09 (950.30) 1,042.69
Due from Tre-Arrowhead Fire PD 417.42 1,126.78 (591.04) 953.16
Due from Tre-Reserve MD2 Bond 2,745.44 4,659.41 (2,801.43) 4,603.42
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICTS TOTAL 72,038.45 110,662.10 (86,726.95) 95,973.60
MISC CONTROL $ $ $ $
Due from Tre-Clerk & Recorder 333,547.90 372,353.86 (361,244.68) 344,657.08
Due from Tre-Clerk Sales Tax - 38,445.82 (38,445.82) -
Due from Tre-SOT 6,233.47 169,951.59 (169,951.59) 6,233.47
Due from Tre-State Auto - 149,710.58 (149,710.58) -
Due from Tre-Clerk ST Domestic Abuse 580.00 560.00 (1,140.00) -
Due from Tre-Clerk State Registrar - 84.00 (84.00) -
Due from Tre-Clerk State Specific - 1,218.70 (1,218.70) -
Due from Tre-Range Improvement Dist 3 - - - -
Due from Tre-Sheriff Commissary 9,229.53 - - 9,229.53
Due from Tre-Inmate Trust 5,622.33 32,614.79 (13,379.07) 24,858.05
Due from Tre-Investment Interest - 19,782.87 (19,782.87) -
Due from Tre-Treas Deed 1,817.48 2,405.13 (1,785.66) 2,436.95
Due from Tre-Unused Remittances 19,888.20 203,172.42 (7,420.69) 215,639.93
Due from Tre-Elected Official Fees Clrg 12,617.13 36,264.31 (37,776.46) 11,104.98
Due from Tre-GV Regional Housing Authority - - - -
MISC CONTROL TOTAL 389,536.04 1,026,564.07 (801,940.12) 614,159.99
GRAND TOTALS 26,903,807.33 7,308,297.19 (8,121,340.57) $ 26,090,763.95

TO THE HONORABLE PAULA SWENSON, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF
THE COUNTY OF GUNNISON, IN THE STATE OF COLORADO:

The preceding is a full and accurate account of all moneys, received and disbursed, and all payments received
in account thereof of every name and descriptions whatsoever in the office of the County Treasurer,
within and for the aforesaid county for the month of OCTOBER 2015.

Debbie Dunbar
Gunnison County Treasurer

DATE:

Paula Swenson
Chairman of the Board of County Commissioners Date Accepted:






Gunnison County Treasurer

Investment Report
October 31,2015
CASH AND CHECKING GL# BALANCE RATE TYPE MATURITY/LENGTH
Cash on Hand 1100 73,613.39 Cash | [N/A
Bank of the West 1101 1,758,485.30 0.03% Chkg | [N/A
Bank of the West CC 1103 534,700.66 0.00% Chkg | [N/A
Bank of the West MM 1104 2,501,709.65 0.16% MMA | |N/A
Wells Fargo Warrant Clearing 1145 136,237.24 0.00% Chkg | [N/A
Wells Fargo Revenue Clearing 1147 406,412.37 0.03% Chkg | [N/A
Colotrust Plus 118 2,103,668.89 0.21% Pool Mo
C-Safe 1121 1,107,607.98 0.21% Pool Mo
Great Western Bank MM 1105 2,017,277.66 0.30% MMA | Mo
Gunnison Bank and Trust 1102 149,947.68 0.00% MMA | Mo
Solera Savings 1161 997,141.18 0.45% MMA | |Quarterly
Cobiz Hospital Reserve 1439 376,443.78 0.20% MMA | Mo
Cobiz Money Market 1453 379,199.28 0.25% MMA | Mo
INVESTMENT CLEARING 1199 511,705.68 0.08% MMA | Mo
TOTAL CASH AND CHECKING 13,054,150.74 50.02%
INVESTMENTS
1st Source Bank CEW0 1398 243,025.30 1.45% CcD SA/Mat 7/29/19 4yrs
Ally Q194 1437 245,164.15 0.90% cD SA/Mat 12/7/15 - 3 yrs
American Express CAH3 1445 244,914.25 1.45% cD SA/Mat 7/24/18 - 4 yrs
Amex DMJ4 1442 245,352.80 0.75% cD SA/Mat 2/28/16 - 3 yrs
Bank Castile NY 7BD4 1486 199,818.00 0.90% CcD SA/Mat 12/15/17 2 yrs
Barclay's Bk KHC4 1464 245,325.85 0.55% cD SA/Mat 7/16/16 - 2 yrs
BMW BK North Amer P6W2 1455 245,997.15 1.00% CcD SA/Mat 3/14/17 - 3 yrs
Capital One Bank 0SQ4 1397 243,253.15 2.20% cD SA/Mat 6/24/20 5 yrs
Capital One E4S6 1396 244,718.25 1.95% CcD SA/Mat 7/15/19 4 yrs
Centennial Bank JAC7 1400 150,160.50 1.55% cD M/Mat 12/2/15 - 5 yrs
CIT Bank CéB5 1474 245,176.40 2.20% AG SA/Mat 12/17/19 - 5 yrs Callable
CO Sstate Bank & Trust 5546 1412 249,000.00 0.30% cb M/Mat 11/11/16 - 17 mos
Colorado Nat'l Bank 6311 1432 245,000.00 1.51% CcD Q/Mat 6/11/17 - 5 yrs
Comenity Cap BK Utah AFW1 1466 245,480.20 0.75% cD SA/Mat 8/4/16 - 2 yrs
Compass Bank PFD3 1447 247,601.90 2.00% CcD SA/Mat 10/9/18 - 5 yrs
Discover Bank 2DG4 1477 243,514.93 1.90% cD SA/Mat 1/20/15 5 yrs
Farmers & Merchants Bank TAS7 1391 248,446.40 1.35% cD SA/Mat 10/9/18 - 3 yrs
FFCB ENH9 1481 250,494.44 1.42% AG SA/Mat 2/05/19 4 yrs Callable
FHLB 4SM5 1485 250,130.00 1.00% AG SA/Mat 3/20/20- 5 yrs Steps&Call
FHLMC 6BCé 1480 500,130.00 1.00% AG SA/Mat 2/20/20 5yrs Steps & Call
FHLMC 6EL3 1482 250,185.00 1.50% AG SA/Mat 2/27/18 3 yrs Callable
FHLMC 7HBO 1395 - called
FHLMC 7Qz7 1394 495,282.15 1.25% AG SA/Mat 8/27/20 5 yrs Steps & Call
FHLMC7RS2 1393 175,162.75 1.18% AG SA/Mat 12/14/17 2 yrs callable
FHLMC 7577 1392 497,595.00 1.12% AG SA/Mat 10/29/20 5 yrs Steps & Call
First Bank Lakewood 2433 1427 529,627.04 1.60% cD Q/Mat 6/22/17 - 5 yrs
First Bank Lakewood 2964 1433 263,356.02 1.30% CcD Q/Mat 6/22/17 - 5 yrs
Flatirons Bank 2066 1150 240,000.00 1.00% cD M/Mat 12/5/15 - 2 yrs
Front Range Bank 3424 1443 249,000.00 0.65% CcD M/Mat 10/26/16 - 2.5 yrs
GE Cap Bk Retail FGU1 1457 245,465.50 1.60% cD SA/Mat 5/2/18 - 4 yrs
GE Capital Bank JMB1 1435 245,000.00 1.05% CcD SA/Mat 11/2/15 - 3 yrs
Goldman Sachs JSG7 1399 243,702.10 1.55% cD SA/Mat 4/29/19 4 yrs
Guaranty Bank 0BJ4 1459 244,189.05 1.35% CcD SA/Mat 5/29/18 - 4 yrs
Gunnison Savings and Loan 6020 1106 500,000.00 2.07% cD M/Mat 1/17/17 - 5 yrs
Gunnison Savings and Loan 1390 400,000.00 0.05% cD M/Mat 4/15/16-6 mo
Lake Sunapee 8AJ1 1460 244,125.35 1.35% cD SA/Mat 6/5/18 - 4 yrs Callable
Landmark Community LAS3 1479 243,378.10 1.05% CcD M/Mat 2/13/18 3 yrs
Legacy Bank 9156 1402 200,509.15 1.01% cD Q/Mat 6/12/17 25 mo
Liberty Bank CD 1143 304,643.20 1.24% CcD M/Mat 10/28/16 - 2 yrs
Medallion Bank BV86 1487 244,980.40 0.90% o) M/Mat 10/20/17 2 yrs
Needham Co-operative Bk Mass 14467 245,521.85 0.75% cD SA/Mat 8/15/16 - 2 yrs
Peoples United Bank QLMé 1483 231,237.40 1.85% cD Q/Mat 1/21/20- 5 yrs
Private Bank & Trust GUU9 1478 246,006.95 1.90% CcD SA/Mat 1/23/20 - 5 yrs
Redstone Bank 0471 1449 245,000.00 0.60% cD M/Mat 11/4/15 - 2 yrs
Sallie Mae 0172 1472 246,085.35 2.15% CcD SA/Mat 10/8/19 - 5 yrs
Toyota Savings Bank MGZ8 1484 244,154.75 2.00% cD SA/Mat 2/20/20 5yrs Callable
Valley Bank 1672 1162 250,000.00 1.02% CcD M/Mat 1/14/16 - 3 yrs
Webster Bk NJU9 1462 245,717.85 1.90% cD SA/Mat 7/9/19 - 5 yrs
Wells Fargo Bank TTT4 1488 242,020.80 1.25% CcD SA/Mat 4/30/20 5 yrs Callable
TOTAL INVESTMENTS 13,044,649.43 49.98%
Cash per Treasurer's Ledger 26,098,800.17 100.00%
Less Pending Disbursements (8,036.22)
Total Due to All Funds 26,090,763.95
Calculated average yield on investments 1.30%
Benchmark: (1 year Constant Maturity Treasury Rate): 0.26%
Benchmark: (2 year Constant Maturity Treasury Rate): 0.64%
Benchmark: (5 year Constant Maturity Treasury Rate): 1.39%
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Agenda ltem: Region 10 Broadband MOU
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O Consent Agenda @ Regular Agenda O Worksession Time Allotted: 15 minutes

Agenda Date: 11/24/2015
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To: Board of County Commissioners for Gunnison County
From: Russell Forrest and John Felix
Date: November 24, 2015

Subject: Region 10 Broadband Project- Memorandum of Understanding

1. Purpose:

The purpose of this item is to request approval of the Board of County Commissioners for a
Memorandum of Understanding with Region 10 to provide a local funding match to support a
Department of Local Affairs (DOLA) Grant for a middle mile broadband system (Attachment A). DOLA is
specifically offering significant grants for improving Broadband in the State of Colorado which would be
due on December 1, 2015. Region 10 will be applying for a grant on behalf of it’s 6 counties that will
allow local dollars applied to a grant to be matched by DOLA (1:1), if approved. Region 10 is requesting
that its members commit to local match dollars to support the grant and the implementation of the
proposed broadband system within their respective jurisdictions.

2. The Project:

Region 10 is working with its members to develop a middle mile broadband system that would originate
in Grand Junction and connect the Region 10 area. This system is described in the Region 10 Broadband
Blueprint (Attachment B). This proposed plan has a conceptual level of design which County staff and
its municipal partners have further refined which is reflected in the scope of work in Attachment A.
There are two components of this plan as it relates to Gunnison County:

1} Backbone Infrastructure: The backbone of a new middle mile system for Gunnison County
connects to the Region 10 system in Montrose. Dark or lit fiber connects Montrose to Gunnison
and provides connectivity to Crested Butte and Mt. Crested Butte. This back bone includes
locations for carrier neutral locations (CNLs) in each of the three communities and the
associated equipment and fiber to connect the CNLs. The Backbone involves securing dark or lit
fiber (as a back —up) from Montrose to Gunnison and then utilizing Dark Fiber between





Gunnison, Crested Butte, and then using dark fiber owned by Gunnison County between Crested
Butte and Mt. Crested Butte.

2) Connections to Anchor facilities: From the backbone there are then fingers or fiber connections
to anchor facilities such as the Hospital, Western, and Library etc.

By the time (assuming the grant is awarded) a DOLA contract is awarded and design/engineering
resources are available it is quite possible that the proposed concept could evolve with partnerships
with private Internet Service Providers (ISPs) or with new and or different technology. The pricing is
based on the assumption that dark or unlit fiber is used between Montrose and Gunnison. However, it
has not been confirmed that there is available dark fiber in this location. The alternative would be to
use “lit” fiber owned by Century Link. This would actually decrease the capital cost for Gunnison
County but increase the operational cost for Region 10. This is considered a viable alternative to
provide affordable internet. Another important component of the project is the proposed target pricing
which is:

® 100 Mb (shared) = $70/month ($0.70/Mb)
® 1 Gb (shared) = $500/month ($0.50/Mb)
® 10 Gb (shared) = $8,500/month ($0.85/Mb)

Gunnison County as an organization is currently paying $20 per MB,

3. Update on Municipal and Anchor Participation

On Tuesday, November 17*" both the City of Gunnison and the Town of Mt. Crested Butte approved a
match proposed in the attached MOU. Crested Butte has a new Council since the November election
and is scheduling a special meeting regarding this issue on November 30, 2015. A work session was
scheduled with Crested Butte on November 2" and no significant concerns were expressed at that
meeting.

The potential anchor institutions that may participate include Western State Colorado University, the
Library, Gunnison Valley Hospital, and the School District. Region 10 has requested that their matches
be included in the Gunnison County match. At the time of the preparation of this memorandum,
Western, the Library and Hospital were considering participation.

4. Memorandum of Understanding

Attachment A includes a proposed Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Board of
County Commissioners for Gunnison County and Region 10 to provide a match for the scope of service
described in the MOU. The MOU is drafted to provide flexibility to the County to withdraw or to amend
the project. It also includes two explicit decision points before resources are expended or further
expended. These decision points would occur prior to design and engineering work being initiated and
match dollars being committed. The second decision point would be after design is completed but
before a notice to proceed is provided by Region 10.





The Board of County Commissioners are being asked to provide a match of $ 40,410 and may elect to
include a match for anchor institutions. It should be noted that the cost split proposed in the MOU
includes an even split of backbone costs between the City of Gunriison, Crested Butte, Mt. Crested
Butte, and Gunnison County.

Attachments:
Attachment A: Memorandum of Understanding with Scope of Work Attachment

Attachment B: Region 10 Blueprint





Attachment A: Memorandum of Understanding with Scope of Work Attachment





MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

BETWEEN
REGION 10 LEAGUE FOR ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE AND PLANNING, INC.
AND
THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF THE COUNTY OF GUNNISON,
COLORADO
THIS MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (“MOU"), is entered into this _____ day

of November, 2015, by and between REGION 10 LEAGUE FOR ECONOMIC
ASSISTANCE AND PLANNING, INC., a Colorado non-profit corporation, whose address
is 300 N. Cascade Avenue, Suite 1, Montrose, Colorado 81401 (“Region 10”) and the
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF THE COUNTY OF GUNNISON,
COLORADO, whose address is 200 E. Virginia, Gunnison, Colorado 81230 (“Gunnison
County”).

A. RECITALS

WHEREAS, Gunnison County is a member of Region 10; and

WHEREAS, Gunnison County and Region 10 recognize a need to improve
telecommunication capabilities, capacity, reliability, and availability in the six county
region of Region 10 order to affect economic development, improve community anchor
institutions’ efficiency and accessibility, and reduce telecommunication costs for
community anchor institutions; and

WHEREAS, Region 10 initiated and recently completed the Region 10 Broadband
Implementation Plan to provide telecommunication connection in participating
communities to a regional network through a variety of economically viable and
sustainable models; and

WHEREAS, Region 10, through leveraging of assets and building of middie mile networks
and aggregating the demand for the entire region, will enable the region, six county
governments and multiple municipalities (“Local Agencies”) to have access to more
accessible, abundant and affordable broadband services; and

WHEREAS, Region 10 will be submitting and Economic Development Administration
Assistance Grant Application (“Grant Application”) to the Colorado Department of Local
Government (“DOLA”") for the Region 10 Broadband Implementation Plan; and

WHEREAS, Gunnison County desires to utilize this network for data service connectivity,
internet access and other telecommunications services within the communities and
region; and

WHEREAS, Gunnison County desires to utilize this network to enhance the economic
prosperity of its constituents by providing affordable and abundant broadband services;
and





WHEREAS, this MOU is intended to outline the current responsibilities of Region 10 and
Gunnison County (“Parties”) pertaining to participation in the Region 10 Broadband
Implementation Plan.

B. AGREEMENT

NOW THEREFORE, given the recitals above, to define the business relationship between
Region 10 and Gunnison County, and in preparation for funding to assist in providing a
regional broadband network, the Parties understand and agree as follows:

1. PROJECT.

Region 10 has developed the Region 10 Broadband Implementation Plan to provide
telecommunication connection in participating communities to a regional network. As part
of that plan, a conceptual level of design has been created for the network within the
Gunnison County service area which will provide a middle mile broadband system
connection from Montrose to Gunnison, Crested Butte, Mt. Crested Butte and selected
anchor facilities within the Gunnison Valley as identified in the Scope of Work attached
hereto and incorporated herein by reference as Attachment “A” (“Project”). The Parties
understand that the Project will evolve as opportunities to partner with internet service
providers are further developed and evaluated and as participation of any anchor facilities
may be confirmed.

2. PARTIES RESPECTIVE OBLIGATIONS TOWARDS THE PROJECT.

The respective obligations of the Parties towards the Project include the following:
a. Region 10 shall:

1s Complete the Regional Broadband Implementation Plan and
Operations Costs Blueprint.

2. Complete and meet requirements to submit the Grant Application to
DOLA to obtain funding assistance to build a regional network by no
later than December 1, 2015.

3: Assess and collect the matching funds committed by each Local
Agency to complete the project.

4, Coordinate with Gunnison County on the specific design and
engineering of the network service.

5. Obtain and/or build network services agreed-upon by Gunnison
County, anchor institutions and carrier neutral locations within the
communities, with the intent that private service providers will have
the capability of accessing the network to provide “last mile”





services for institutional, commercial, and residential users at
reasonable rates.

Complete the necessary memoranda, agreements, and other legal
documents among the Local Agencies to efficiently operate the
network or transfer assets to Gunnison County.

b. Gunnison County shall:

L

3. TERM

Understand and participate in the design, development, and
implementation of the network within the Gunnison County service
area.

Participate in Region I0 network discussions regarding the
operation, design, and construction of the network and any future
grant applications at the discretion of Gunnison County.

Should Region 10 be successful of being awarded funds from
its Grant Application to DOLA for assistance in building a regional
network consistent with the Region 10 Broadband Implementation
Plan and the Project identified in Attachment “A” herein, Gunnison
County agrees to be assessed and remit payment of required
matching funds as will be further agreed upon by Region 10 and
Gunnison County to obtain network assets within the Gunnison
County service area. Gunnison County agrees to contribute a cash
match towards the DOLA grant in the amount of not to exceed

(% ) for the fiscal years of 2016 and 2017.

In addition, Gunnison County intends to contribute as a match, by
separate agreement, for the grant existing fiber for the use of this
network which has an estimated value of Twenty Five Thousand and
seven hundred and seventy four U.S. Dollars ($25,774).

Complete the necessary memoranda, agreements, and other legal
documents among the Local Agencies to efficiently operate the
network or transfer assets to Gunnison County.

The term of this MOU shall be effective upon the date first set forth above and continue
until the completion of the Project, unless sooner amended or terminated as provided

herein.





4. NOTICE TO PROCEED.

Both Region 10 and Gunnison County agree to evaluate the Project at no less than two
discrete points (“Milestones”). These two Milestones are:

a. A contract for design and engineering of the Project in Gunnison County.
b. Notice to proceed for construction of the engineered Project in Gunnison
County.

The Project will not proceed forward without the following:

a. Written consent from Gunnison County to continue the Project prior
to each of the Milestones identified above.

b. Gunnison County’s contribution of that portion of the cash match for the
DOLA grant and contribution of existing fiber owned by Gunnison County
prior to each of the Milestones identified above.

Gunnison County reserves the right to withdraw from the Project at any time and for any
reason with no additional financial commitment, notwithstanding paragraph 5 herein, or
to amend the design and construction of the Project.

ol TERMINATION.

This MOU shall remain in full force and effect for so long as the Parties to this MOU are
pursuing funding for the proposed Project or, if awarded, carrying out such Project
activities. Any party to this MOU may, however, terminate its participation in this MOU
sixty (60) days after providing written notice of such termination to the other party of this
MOU. This MOU may also be terminated at any time by agreement of the Parties to this
MOU, UNLESS a grant contract is in effect with DOLA. In such case, DOLA must approve
such termination and arrangements for completing the Project. Should this MOU be
terminated, Gunnison County shall only be required to pay its percentage of any work
already completed for the Project at the time that notice is given.

6. GUNNISON COUNTY STRATEGIC PLAN

Execution of this MOU will assist Gunnison County with its strategic measure that
Gunnison County will provide economic development leadership to develop and improve
broadband service for the residents of Gunnison County, as more fully outlined in the
Gunnison County Strategic Plan.





7. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARTIES

The relationship of Region 10 to Gunnison County is that of an independent contractor,
in its development and implementation of the Region 10 Broadband Implementation Plan
and more specifically the network within the Gunnison County service area pursuant to
this MOU. Region 10 is not an agent of Gunnison County and Gunnison County is not
responsible for the acts or omissions of Region 10, its officers, employees or agents.

8. NOTICES.

Any notice, demand or communication which either party may desire or be required to
give to the other party shall be in writing and shall be deemed sufficiently given or
rendered if delivered personally or sent by certified first class US mail, postage prepaid,
addressed as follows:

Region 10: Region 10 League for Economic Assistance and Planning
300 N. Cascade Avenue, Suite 1
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Gunnison County: Matthew Birnie, County Manager
200 E. Virginia Avenue
Gunnison, Colorado 81230

Either party has the right to designate in writing, served as provided above, a different
address to which any notice, demand or communication is to be mailed.

9. MISCELLANEQUS.

a. SEVERABILITY. If any clause or provision of this MOU shall be held to be
invalid in whole or in part, then the remaining clauses and provisions, or
portions thereof, shall nevertheless be and remain in full force and effect.

b. AMENDMENT. No amendment, alteration, modification of or addition to
this MOU shall be valid or binding unless expressed in writing and signed
by the Parties to be bound thereby.

C. NO WAIVER OF GOVERNMENTAL IMMUNITY. Nothing in this MOU is,
or shall be, construed to be a waiver, in whole or part, by Gunnison County
of governmental immunity provided by the Colorado Governmental
Immunity Act or otherwise.





10. DELEGATION AND ASSIGNMENT.

The duties and obligations of identified within this MOU shall not be assigned, delegated
or subcontracted by Region 10 or Gunnison County without the express written consent
of the other party. Subject to the foregoing, the terms, covenants and conditions of this
MOU shall be binding on the successors and assigns of either party.

11. GOVERNING LAW.

This MOU shall be governed by and interpreted in accordance with the laws of the State
of Colorado. Exclusive jurisdiction and venue for any legal proceedings related to this
MOU shall be in the State District Court governing Gunnison, Colorado.





12. COUNTERPARTS: FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION.

This MOU may be executed by facsimile and/or in any number of counterparts, any or all
of which my contain the signatures of less than all the Parties, and all of which shall be
construed together as but a single instrument and shall be binding on the Parties as
though originally executed on one originally executed document. All facsimile
counterparts shall be promptly followed with delivery of original executed counterparts.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties herein have executed this Memorandum of
Understanding as of the date set forth above.

REGION 10 LEAGUE FOR ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
AND PLANNING, INC., a Colorado non-profit corporation

By:

Michelle Haynes, Executive Director

ATTEST:

Secretary

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF THE COUNTY OF GUNNISON, COLORADO

By:

Paula Swenson, Chairperson

ATTEST:

Deputy County Clerk





Attachment A
- Scope of Work for Gunnison County/Region 10 Broadband Project

1. Route Network for the City of Gunnison

This plan assumes dark fiber would be obtained between Montrose and Gunnison. The system below
provides a plan for connecting to anchor facilities in the City of Gunnison. This system may be modified
to utilize private ISP infrastructure to connect to anchor faculties as engineering is further developed. A
fallback positon if dark fiber is not available between Montrose to Gunnison is to utilize lit fiber owned
by CenturyLink between Montrose and Gunnison.
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2. Route Network for Crested Butte:

The Crested Butte/Mt. Crested Butte System includes a connection via dark fiber from the City of
Gunnison to the CenturyLink Central Office in Crested Butte. From the CenturyLink office, a fiber
connection is proposed to the Crested Butte Marshall’s Office where a CNL would be located, and there
is an option to also connect to the Library. The system is then connected to existing fiber that Gunnison
County installed approximately 5-6 years ago between Crested Butte and Mt. Crested Butte.
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3. Route Network for Mt. Crested Butte

The system in Mt. Crested Butte will be connected to the existing fiber that Gunnison County installed
approximately 5-6 years ago between Crested Butte and Mt. Crested Butte. This dark fiber will link to a
new fiber system in Mt. Crested Butte starting at the Waste Water Treatment Plant. Additional fiber
connecting from the Waste Water Treatment Plant going up Gothic Road to the Fire Station and the
parking lot referred to as the Rasta Lot is part of the proposed project for Mt. Crested Butte. A CNL
would also be located in Mt. Crested Butte at a location to be determined as the result of engineering
and design.
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4. Cost Summary for Project in Gunnison County

Table 1 below summarizes the total cost of the project including the value of the existing fiber that is
proposed as a match for the DOLA grant that exists in both Gunnison and also between Crested Butte
and Mt. Crested Butte.

Table 1: Total Cost for Gunnison County Project:

2 Assigned Costs
Fiber cost per foot (aerial) S 12.00 CNL equipment cost $ 25,000.00
Fiber cost per foot {underground) S 25.00 CNL make-ready {existing building) $ 8,500.00
Fiber IRU cost per mile {in town) S 3,500.00 CNL new construction (shed/cabinet) $ 25,950.00
Fiber IRU cost per mile {long haul} S 1,500.00 Dark Fiber Colo cost per endpoint $ 42,032.00
Equipment cost per anchor $ 5,500.00 Project Management % 7%
Construction Management % 15%
I Fiber Construction
f Fiber Length |Construction Dark Fiber Equipment Management
qAnchor Name/route (feet) Cost CNL Build Make-Ready |Cost PM Cost Cost Total
Ilnfrastrud:ure Cost (Gunnison) 1,755 105,577 33,500 84,064 15,620 15,837 254,597
Hospital {via City Hall - Main/lowa alley) 3,155 37,860 5,500 3,035 5,679 52,074
Lake School 6,410 Q) 0 0 0 [0}
Library (current location) 375 4,500 5,500 700 675 11,375
Nursing Home 2,406 28,872 o] 2,021 4,331 35,224
County Public Works 11,785 Q T Q 0 0 0
WSCU 2,370 ] 5,500 385 Q 5,885
City of Gunnison 9,190 Q 5,500 385 0 5,885
Gunnison County 500 0 5,500 385 o] 5,885
Infrastructure Cost (CB) 1,660 41,500 33,500 42,032 8,192 6,225 131,449
Town of CB 0 0 5,500 385 0| 5,885
CB School 2,246 0 0 Q 0| o)
CB Library 425 10,625 5,500 1,129 1,594 18,848
Infrastructure Cost (MtCB) 1,400 53,580 50,950 7,317 8,037 119,884
Town of MtCB 10,900 0 5,500 385 0| 5,885
MtCB Rasta Lot 4,990 124,750 0 8,733 18,713 152,195
MtCB Water & Sanitation 0 5,500 385 0 5,885
[Project total 59567 407,264 117,95| 126096 49500  49057] 61090 810956l
DOLA Contribution ) lif 1 | 203,632 58,975 63,048 24,750 124,528| 30,545 405,478

Equipment Match 103,097 : 103,097|
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Table 2 provides the cost split for the purposes of the DOLA grant for Gunnison County
and its municipal partners. Anchor facilities and their proposed match are also outlined
below.

Table 2: Cost Split

Mount
Gunnison Crested Crested
County WSCuU Hospital Library Gunnison Butte Butte Total

Infrastructure Cost (Gunnig $ 63,649 S 63649 (S 63,649 | S 63,649 | $ 254,597
Hospital {via City Hall - Main/lowa alley) S 52,074 S 52,074
Lake School $ -
Library (current location) S 11,375 S 11,375
Nursing Home S 35224 S 35224
County Public Works s -
WSCU S 5,885 S 5,885
City of Gunnison S 5,885 S 5,885
Gunnison County S 5,885 S 5,885
Infrastructure Cost (CB) S 32,862 S 3282 |S 3282 |S 3282 |$ 131,449
Town of CB S 5,885 S 5,885
CB School $ -
CB Library S 18,848 S 18,848
Infrastructure Cost (MtCB) | $ 29,971 S 29,971 | $ 29,971 | § 29,971 | $ 119,884
Town of MtCB S 5885 | S 5,885
MtCB Rasta Lot S 152,195|$ 152,195
MtCB Water & Sanitation _ S 5885 | S 5,885
Project Total $ 132368 |5 5885|S5 87,298|$ 30223 |$ 132,368 | 132368 |$ 290,448 [ $ 810,956
DOLA Contribution $ 661845 2943|5 436498 15111 |5 66184 (S  66184|S 1452045 405478
Equipment Match S 25774 S 25774 | S 25774 | S 25774 | S 103,097

Cash Match
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1. Executive Summary

Introduction, Overview and Need for Better Broadband. Recognizing the
impact of the lack of adequate broadband services, Region 10 members requested and received
funding from the Colorado Department of Local Affairs, (herein referred to as “DOLA") to
complete a broadband implementation plan. As a result, an innovative and cost-effective plan

was developed to improve the broadband infrastructure within the Region.

NEO Fiber is a broadband consulting firm that was selected by Colorado Region 10 to develop
an Implementation Blueprint for Broadband. NEQO’s mission is to assist its customers in all
aspects of building and owning Last Mile FTTH and Middle Mile fiber optic networks.

According the DOLA grant submission that was submitted by Region 10, the economic health
and survival of this region depends in large part on the availability and affordability of
advanced telecommunication services; the region is suffering without them. The following
information was compiled by Region 10 staff.! According to the State Demographer’s office,
Delta and Montrose counties are shrinking; between 2010 and 2013, they experienced the largest
decreases in population in the entire region—mostly due to the outmigration for employment
opportunities. Respectively, Montrose and Delta declined by 1.4 and 1.5 percent while the State
of Colorado as a whole grew by 4.8 percent. These declines correlate with the higher than
average unemployment rates in Montrose and Delta: 6.7 percent and 7.0 while the State of
Colorado declined to 4.2 percent. At 61 percent higher unemployment in these counties
compared to the whole state, the numbers are staggering and the implications reveal a grim
reality.

The growth that has occurred since the downturn has and will continue to be seen in the
northern Front Range along with some improvement in the Grand Junction area, according to a
job growth report on Colorado Public Radio in 2014. State Demographer Elizabeth Garner has
explained that, “It is taking longer for the western part of the state to recover.” Even though
Colorado regained its pre-recession peak in employment in May 2014, that recovery “hides a
geographically lumpy recovery.” Communities in the Western Slope have not recovered the
jobs lost during the recession; compounding this setback is the recent $42 million dollar blow to
Delta County’s economy with the loss of a primary employer—a blow that impacts the entire

region and the effect of which has yet to be fully realized.

! Region 10 grant submission to DOLA, April 1, 2015.
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About 500 jobs directly related to coal-mining reductions were lost in just a little more than a
year in Delta County, representing nearly 3.3 percent of the county’s labor force of 15,252 as of
October 2013. Coal-mining jobs, which averaged $84,000 a year in Colorado, represented some
of the highest paying jobs within the community, particularly for those without a college
education, well above the standard median wage of $32,684 in Delta County and $34,681 in
Montrose County. It is estimated that the loss of 500 jobs at the average state wage amounted to
$42 million2 Proportionate to population, the loss of 400 jobs compares to a similar loss of
19,000 jobs in the Denver metro area. Like any job loss, the immediate community impact is
devastating but the lasting ripple effect is prolonged and extended to every other sector
(education, government, and businesses) in the following months and years after families have
left the community to follow jobs. For instance, the mine is one of the area’s largest property
taxpayers where most of the $1.2 million tax bill paid in 2013 went to local schools. In addition,
both Montrose and Delta Counties’ school population have decreased by about 400 students

each in the prior two years.

Economic inequality between Front Range and Western Slope residents is well-documented.
Median income in Montrose and Delta is approximately 25-percent lower than Colorado’s. The
average in Montrose and Delta counties is $43,898 while the State’s is $58,433. These numbers
may reflect in part citizens earning potential due to lower achievement in higher education.
While the State of Colorado has a high school graduation rate of 90.2 percent, Montrose and
Delta counties range between three and five percent lower. Higher education achievement rates
are substantially bleaker: Montrose and Delta have between 12.5 and 19 percent less attainment
than Colorado (37 percent). These economic realities and barriers to growth certainly play a part
in the poverty rates for the two counties and the difference between the State’s rate; Montrose is
16.4 percent; Delta is 17.5 percent. Colorado is 13.0 percent. Populations that fall into these

categories are taxing on the state’s economy as a whole, drawing on social support resources.

Compounding the economic disparities that exist in communities with and without broadband
is the actual cost to access broadband-based services. As Diane Kruse writes in a white paper,
“Smart Infrastructure for our Future: Benefits of Advanced Networks, and Why it Matters” which is

also referenced in this document under Section 2, “The Internet and its associated technologies
have impacted wealth, work, education, government, health, public safety, and education.
Having equal access to advanced broadband networks bridges the digital divide and creates
better equality between the haves and the have-nots.” For communities without an open-access
network, such as the model Region 10 proposes to establish, competition is likely non-existent
with ownership to the networks limited to only a few providers. End-user pricing can be set at

? Delta County Economy Reels Reacts to Mine Closures, available at
http://www.gjsentinel.com/news/articles/delta-county-economy-reels-reacts-to-mine-closures.
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any level when competition with service providers’ is unchallenged. Unfortunately, this pricing
is often outside business’s and residents” financial reach with more basic human needs being
prioritized. These real life scenarios bring the digital inequality reality to bear where those with
access to the network have greater opportunity (think, jobs and job announcements which are
being pushed solely to the digital world) and those without, who do not. Creating an open-
access network by linking community anchor institutions (such as a town halls, libraries
community centers etc.) to a carrier neutral location that is not restricted to a single end-user

provider (Internet Service Provider) helps to alleviate digital inequality issues.

An example of the demand placed on anchor institutions and where these services (when
available) will directly and positively impact communities lies with the Montrose Library
District. In 2014, the Library District experienced 35,000 single uses in the span of one year
(approximately 100 uses a day spanned across the entire year). This demand is astounding for
an institution that serves a city of approximately 20,000 residents alone, discounting the
County’s population of roughly 42,000. Improved service in Delta Courity libraries net nearly
the same results, with many of the residents parked in library parking lots even after hours to
gain access to internet service, due to lack of adequate services elsewhere. Whereas in many
urban areas a private company will invest in the infrastructure to provide these services, it is
not feasible on the Western Slope, with less financial capacity to afford the large capital outlays
required. In April 2014, the City of Montrose voters approved an exemption to SB05-152 by a 3-
to-1 margin. The overwhelming margin of support for the exemption is viewed as a mandate
from our citizens to address local needs with local solutions. Clearly, the region has recognized
the need for broadband services and asked local government to help build the infrastructure.

Region 10’s Broadband Implementation plan is a regional response to that demand.

Innovative municipalities across the nation are already recognizing the importance of
leveraging gigabit level Internet to attract new businesses and create jobs, improve health care
and education, and connect residents to new opportunities. Several of those communities,
including one of Region 10’s (City of Montrose), came together in formation of Next Century
Cities (NCC) to further community-supported broadband services from a national level. NCC
garnered the attention of the United States President® who included the organization in the
State of the Union address out of recognition that community-supported broadband services
paves the way for fast, affordable and reliable internet.

Community Outreach and Support. Region 10 and its consultant, NEO Fiber

conducted community outreach meetings throughout the region. These meetings were well-

* Obama Wants Speed, US Broadband, available at http://thenextweb.com/insider/2015/01/14/obama-wants-

speed-us-broadband/.
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attended and feedback from the community confirmed the vast need for better broadband
services. Seventy business people from Montrose and Delta counties attended the Delta
Montrose Electric Association (DMEA) board meeting to stress the importance of broadband on
their businesses and the communities within the county. Overwhelming support for this
project was reinforced throughout the engagement process of putting together the broadband
blueprint. Section 2 of this report provides a detailed description of the Community Outreach
and Support meetings that were conducted in support of this broadband blueprint and why
having access to advanced broadband services matter.

The Technology Plan. Section 5 describes the technology plan recommended for Region
10. The technology plan leverages existing fiber optic infrastructure and is a cost effective
approach to improving the availability, abundance and redundancy for the communities within
Region 10. In order to improve the availability, abundance and redundancy of advanced
broadband within Region 10, each of the communities within the region must have fiber optic
or wireless access to one of the major Internet access points or hubs located in Grand Junction,
Denver, Salt Lake City or Albuquerque. This access is often referred to as Internet backhaul or
transport from the Internet hubs. Because the Internet backhaul or transport fees are often
assessed based upon the distance or mileage from a community to one of these locations, the
monthly fees are expensive. Currently anchor tenants and service providers are paying $6,000 -
$15,000 per month for 1 Gbps. The network could be built in such a way to reduce the monthly
access fees and to share in the costs of these monthly fees by aggregating usage over the
regional network. Targeted pricing for 1 Gbps service after the network has been implemented
is $1,200 - $1,500 per month, a dramatic 75-90% less than what is currently being charged. With
the ability to aggregate and allocate bandwidth, the cost for backhaul charges based upon
mileage is dramatically reduced.

Network Architecture - High Capacity and Redundant, Self-Healing

Rings. The network has been designed to include a ring-topology providing most of the
communities within Region 10 network redundancy. Switching equipment will be deployed
throughout the network to aggregate and allocate demand for bandwidth. Switching
equipment will also detect outages or faults and will re-route traffic the other direction in the
event of a disruption. The transport of the regional middle-mile network will be 40 Gbps.
Handoffs from the network to the anchor institutions or service providers will be at either a 1
Gbps or 10 Gbps.

The management and monitoring of the network will be at a central location that is accessible
from any location through a web interface, with email or text notification provided in the event

of an outage or other significant event.
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The Plan, Grant to Cover Capital Costs, Leverage Existing Assets. Existing

fiber assets will be leveraged to keep capital costs down, to effectively use DOLA funds (i.e. not
build fiber where there is existing fiber), and to allow for faster implementation of the regional
network. IRUs for existing fiber from Tri-State for connectivity from Grand Junction to the Star
Nelson power substation will be utilized. Additionally, DMEA will provide existing fiber
connecting the communities within Delta and Montrose counties as a contribution toward the
match requirement. A budget to perfect the easements for the DMEA routes is included in the
capital costs. Easements for Tri-State’s fiber have already been perfected on the route from
Grand Junction to Starr Nelson. Other routes that are on Tri-State generation lines may need to
be perfected for commercial use. New fiber will be built to extend the network from DMEA’s
and Tri-State’s power substations to a carrier neutral location within each of the communities.
Fiber will then be built from the carrier neutral location to anchor institutions. The capital costs
also cover the switching equipment for both Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the plan, huts and cabinets
for the carrier neutral locations and equipment that will be located at the anchor institutions.
Costs for final design and engineering, project management and construction management are
included in the budget.

Once this infrastructure is established and Phase 2 is underway, individual ISP’s can apply for
access to the network in order to deliver end-user service connections to businesses and
residents. Phase 2 of the plan, which will be submitted in December, will include finishing the

middle mile network and connections to anchor institutions within the remaining four counties.

Sustainable Approach, Operating and Monetizing the Network. Region 10
will monetize the network by offering Internet access and type 2 services (VLAN services) or a
combination of both Internet access and VLAN service to ISPs. This is described in detail in this
report under Section 7. ISPs will then provide services for the anchor institutions and
ultimately to end users. The conservative financial model shows positive earnings with a five-
year ramp-up serving 80% of the targeted 224 anchor institutions and providing Internet access
to existing ISPs. Current pricing of $30-50 per Mbps would be dramatically reduced to $1.87 to
$2.25 per Mbps with ample room for mark-up for the ISPs. ISPs could then extend this network
to serve the other businesses and residents in the communities. This potential and additional

revenue is not currently reflected in the financial model.

Final design, engineering, project management, program management and construction of the
network would be outsourced. The network operations and management, truck rolls and repair
service would also be outsourced. Sales, marketing, customer service and billing services

would be provided by Region 10. A detailed financial model with assumptions, projected profit
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and loss, cash-flow, balance sheet, and depreciation schedule has been provided to the Region

10 board and its members.

Aggregation of Demand. Currently the anchor institutions do not ever or rarely
subscribe to Gigabit-type services as these services are presently unaffordable. Gbps Internet
service pricing currently ranges between $6,000 - $15,000 per month. If the anchor institutions
were connected on the Region 10 network and the aggregation of demand for Gigabit-type
services were enabled, the anchor institutions would be able to receive pricing targeted at $1,800
- $2,200 per month, a dramatic improvement towards the affordability of abundant broadband.

Priorities, Plans, Recommendations and Next Steps. A list of priorities, options,

recommendations and next steps are provided at the end of this report.
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2. Benefits of Advanced Broadband Networks and Why
This Matters, Highlights from Community Engagement
and Support

Stimulate Economic Growth: Many municipalities across the country are
deploying next-generation, high-bandwidth telecommunications

networks as a means of stimulating economic growth and development.

Our world is changing; and it is doing so rapidly. Technology is impacting every part and
parcel of our lives -- from where and how we conduct work, to whether or not we thrive
economically and socially. It has impacted the way we live, our entertainment, our culture, the
way government services are provided and accessed, the way healthcare is being delivered, and
the way we educate our children and provide education to better improve our workforce. With
the introduction and accelerated advancement of technologies, having access to affordable,
redundant and abundant broadband is quickly becoming the most critical infrastructure of our
time, just like electricity and transportation were in the early 1900’s. Advanced broadband
infrastructure has the potential to create more jobs, increase the community’s competitive
ability globally, create new technologies, increase opportunities for the region’s companies,
enhance public safety, provide better and less expensive healthcare, and provide greater
educational opportunities throughout our community. In a recent meeting/webinar and report
produced by Brookings in May of this year, fiber was added as a critical infrastructure.?

Advanced broadband networks are creating seismic changes in local, state, national and global
societies, as well as markets, business and in institutions around the world. Access to social
media and the Internet, has shifted governments, threatened national and local boundaries,
inspired revolutions, and has changed us culturally. The Internet and its associated
technologies have impacted wealth, work, education, government, health, public safety, and
education. Having equal access to advanced broadband networks bridges the digital divide
and creates better equality between the haves and the have-nots.

Like the introduction of electricity, advanced broadband networks are fundamentally changing
our world in ways that were not expected or anticipated. Much like electricity, advanced
broadband networks are the enabling technology in which all things are impacted. Electricity

4 Joseph Kane and Robert Puentes, "Beyond Shovel Ready: The Extent and Impact of U.S. Infrastructure
Jobs," Brookings Institution, (May, 2014) available at

http://www.brookings.edu/research/interactives/2014/infrastructure-jobs#/M10420
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was invented to turn on the lights, but empowered - literally, the transformation to an
industrial society. Advanced broadband networks are now the enabling technology to
transform us yet again, to a global technology and information society; the new Knowledge
Economy. (See Captive Audience by Susan Crawford).

Just as it was impossible to know in advance the impact that electrification would provide the
critical infrastructure to power all of our modern appliances, computers, health monitoring
systems, manufacturing facilities, computers, radio and television, and financial markets; so too,
is it impossible to predict the impact and reach of advanced broadband networks. We do not
yet know the far reaching impacts that the Internet will have on our lives and on generations to
come. However, it is certain that NOT having access to advanced broadband networks would
be equivalent to being in the dark without electricity!

The incumbent providers of phone service, Internet and cable TV services are not building best-
in-class broadband networks fast enough. The model by which these services are being
provided needs to shift dramatically to enable faster deployment of advanced services,
affordable broadband and abundant capacity to support our current and future needs for
bandwidth.

Speed Matters. Global network traffic has quadrupled from 2009 to
2014. Both commercial and residential Internet bandwidth consumption

are doubling every year.

Bandwidth refers to the capacity, or speed of the networks to carry traffic. The question is often
presented, “How fast is fast enough?” and “What should be the definition of broadband?” The
Federal Communications Commission (FCC), as part of its 2015 Broadband Progress Report,
voted to change the definition of broadband by raising the minimum download speeds needed
from 4Mbps to 25Mbps, and the minimum upload speed from 1Mbps to 3Mbps, This new
definition of 25 Mbps download and 3 Mbps upload tripled the number of US households
without adequate broadband access. Given the growth trends in bandwidth needs and
network traffic, this definition is conservative and barely meets the minimum needs for
bandwidth consumption today and certainly does not address the needs that are forthcoming.

In the early days of the Internet, text messaging, email and web sites were not data-rich or
bandwidth intensive and the average consumer did not need more than 7 Mbps of bandwidth.
When YouTube burst upon the scene in 2005, this dramatically changed things. One video
download was the equivalent of downloading 30,000 web pages. Since that time, videos and
picture-rich content have been downloaded and uploaded on a regular basis by the masses.
The applications we use on the Internet are becoming much more feature-rich and bandwidth
intensive and our existing networks cannot keep up with the demand for networks that support
these applications.

11
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The Fiber to the Home Council (FTTH) stated its position clearly in a brief to the FCC. “Even
today, with most users still operating on last-generation broadband technologies, the
capabilities of advanced video, cloud-based services, and other bandwidth-intensive
applications are growing at a pace beyond what our existing networks are capable. Cisco and
other scientific companies talk about the network in terms of “terabytes” of capacity in the
network center, or “core.”® According to the Cisco 2012 Zettabyte Report, businesses today
routinely require symmetrical gigabit service between their locations.”®

Also referenced in the Cisco 2012 Zettabyte Report, global Internet traffic grew 45 percent
during 2009 alone and has doubled every year since then. Both commercial and residential
Internet bandwidth consumption are doubling every year, as video, cloud computing,
advanced storage solutions, telemedicine, telecommuting, video conferencing, etc., are
becoming more prevalent from end users. Applications are becoming more bandwidth
intensive and as more devices — tablets, Smartphones, computers, appliances — are being used
both in the home and for business applications. Research conducted by Cisco states by 2016,
there will be nearly three Internet Protocol or IP-connected devices per person. Internet-
connected televisions, radios, set-top boxes, Blu-ray players, Netflix, cameras and picture
frames now receive or deliver movies, TV and photos through the Internet.

According to FTTH's brief to the FCC referenced above, “the average monthly traffic in 2014 on
the Internet has been equivalent to 32 million people streaming Avatar in 3D, continuously for
the entire month.” In 2014, video downloads and uploads comprised 50 percent of all Internet
traffic. In the coming years, the sum of all forms of Internet Protocol (IP) video (Internet video,
video on demand, video files exchanged through file sharing, video-streamed gaming, and
videoconferencing) will reach 86 percent of the total Internet traffic. Applications supported by
cloud-based services through multiple devices have created the need for always-on connectivity
and advanced broadband network bandwidth.

5 Fiber to the Home Council, “America's Petition to the Federal Communications Commission for
Rulemaking to Establish a Gigabit Communities Race-to-the-Top Program,” July 23, 2013.
¢ Cisco, “The Zettabyte Era” (May 30, 2012).
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r Application [ Rate

Personal communications 300 to 9,600 bits/sec or higher
E-mail transmissions 2,400 to 9,600 bits/sec or higher
Remote control programs 9,600 bits/sec to 56 Kbits/sec

1 Early Internet Days

Universines Finance Enterpiise

Consumers [foday:y
Become
Driving Force
in Latest g
Disruption *

Digitized voice phone call

64,000 bits/sec

Database text query

Up ta 1 Mbit/sec

Digital audio

1 to 2 Mbits/sec

Access images

1 to 8 Mbits/sec

Compressed video

2 to 10 Mbits/sec

Medical transmissions

Up ta 50 Mbits/sec

Document imaging

10 to 100 Mbits/sec

| |Scientific imaging

Up to 1 Ghit/sec

Full-motion video

1 to 2 Gbits/sec

New Tools Enable Innovation

|

i

 Service | Ba .
| £ cldl| Network
TV 2to 20 Mbps 35 2 to 70 Mbps 2 to 70 Mbps
DVR 2 to 20 Mbps 2 2 to 40 Mbps 0

Home Theater 1 to 6 Mbps 1 1to 6 Mbps 0
Internet Browsing | 1 to 20 Mbps 1to5 1 to 100 Mbps 1to 10 MBPS
Printer .5 to 1 Mbps 1to5 5to 5 Mbps 0

Digital imaging 1 to 20 Mbps 1to3 1to 60 Mbps [¢]
On-line Gaming .2 to 1 Mbps 1to3 2 to 3 Mbps .2 to 1 Mbps
Video Capture 1to 1 Mbps 1to 10 .1to 10 Mbps .2 to 3 Mbps
Portable Audio 1 to 20 Mbps 1t03 .1 to 60 Mbps 0

atal _|70t0 100 Mbps u.s:uum@m 4to 84 Mbps +

Table 1 Changing Patterns of Technology Adoption

While Internet bandwidth use is doubling, cellular networks are also

greatly overextended.

In addition to explosive growth in Internet consumption from homes and businesses, mobile
Internet use has also advanced dramatically. Smartphone applications are spurring higher
consumption of multimedia services. With tablet computers and smartphones having easy
access to games, e-books, TV programs, email, shopping, banking and social media sites,
wireless service providers have been scrambling to upgrade their networks.

The need for advanced broadband connectivity must include both a consideration for fiber,
connecting our businesses, offices and establishments, homes; as well as wireless and cellular,
allowing for mobile and portable access as we travel, move about and commute.

Community Outreach and Support. All-Fiber networks are imperative,
critical and necessary to stimulate economic development and growth.
Municipalities, communities and regions that want to impact economic

development must build 21% Century infrastructure.
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NEO Fiber and Region 10 staff and members conducted community outreach meetings in Delta,
Montrose, Paonia, Hotchkiss, Cedaredge, Gunnison, Telluride, the West End and Ouray.
Additionally, NEO met with service providers throughout the Region to discuss how Region 10
could help promote more broadband services working in collaboration with the service
providers.

Communities that do not have adequate bandwidth do not support this growth, in fact; people
are leaving the communities in the Region because there is not adequate broadband
infrastructure available. Simple applications such as webinars, online education, accessing
web-based applications and databases cannot be conducted in our communities because the
Internet available is too slow. Below are statements pulled from the community outreach
meetings.

From Chris Yates, founder of The Hive in Paonia:

“Since opening the Hive co-working space earlier this year we have learned the critical
importance of having broadband access in our community. While local residents have grown
used to slow connection speeds, visitors to the Hive consistently express their disappointment
at the slow or inconsistent bandwidth in the local area to the extent that they literally have to
leave town to get work done. I have given tours to numerous visitors through our facility who
are considering a move to our community, all of whom are either contract workers, self-
employed, or the founders of small companies or start-ups. Most of them who decide not to
move here make the decision because our bandwidth is too poor for them to conduct business.
I can think of several people in the last few months who would have brought jobs and new
services to our valley including a government contractor doing GIS mapping work, a video
producer, a small business that manufactures a product and sells it exclusively online, and
several others. None of these people are here now, and all mainly due to the lack of broadband.
I believe that broadband access throughout our region is the single most important next step we
could take to improving the local economy and our overall quality of life.”

From Carrie Silvernail with Remax Mountain West in Cedaredge:

“...the current level of Internet is not sufficient. Webinars stall out while “buffering” and
sometimes we get kicked off of the application we are using online because the service is too
slow. Many web-based applications are utilized all day long, sometimes speed slows down or
we have to re-boot our router and all work is lost. If broadband services were improved, we
could provide online education and training, provide our real estate contracts online, obtain e-
signatures and provide better contract management. My agents and clients would not have to
drive in to an office location to connect to webinars.”

Carrie Andrew, the Director of the Norwood Public Library writes:

“If we had better Internet service, we could use the Internet for all material circulation needs as
our databases are hosted offsite as part of a statewide consortium. We, the staff, would use it
for webinars and streaming video for educational purposes. If we had advanced broadband
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service, we could offer distance learning classes, video conferencing and other features that
require larger bandwidth.”

From Beuford Durmon, Lake City Medical Center:

“The current level of service is inconsistent and slow. We use the Internet for reference to
medical applications, transmission of large x-ray files. We need it for inter-facility
communications and referrals, online education, telemedicine, education webinars and
teleconferencing. If we had better Internet, our patient portal work better, we would have
better patient communication.”

Dan with Lake City Community School says:

“The service we have is not sufficient. We have about 75 devices using these two DSL
connections during the day. We require students to use our proxy 24/7. If Internet service was
improved we would use it for remote backup services, government reporting, device
management and class room management

Communities meetings conducted by NEO Fiber throughout the region were well attended.
Community members throughout the region stated they are unable to conduct their business
properly because of slow Internet services. In Delta and Montrose counties, over 70 business
people attended the Delta Montrose Electric Association’s board meeting to show their support
for having DMEA facilitate broadband deployment through use of DMEA’s existing fiber
network.

Municipalities, communities and regions that have deployed all-fiber networks have already
seen the tremendous economic impact of building symmetrical gigabit networks. These
communities have fostered an environment of innovation, economic development and growth,
collaboration, and creative activities. According to a 2012 survey of economic development
professionals, 60 percent said that 1 Gigabit of service had a "definite impact” on new
businesses that moved to an area (see Table 2). As having access to advanced broadband
services is the number one priority for large businesses as they are looking for commercial real
estate, the communities that have built gigabit-enabled fiber networks have already benefited
economically by attracting businesses and industries to re-locate to their communities.
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Definite
Impact

New 60.35%
businesses !
moved to

your area

Revived 26.22%
dopressod
communities

Individuals’ 24.23%
incomo

carning

increases

Revivod 26.87%
dopressed BT
business
districts

Local 36.12%
companies

more

profitable.

compotitive

Increase in 53.95%
home-based 123
businosses

Indirect
impact

16.30%

22.67%

22.03%

22.03%

33.04%

15.35%

Too
soon
to tell

14.98%

29.33%

29.96%

29.52%

20.26%

19.30%

No
Impact

3.52%

11.141%

6.61%

13.66%

5.29%

351%

Table 2 Fiber's direct impact on attracting new businesses to a community.7

Difficult
to
measure

4.85%

10.67%

17.18%

7.93%

5.29%

7.89%

For Public Use

After Chattanooga deployed their Gigabit network, the city attracted numerous high-tech firms,
and entrepreneurs to relocate their company facilities, including Amazon, Alstom, and
Volkswagen amongst others. Several venture capital firms were established in Chattanooga
after their Fiber to the Home network was built because this fostered a business climate that
was perfect for innovation and creativity. When surveyed, 42 percent of economic development
professionals claimed that 1 Gigabit of service actually attracts new businesses to an area (see
Table 3). Since building its gigabit network, Chattanooga has created over 7,000 new jobs and
attracted billions of dollars in capital investment in a city once referred to as the “dirtiest city in

America.”8

7 Craig Settles, Building the Gigabit City, (e-book). Available at

hitp://portal.calix.com/portal/calixdocs/mktg/w/gig/Building the Gigabit City.pdl

-5l

# Chatanooga’s “GigTank” website, available at http://www.thegigcity.com/giglank/
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2-4 10-12 20-25 100-120 500 1
megabits Mbps Mbps Mbps Mbps Gigabit
per
second
{(Mbps)
Attract now 3.10% 4.87% 9.73% 26.55% 13.27% 42.48°%
businesses
to your area
Help local 4 87%. 7.52% 20.35% 29.20% 9.29% 28.76%
companios y
grow
Increase 580% 13 B4%, 26.79%, 25.89% 12.95% 14 73%
home-based
businesses
Individuals® B.647% 16.82% 23187 2591% 11.36% 14.09%%
income
carning
increases
Revive 6.31% 19.71% 18 92%, 27 .48%, 12.61% 22,977
depressed
business
districts
Revive 7.14% 16.524% 17 86Y% 27 234, 12.95% 18.30%
depressed

communities

Table 3 Broadband's impact on economic outcomes from the perspective of speed.9

In 2012, the Chattanooga Electric Power Board (EPB) established GigTank, an application-
incubation facility. The goal of GigTank is to build applications to utilize the capabilities of
gigabit networks. According to its website, “GigTank is a startup accelerator connected to a
living, metro-wide fiber optic network. Hosted by the Company Lab, this annual program
attracts entrepreneurs from across the globe to Chattanooga, the home of America’s first
widely-available gigabit Internet service. With Internet speeds that run 100x faster than the
national average, Chattanooga offers entrepreneurs the opportunity to innovate on the
broadband platform of the future.” This year, GigTank is focusing on three start-up tracks
accelerating seed stage startups in the additive manufacturing (3D printing), smart grid and
healthcare industries by connecting these new companies with the tools, capital and
connections to go to market.

Chattanooga itself has experienced great success with its smart grid system that is running on
the city’s all-fiber network. The smart-grid system promotes energy efficiency throughout the
city, remotely monitoring the system’s power consumption, load balancing and power
substations. It allows the electric system to re-route around failures and downed power lines in
storms and outages, restoring services within minutes. Prior to the smart-grid system

9 Settles, Building the Gigabit City.
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implementation, typical outages may have lasted four to five hours and many neighborhoods
may not have had services restored until residents notified Chatanooga’s EPB of the outage.
Today, with the new smart-grid system in place over the all-fiber network, EPB can restore
service in minutes. Savings realized by better management of the city’s power system and
improved operations has paid for the cost of deploying the Fiber to the entire community
system.10

Similar to Chattanooga’s GigTank program, entrepreneurs have developed gigabit-ready
applications through the US Ignite Partnership.!! US Ignite is a non-profit, public-private
organization that is supported by the White House Office of Science and Technology and the
National Science Foundation. US Ignite is focusing on creating applications in the following
disciplines of national priority:

¢ Education and Workforce
e Energy

e Health

e Public Safety

e Transportation

e Advanced Manufacturing

In addition to creating transformative applications, US Ignite connects people and resources,
coordinates test beds, provides efforts towards scalability and providing these applications to
the masses, informs the public and takes these applications to market. One cutting-edge
application being developed by researchers at the University of Massachusetts, and supported
by US Ignite, is the Collaborative Adaptive Sensing of the Atmosphere (“CASA”) program.
CASA uses predictive storm-tracking technology and “data 5 to 10 times more detailed than
current radar systems” to provide citizens with advanced notification of severe weather events.
These applications, as well as all of the other applications developed by US Ignite, are only
possible with having access to a minimum of 100 Mbps of bandwidth. US Ignite is participating
with municipalities and communities that have built out fiber networks and are offering this
type of bandwidth to their constituents.

Kansas City offers another example. When Google issued a Request for Proposal for the “Think
Big with a Gig” program to host gigabit test-beds and have Google build within their city, over
one thousand communities across the country submitted applications.’? Google selected the bi-
state Kansas City metropolitan region. Kansas City has already seen an uptake in new high-
tech start-ups due mostly to Google’s FTTH efforts. Through Homes for Hackers and the
Kansas City Startup Village, entrepreneurs have built a community of innovators enticed by the

10 Mike Smalley, "Broadband and the Smart Grid," (2008) available at
http://www.carinatek.com/PDFs/BBP AugSep08 SmartGrid.pdf

11 US Ignite, available at https://us-ignite.org/about/what-is-us-ignite/

12 Topeka, Kansas, even changed their name to Google in hopes of being selected as the test-bed.
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possibilities presented by the Google Fiber network.”® A prominent venture capitalist has even
purchased a home in a Kansas City “fiberhood” to allow entrepreneurs to live for free in Kansas
City and build gigabit-ready applications. High-tech companies recognize the benefits of these
networks and are willing to relocate just to have access to them.

Since Google’s roll-out of gigabit services in Kansas City, it has made plans to build Fiber to the
Home in Austin and has recently purchased an existing system in Provo, Utah. Google last year
announced plans to build FTTH in 34 municipalities across the country upon cooperation and
attainment of a checklist put out by Google.

Other communities that have built fiber networks have shown economic growth by attracting
manufacturing, high-tech and technology companies in large part because of their investment in
all-fiber networks. These include:

Municipal FTTH New Companies, due in part, to
Networks All Fiber Infrastructure
Auburn, IN Cooper Tire Expansion
Bristol, TN Media General
Bristol, VA Northup Grumman
CGl
Chelan County,
WA Yahoo
Douglas County,
WA Sabey Corporation
Grant County, WA MSN (Microsoft)
Ask Jeeves
Intuit
Independence, OR  Metal fabrication companies
Kutztown, PA Film production companies
LENOSIWSCO, VA Data Centers

Mason County,
WA

Louisville Slugger

Sims

Technology companies
Online engineering firms

Morristown, TN Cogate Palmolive
Alpine Access Virtual Call
Powell, WY Center

13 Kansas City Startup Village, available at http://www.kcstartupvillage.org; and Homes for Hackers,
available at http://homesforhackers.com.
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These communities understand that symmetrical gigabit networks are essential for economic
development and innovation.

Telecommuting Opportunities

The number of people working from home or telecommuting has increased enormously in the
past few years and will increase exponentially in the future. According to a study conducted by
the Global Workplace Analytics!, telework grew nearly 80% from 2005 to 2012. In 2010, based
on its own limited survey, WorldatWork estimated that 16 million employees worked at home at
least one day a month, a number that increased almost 62% between 2005 and 2010.
Extrapolating from 2010 to 2014 would put the current number of those who telecommute at
least one day a month at approximately 25 million.

According to the study, in twenty-five percent of the nation’s 20 largest metro areas, more
people now telecommute than use public transportation as their principal means of
transportation to work. More importantly, according to Global Workplace Analytics, the
estimated based upon the current labor force composition is that 64 million U.S. employees hold
a job that is compatible with at least part-time telework (50% of the total workforce). 79% of
U.S. workers say they would like to work from home at least part of the time (WorldatWork
Telework Trendlines 2009) and 87% of federal employees say they want to work from home
(2013 Federal Viewpoint Survey).

There are significant economic benefits from telecommuting and working from home.
According to the Global Workplace Analytics website, “If those with compatible jobs and a
desire to work from home did so just half the time (roughly the national average for those who
do so regularly) the national savings would total over $700 Billion a year.” Other data points

from the website are:

A typical business would save $11,000 per person per year

The telecommuters would save between $2,000 and $7,000 a year

The oil savings would equate to over 37% of our Persian Gulf imports

The greenhouse gas reduction would be the equivalent of taking the entire New
York State workforce permanently off the road.

o The Congressional Budget Office’s estimate of the entire five-year cost of
implementing telework throughout government ($30 million) is less than a third
of the cost of lost productivity from a single day shut-down of federal offices in
Washington DC due to snow ($100 million).

o O o O

According to the Aspen Institute’s Communications and Society Program’s recent publication,
“The Future of Work”, (2011) work is no longer confined to a specific time and place. Open
systems, open platforms, shared folders and databases, “crowdsourcing,” and collaboration

14 Global Workplace Analytics Recent Statistics on Telecommuting available at

hitp://www.globalworkplaceanalytics.com/telecommuting-statistics
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between employees, contractors, vendors and suppliers happens “in the cloud” facilitating the
ability to work anywhere there is a high-speed Internet connection, at any time.'s

Providing the ability for people to work from home or from Internet meeting rooms - i.e. the
local coffee shops, libraries, community centers, co-working spaces, incubator locations or
virtual offices -- requires access to advanced broadband services. For example, the City of
Montrose is opening a co-working space in July 2015 that will need Gigabit access for workers.
A co-working space in Paonia called the Hive, requires this type of bandwidth as well. The
benefits and cost savings of telecommuting can only be realized when workers have access to
abundant broadband. If work is portable, people will choose communities that are rich in
culture, art, entertainment, recreation, educational opportunities for kids and adults and are
affordable. Work is no longer tied to place. Communities need to change to attract and
maintain this new portable workforce.

Every “Thing” will be Connected to the Internet -- Medical Devices,
Health Monitoring Systems, Our Cars, Our Clothes, Household Systems,

Appliances, Energy Controls — the “Internet of Things.”

Every good thing out there is connected to the Internet; the new “Internet of Things.” These
things include household systems that monitor security systems, locks, energy use,
temperature, and water control. It includes appliances that call automatically for maintenance;
make shopping lists, schedule events, order parts, and schedule repair -- all without the need
for human intervention or oversight.

The Internet of Things includes medical devices that monitor our health, detect and alarm us
when medical issues are present, clothes that detect glucose levels or heart conditions, and hats
that monitor our brain activity. Cars are now connected to the Internet, monitoring the car’s
status and performance, notifying drivers of traffic delays, alternative routes, hazardous
conditions and mechanical issues. Soon cars will drive themselves. Internet-connected cars will
provide anti-collision technology, automatically braking and steering clear of accidents or
potential accidents. Our coming and going, our location, customer information and
applications will all be collected, stored and monitored. Some of this sounds a bit invasive and
creepy; however, the reality of all of this is here. Devices are all Internet-enabled. Although we
as individuals will need to determine how far and how much data we want to have shared and
collected, it is clear that the Internet of Things is only enabled with advanced broadband

capacity.

15 David Bollier, “The Future of Work, What it Means for Individuals, Markets, and Governments,” Aspen
Institute’s Communications and Society Publication, (2011).
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Affordable Healthcare: The growing Baby Boomer population and the
implementation of the Patient Protection & Affordable Care Act will

create new challenges for our healthcare system.

The baby boomers are getting older; the largest portion of our population is aging. Concerns of
increased healthcare costs with our aging society will need to be curbed by providing better,
smarter, more cost-effective healthcare. Implementation of the Patient Protection and
Affordable Care Act is placing new demands on the medical industry to become more efficient,
cost effective and nimble, demanding that physicians interact with more patients.

Telemedicine is the use of information technology including the telephone, the Internet and
personal computers, for diagnosing, treating and monitoring patients. Telemedicine is adding a
new dimension to modern health care. These advances are not only making care more
accessible and convenient, they are lowering the costs of medical care, while not sacrificing the
quality of care, and in many studies, improving the quality of care. Physicians can consult with
more patients, and patients can meet with their physicians in a shorter time period. Less time is
spent checking the patient in and leading the patient to the exam room. In terms of economic
advantages, telemedicine can save a great deal of time for patients who otherwise would have
to leave work. Telemedicine can also eliminate many ER visits, which are often the most costly
means of providing healthcare services.

According to the Wellness Councils of America (WELCOA), as many as 70 percent of primary
care visits, and 40 percent of emergency room visits to treat acute medical conditions could
have been diagnosed and prescribed medication all over the phone.* The methodology of
providing care has not changed; however, the medium for providing care has. The physician
can perform diagnostic testing, interview the patient, check vital signs, etc. remotely using
videoconferencing and remote monitoring equipment, and the telephone or internet; instead of
providing these services in person.

The American Telemedicine Association highlights various reports on the efficacy, cost savings,
improved healthcare and patient benefits of telemedicine.” One report highlights the
experience of UPMC Health Plan, an integrated delivery and financing system headquartered in
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, in its efforts to support primary care practices as they converted to
patient-centered medical homes. From 2008 through 2010, sites participating in the UPMC pilot
achieved lower medical and pharmacy costs; more efficient service delivery, such as lower
hospital admissions and readmissions and less use of hospital emergency departments; and a
160 percent return on the plan’s investment when compared with nonparticipating sites.

16 Wellness Council of America, "Collecting Data to Drive Health Efforts,” available at
hitps://www.welcoa.org/resources/collecting-data-drive-health-efforts-classic-edition/

17 American Telemedicine Association, numerous case studies available at

http://www.americantelemed.orgfabout-telemedicine/telemedicine-case-studies
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Presbyterian Healthcare Services based in Albuquerque, New Mexico, adapted the Hospital at
Home® model developed by the Johns Hopkins University Schools of Medicine and Public
Health to provide acute hospital-level care within patients’” homes. In this program, patients
show comparable or better clinical outcomes compared with similar inpatients, and they show
higher satisfaction levels. Available to Medicare Advantage and Medicaid patients with
common acute care diagnoses, this program achieved savings of 19 percent over costs for
similar inpatients. These savings were predominantly derived from lower average length-of-
stay and use of fewer lab and diagnostic tests compared with similar patients in hospital acute
care.

Additionally, patients that are participating in a home health program or telemedicine program
experience higher satisfaction as they receive more personal one-on-one care, without taking
time from work to travel to a medical clinic and wait for their appointment with the doctor. The
source of satisfaction for most patients is the ability to see a specialist trained in the area most
closely related to the patient’s condition, the feeling of getting personalized care from a
provider who has the patient’s interest in mind, and the ability to communicate with the
provider in a very personal and intimate manner over the telecommunications technologies.

With the Internet of Things for Medical Devices, it is now possible to remotely monitor a
patient’s health with the use sensors, detectors, actuators and the Internet. Medical remote
monitoring devices are connected to the Internet where a patient’s vital statistics get transmitted
via a gateway onto secure cloud-based platforms where the data is collected, stored, monitored
and analyzed. These devices can monitor and alert physicians or loved ones if a patient’s vitals
fall outside a healthy range. Scanners can monitor inventory levels for pharmaceuticals before a
medication runs out and order supplies and inventory ensuring that hospitals and clinics have
the needed supplies.

Other medical applications enabled with advanced broadband include medical training and
consultation with other physicians and providers, electronic health records, and the ability to
log-in and read patient charts, MRIs and X-rays.

Education and Distance Learning: Owur workforce must continue to
evolve through workforce training and education. The manner in which
we provide education to our kids and to adults is changing, requiring us

to access information and education through distance learning and

reverse classroom experiences.
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The concept of working for a single company or within a single industry for thirty years until
retirement is no longer an economic reality. Workers will change careers an average of seven
times during their lifetime. Workers cannot expect to enjoy a “steady job” with a lifelong
employer, nor expect that employer to provide the training and skills needed as the work
changes. Workers will require on-going training, education and mentorship. Many of these
resources for further education and mentoring are now mostly available on-line and virtual.
Educational institutions, workforce training, universities, and corporations must provide
education when people can use it, rather than at a specific place and time, working around
lifestyle, schedules and work/home priorities and pressures.

Homework assignments, testing and accessing educational videos are all on-line. The
methodology by which education is happening is changing. Schools are providing the reverse
classroom, or flip education; a concept that includes providing a video of the lesson online.
Students download the lesson remotely while at home, watch the lecture, can pause, reflect,
rewind and watch again. The classroom time is then used for more in-depth study, homework,
questions and interaction between the students and teachers.

Public Safety: Our first responders need reliable, ubiquitous coverage,
higher standards than what our commercial networks currently have,
interoperability between networks and priority access to information

and databases.

Emergency response teams have unique needs and higher standards for broadband and
communications. Our first responders need networks that are reliable, always on, secure,
provide ubiquitous coverage, interoperability between network and priority access to
information and databases. Their devices need to be small, lightweight, versatile and
autonomous, wearable and portable. The devices need to be capable of sensing the
environment, of tracing and tracking resources and able to convey a wealth of information to
other responders, civil protection authorities and to crisis management centers. Sensor-nets can
provide for situational awareness for disasters, fires, emergencies, car wrecks and other events,
but these sensors require access to high bandwidth and the current wireless networks do not
currently support these applications adequately.

Police officers are ready to trade in their handheld radios for use of their iPhones, iPads, and
Android devices while on the job. Until recently, this has created a problem for law enforcement
agencies as smartphones and tablets haven’t been able to connect to conventional Land-Mobile
Radio (LMR) networks. U.S. public safety agencies will soon be able to use the FirstNet
network that provides priority access for law enforcement, first responder and public safety
agencies. This is critical during disasters when cell phone networks can become congested, as
FirstNet is a network that will have spectrum dedicated exclusively for public safety entities.
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Additionally, most devices for law enforcement include video applications — camera-equipped
police and camera-equipped cars, cameras on traffic stops and enforcement of speed sensors
and speeding tickets, and live ambulance video-links to hospitals. The existing wireless
networks cannot support the applications that are in use today. The 911 system cannot process
videos from citizens, but as we are finding during emergencies, the public is often the “eyes and
ears” during these crises as citizens are videotaping events as they happen. Having the public
be able to record events and send the information to first responders allows for better
transparency, honesty and less mistakes.

Digital Inclusion and Civic Engagement; The Great Equalizer between

the Haves and the Have-nots.....or Not?

Broadband must be ubiquitous or it will further create a digital divide between the haves and
the have-nots. When broadband is ubiquitous it can be the great equalizer between different
economic classes. In 2014, the International Economic Development Council asked economic
development professionals if broadband service could "encourage individual entrepreneurship
among under-served constituents," and 35 percent said that it is quite likely and 14 percent said
that they had seen it firsthand (see Table 4). Ubiquitous broadband access can help create social
equality. However, not having advanced broadband access available to everyone can create
further inequalities of wealth and potentially can create further gaps in education, social
institutions and government resources. Broadband must be abundant, redundant and available
to everyone.
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Can a broadband network encourage individual entrepreneurship among underserved
constituents (low income, elderly, rural)?

40 %

30%

20%

10 %

0%

It's quite kkely It’s only possible if you Hadn't thought
have support programs of this before
I've seen it Maybe Not kkely
happen fisthand

Table 4 Entrepreneurship among underserved constituents.'®

Civic Engagement, Transparency, Access to Government Resources.

Advanced Broadband Networks can transform civic engagement, access to government
resources and transparency of government. All government documents, including GIS data,
applications, information on initiatives, information on financial contributions etc. are now
available on-line. Documents must be able to be in a standardized format, searchable and
available where data can be edited and used by other programs. Providing citizens access to
this data provides further transparency, community engagement, public input, and public
impact on government.

Higher Home Values

Finally, statistics from the FTTH Council state that real estate developments communities that
have deployed FTTH networks have instantly improved home sales values by $7,000 - $10,000
per home.

18 International Economic Development Council, "The Broadband-Driven Economy."
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3. Exploration of Ownership Structure, Who Should

“Own this Network?”

The purpose of this section of the broadband blueprint is to discuss what type of entity could
potentially own and operate a broadband system within Region 10 and what the pros and cons
qf each option include. The next section, Section 4, deals with how services can be delivered on

the network and the various business models for consideration.

There are a number of considerations to what type of entity would own the network. The first
primary consideration regarding who should own the network is the regulatory environment.
Another consideration for network ownership is the funding options available and to whom
these funding and grant programs are available. Finally, another consideration is the balance or
tension that must be addressed between control (ownership), risks of that ownership and the
rewards of owning a network that will potentially have on the constituents within the Region.

Regulatory Environment. The first consideration in determining the appropriate model

for ownership and operations structure is to consider the regulatory environment in Colorado

and specifically, within Region 10.

In 2005, the State of Colorado passed a bill that limits municipalities from building
telecommunications infrastructure for end users (§ 29-27-101 to 304, C.R.S., commonly referred
to as “SB-152".) This legislation is the biggest barrier for the communities within Region 10 in
improving broadband capabilities and it dictates the options for ownership and service delivery
options available to Region 10 as its members are municipalities, counties and local

governments.

The law generally requires an election before a local government may take various actions to
provide Internet access service, cable television service, or telecommunications service to the
public. The statute also requires “regulatory parity” between public and private providers of
such services. Much of the statute concerns various exemptions from this requirement. For
example, SB-152 provides that the law does not limit the authority of local governments to enter
into agreements permitting private telecommunication service providers to lease space on
government property for the placement of telecommunications equipment. Arrangements
between municipalities and private telecommunication providers for placement of equipment
such as cell phone antenna arrays are common. With this provision, no election is required in
connection with such agreements. The statute also does not apply to government provision of
various telecommunication service to citizens for governmental or intergovernmental purposes,
including for use by persons “accessing government services.” Governments commonly

provide a variety of telecommunication services to citizens using its buildings and facilities; no
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election is required for this to continue. Furthermore, SB-152 makes clear that no election is
required in order for governments to operate internal communications networks and to utilize
such networks in cooperation with other governmental entities. Should local governments wish
to sell insubstantial amounts of “excess capacity” on their networks, they may do so without an
election, provided that the sale and use is made on an evenhanded, “competitively neutral” and

“nondiscriminatory” basis.!

NEO Fiber engaged Ken Fellman, a Colorado-based attorney with Kissenger & Fellman to
provide feedback on the impact of SB-152 on a number of issues within Region 10. An opinion
letter was provided by Fellman discussing various questions regarding subscriber definition,
limitations, ballot questions and service delivery models. Below are a few highlights of

Fellman’s findings.

Under SB-152 the prohibition of providing services specifically noted as the provision of
services to “subscribers.” In the statutory definition, there is a specific exclusion which indicates
that a government’s provision of services to other governments is not considered as providing

service to a “subscriber.” The specific statutory language reads as follows:

(5) "Subscriber" means a person that lawfully receives cable television service,
telecommunications service, or advanced service. A person that utilizes cable television
service, telecommunications service, or advanced service provided by a local
government for local governmental or intergovernmental purposes and is used by
persons accessing government services is not a subscriber for purposes of this article.
(emphasis added) C.R.S. § 29-27-102. '

Therefore, a government network may provide services to other governmental and quasi-
governmental entities, without seeking voter approval, as it would have to do if it wished to

provide services to non-governmental entities.

CRS § 29-27-102(1) defines “advanced service” as "high-speed internet access capability
in excess of two hundred fifty-six kilobits per second both upstream and downstream.”
This definition is out of date, and not reflective of today’s technology. Any service that
can deliver data speeds over 256 kbps would, in Fellman’s opinion, be considered

“advanced service” under SB-152.

A local government can build any kind of a communications network, and can, without other
authority, provide all of the services identified in this plan, but only to itself or other
governmental/quasi-governmental entities. All of the services mentioned within this broadband

blueprint would be considered advanced services if they are delivered at speeds in excess of 256

'® Geoff Wilson, Colorado Municipal League General Council brief of SB-152.
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kbps. A government that has built a government network cannot expand and provide service
directly to subscribers (as that term is defined in the statute) without voter approval, unless it
comes under one of the limited statutory exceptions. One of the exceptions states that:

Nothing in this article shall be construed to apply to the sale or lease by a local government to

private providers of excess capacity, if:

(a) Such excess capacity is insubstantial in relation to the capacity utilized by the local

government for its own purposes; and

(b) The opportunity to purchase and the opportunity to use such excess capacity is made available

to any private provider in a nondiscriminatory, nonexclusive, and competitively neutral manner.
CRS § 29-27-302(3).

San Miguel County and the City of Montrose have passed a public vote to opt-out of the
restrictions placed upon municipalities and local governments. Therefore, they can offer
services directly to the public or end users, but all of the other local governments may not offer
services directly to the public or end users without a favorable public vote to opt-out of SB-152.
This broadband blueprint will take into consideration what is possible for service delivery

options for the majority of the communities within Region 10.

Financing Options. Other considerations for choosing an ownership model include the
ability to receive financing and funding to pay for the capital costs of the network construction.
Certain financing and funding programs restrict who is eligible to apply for and receive
funding. The federal grant and loan programs available for funding broadband construction

include the following:

State-Level Federal Level
Distance Health
Rural Broadband Learningand  Connect, Rural
Experiments, Connect  Community Connect  Telemedicine Healthcare
Grants DOLA America Grants Grant Program Program E-rate
Eligibility
Regional Council of Governments Yes
Local Government, Tribes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Non-profit - Yes Yes Yes
Corporations - Yes Yes Yes
Cooperatives - Yes Yes Yes
Education - - = Yes - Yes
Medical Providers - - - Yes Yes
Eligible Telecommunications Carrier - Required =
November 7, 2014; Phase Il | Grant cycle is in early
Timing Ongoing in 2015 part of year,
Grants available
$100M total, grant for Equipment,
amounts dependent upon inside wiring and
How much? technology/bandwidth “other facilities"
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The Colorado Department of Local Affairs (DOLA) has announced a $20 Million grant program
for regional councils of governments and municipalities. In 2015, DOLA will have three rounds
of financing applications with deadlines for grant submission being April 1¢, August 1+ and
December 1¢t. Region 10 applied for DOLA funding for phase 1 of this project implementation
for network expansion and funding for Delta and Montrose counties. Region 10 will prepare a
second grant application targeted for the December 1¢ deadline to address the remaining
counties within the Region. DOLA’s funding is available for municipalities and regional
councils of government; and therefore, this informs the type of organization that should own

this network —i.e. a regional council of government; - Region 10.

The Rural Broadband Experiments and Connect America program are available to unserved
areas; the definition for eligibility is 3 Mbps combined upload and download. As the FCC in
2015 raised the definition of served to 25 Mbps download and 3 Mbps in upload speeds, there
may be funds available through the Connect America to a wider group of communities. One
caveat currently of the Connect America program is that it is available for Eligible

Telecommunication Carriers.

The Telecommunications Infrastructure Loan Program available through the USDA “makes
long-term direct and guaranteed loans to qualified organizations for the purpose of financing
the improvement, expansion, construction, acquisition, and operation of telephone lines,
facilities, or systems to furnish and improve Telecommunications service in rural areas. The
definition for “rural area” is within the boundaries of any incorporated or unincorporated city,

village, or borough having a population exceeding 5,000 inhabitants.”?0

The Rural Broadband Loan Program, which is part of the Farm Bill, “is designed to provide
loans for funding, on a technology neutral basis, for the costs of construction, improvement, and
acquisition of facilities and equipment to provide broadband service to eligible rural
communities.”?! Again, the definition of rural includes communities with a population less
than 5,000 inhabitants.

Other sources of funding should also be considered. These include internal loans, bonds, TIF

and revenue funds, economic development financing programs, and crowd sourcing.

*us Department of Agriculture Rural Development, About Telecom Infrastructure Loans, available at
http://www.rurdev.usda.gov/utp infrastructure.html

2 ys Department of Agriculture Rural Development, About the Farm Bill Loan Program, available at
http://www.rurdev.usda.gov/utp farmbill.html
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E-rate is available for schools and in the past was used to as a reimbursement or supplement for
Internet access services. The E-rate program has had a number of changes recently; one
significant change is the ability to reimburse for construction of facilities (i.e. fiber optic cable) to

serve the school.

There are grant programs that are available for Telemedicine and Distance Learning as well as

program targeted specifically for Rural Health.

There are a number of other financing options some of which include; New Market tax credits,
for which allocations would have to be secured; economic development retail sales tax funds,
and bond financing through a number of different structures and types of bonds.

Control, Risk and Reward. Other considerations for selecting the most appropriate
ownership model include balancing the tension between control, risk and rewards. Control
considerations include who owns the network and makes decisions regarding how the network
is used, coupled with who maintains the network and the types and levels of services offered.
Many proponents of community broadband networks are in favor of having a local entity own
the network. This local entity may be a public utility, the municipality, a local community non-
profit, collaboration of entities, or in some cases, a locally-owned service provider. Local

ownership could also be in the form of a public-private partnership.

Local ownership implies having a vested interest in the economic outcomes for the community.
Networks are built to spur economic development and are built to key anchor institutions that
require high availability of bandwidth.

A local entity may own the network, but the impact of the cost of building the network must be
weighed against the risks of doing so. Fiber networks are capital intensive. Consideration of
bearing the financial risk must be weighed against the rewards that the network could
potentially bring to the community. Rewards of local ownership of the network may include
more abundant broadband, higher bandwidth speeds available, and lower costs to end users.
These attributes may also entice companies, research facilities, education centers and
entrepreneurs to re-locate to the community. The network infrastructure then becomes a

catalyst for economic development.

Owning the network can give the local entity more control over the services being offered. For
example, if the network owner provides services directly to the end user using a retail model,
the network owner sets pricing and service offerings. In a wholesale model environment, the
network owner should take care to still control the level of services offered and pricing. Utopia
is an all-fiber network that was built for sixteen municipalities in Utah. The law in Utah

prohibits Utopia from offering retail services; the consortium could only offer services using a
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wholesale platform. The service providers that initially used the Utopia network offered
services that were the same as other competitors in the market that were not using the Utopia
network. There was no compelling reason to change providers; no greater offering of
bandwidth speeds and no better pricing options. This resulted in Utopia not meeting its
revenue or take-rate targets. Utopia had accumulated over $200 Million in debt and had only $3
Million in annual revenues. A rescue-plan needed to be put in place this past year to ensure the
long-term viability of the project. In order to avoid this type of scenario, the network owner
must ensure there is a minimum threshold of services offered and must maintain some control

over pricing.

There are other considerations for dealing with control issues. For example, the network owner
may own the network, but outsource the operation and maintenance of the network to another
entity. Often local entities such as a local public power company or the municipality may have
many desirable and already established operational skills and systems in place. These may
include an established customer call center and/or a billing system. Power companies that
already maintain electric infrastructure may own bucket trucks and have outside plant
engineers that maintain power lines and equipment. The skills needed to maintain a fiber
network may be taught to existing electric department employees that are already familiar with
maintaining outside plant. If the local entity does not have these systems in place, then it may

make better sense to outsource these areas to a service provider or other entity.
The pros and cons of the following organizational structures are included below:

e Public utility

e Public or City Government Department
e Community Non-Profit

e Collaboration

e Service Provider or Privately-Owned

Public Utility. Many of the community broadband networks that are in place today have been
initiated by a public utility, either as a municipality that provides electric services to its
constituents or from an electric cooperative. Many of these fiber networks were initially built to
better manage utility systems, connecting the power stations with a Supervisory Control and
Data Acquisition or “SCADA” systems. These fiber networks were then leveraged to build out
to anchor institutions and then in some cases, to all of the residents and businesses within the

area.
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Examples of public utilities that have built community broadband networks include:

WHOLESALE MODEL (OPEN ACCESS MODEL)

o3
o
oo
o
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0‘0

Danville, VA

Leverett, MA

Chelan PUD, WA

Sho-Me Technologies, MO
Grant County PUD, WA

RETAIL MODEL

R/
0‘0

7
0.0

0
0.0

X3

*

O/
.0

7
0.0 L)

%o

%

5

*

R 7
0“ 0.0

%

*

Chattanooga, TN EPB

Kit Carson Electric Coop., NMUnited Electric, MO
Opelika Light and Power, AL

Clarksville Department of Electricity, TN

St. Louis Park, MN

Bristol, VA

Bristol, TN

Chaska, MN

Cloud, FL

Benton Public Utility District — Kennewick, WA
Longmont, CO

As these public utilities are locally controlled, they have a vested interest in the community’s

success. There is a high level of local control over network funding and priorities. This

established organizational structure provides local oversight.

These public utilities have a

board of directors to guide their activities and oversight already established by a city council or

other governing body. This community model creates customer loyalty.

A chart illustrating the benefits of this organizational model, along with the potential pitfalls is

shown on the following page.
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The potential disadvantages of this model are that city politics can sometimes play a role in the
process and may make decision-making a difficult process. Often business decisions must be
made quickly in order to respond to competitive pressures, and the decision making process
within a city can sometimes be a slower process. Also, the required expertise and experience to
operate a telecommunications network may not be present with the city’s organization and this

experience either needs to be built, established or acquired.

City Department. In other cases, the municipality that does not own a public utility has
established a community broadband network and has run it through a city department. This
organizational model has many of the positive attributes of a public utility as it is locally-owned
and has the community’s best interest in mind. The impetus for creating a community
broadband network owned by the city is based upon economic development initiatives. Many
of the elements discussed here can be used in combination with other models discussed within

to create the best practices in delivering the best service for the value.

A municipality may have sources of funding that may not be available to a private company
and can be used in a public private partnership. Municipal securities are issued to finance
public-purpose projects for infrastructure such as roads, airports, hospitals, school, water and
sewer systems and telecommunication networks. Generally, municipal bonds fall into one of
two categories — general obligation bonds or revenue bonds. Interest income is generally
federally tax exempt; although there are several types of general obligation and revenue bonds
and it should not be assumed that all bonds are tax exempt. General obligation bonds are
backed by the full faith and credit of the governmental entity, and taxes can be issued to pay
back the loan. Revenue bonds are secured by revenues generated by the issuer or by certain
taxes such as sales, fuel or hotel occupancy taxes. As community broadband networks are
considered infrastructure that serves the public purpose, municipalities can use bonds to

finance the construction costs.

A municipality may also have the ability to implement favorable policies and ordinances to
facilitate community broadband network construction. For example, the city may have a “Dig
Once Policy” that requires all public works, utility and/or road improvement projects to install
additional conduit for the city while there is an open trench. The city may also have an
ordinance whereby any abandoned fiber located within the city limits reverts to the city’s
ownership after a period of time. A municipality may consider these policies whether it decides
to own the network or not. Having these policies in place allows the city to have access to
conduit and fiber that could be used by another entity to build infrastructure. Either way, much
of the capital costs of opening a trench and installing conduit are greatly reduced by having
these policies in place. It is our recommendation that these polices be put in place within
Region 10 at the earliest opportunity, no matter what model is used.
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In many cases, having the municipality own the network infrastructure allows for more choices
in collaborative efforts. The municipality may be a neutral party to collaborate with numerous
service providers in an open-access approach. The municipality may more easily leverage their
assets and policies to collaborate with other public-private ventures and with community
leaders and non-profits. On the following page is an outline of the pros and cons of the

municipal-owned or city department organizational structure.
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Examples of community broadband networks owned by a city department include:

e Santa Monica, CA
® Farmington, NM

e  Windom, MN

¢ Corpus Christi, TX
e Provo, UT

e  Seattle, WA

¢ (Centennial, CO

In both of the public utility model and the city department model, transparency can be a barrier
or a competitive threat. Measures must be taken to allow the entity to remain competitive and

nimble, with the ability to react quickly to changing market environments.

Community Non-Profit Organizations. Another organizational model to consider is a-
community non-profit organization. Control is still maintained locally, and all of the benefits of
local control can be realized. Additionally, non-profit organizations may have yet another
source of funding available through charitable giving and foundational funds. The non-profit
organization may not be under the same transparency requirements of a city department or

public utility and may be able to operate more effectively.

The potential downsides of a non-profit organization may be that the governance structure and

funding may be difficult and therefore, considerations should be in place to mitigate this risk.

Examples of community broadband networks that are using the non-profit organizational

model include:

UC2B, Urbana Champaign, IL
One Community, Ohio

Cape Cod, MA

Rhode Island, RI

The benefits and potential disadvantages are listed on the following page.
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Consortium. Another organizational structure to consider is one of a consortium. A
consortium could be a non-profit organization or a public-private initiative or both. Many
municipalities and counties have formed a collaborative effort or consortium to address
broadband needs as a region. In these cases, there was power in numbers; either as in buying or

purchasing power or in sharing costs.

By aggregating demand, a regional approach may reduce overall capital costs of a community
broadband project. Many of the funding sources encourage a regional collaboration versus a
one-municipality or one-jurisdiction approach for this reason. Most of the Stimulus projects
funded under the ARRA BTOP program were indeed consortiums. These consortium pooled
resources and established large projects that could effectively compete for grant funding.

Examples of consortium-type community broadband organizations include:

Ohio Middle Mile Consortium (OMMC)
Wireless Silicon Valley

Colorado Region 9 Council of Governments
Utopia, UT

Florida Rural Broadband Alliance

Numerous BTOP Projects, Middle Mile projects
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Service Provider Owned Organizational Model. Finally, another model for consideration is
one in which the service provider or multiple service providers own the network. This strategy
seems to promote the status quo. Service providers own their networks today. Using this
strategy gives up the components of control, risk and reward. The municipality or the
community must rely on the service providers to upgrade their networks to offer gigabit-
enabled services. This appears to be the least attractive option for Region 10 as there are no
providers currently that are planning to offer gigabit-flavored services to the community.
Region 10 would have no control over where the network is built, when it is built or what
services would be offered and at what price level.

Region 10 could try to promote pro-build policies — Dig Once Policies, and sharing of existing
assets, but without some measure of control, the potential rewards that could be realized with a
community broadband network are left to the service providers to implement. There is no

incentive or penalty for the service provider to improve the service.

Public/Private Partnerships. It should also be noted that a Public/Private Partnership (“PPP”)
model could be set up to reduce the operational risks potentially for a municipality, and yet
provide all of the benefits that are associated with local ownership and patient funding. A PPP
is a negotiated contract between a public and private entity to fulfill certain requirements and
obligations to build out telecommunications or broadband infrastructure and provide services.

PPPs can leverage public assets, such as fiber optic cable, conduit, poles and land with private
service providers’ assets. These assets can be combined or shared or used to facilitate better and
more available access to high speed broadband services. As a PPP can take on several shapes
and forms, we will discuss how PPPs can help address risks in various service delivery models.

Typically the questions to be addressed when setting up a PPP includes the following list:

e Who will own the network?

e  Who will pay for the network to be built? Will the costs of building the network be
shared?

»  What are the parameters, priorities and boundaries for build-out?

e What assets will be provided for use by the municipality? At what cost? What is the
value of these assets?

o What assets will be provided by the service provider? At what cost? What is the value
of these assets?

e What policies can be put in place to further incentivize build-out? For example,
permitting timelines can be streamlined through bulk/blanket permits or permitting fees
could be waived or reduced. Another possibility could be allowing for lower cost

construction methods (i.e. aerial construction or microtrenching)
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e Is this partnership exclusive? Open to many service providers?
e Who will provide services to end users? Which end users?

e What services will be provided?

e What minimum level of service is required?

e What pricing will be offered?

e Who will provide network management and operations?

e How will the partnership be managed?

¢ What happens if either party falls short of its obligations?

e How will the performance and progress be measured?

Region 10 could engage in either an Invitation to Negotiate (ITN) or a Request for Proposal
process with service providers to allow providers the opportunity to submit a PPP proposal for
consideration. This could be in an open and non-discriminatory process by which one or more

service providers could be selected to enter into a PPP with Region 10.

The ITN would specify what assets could be available for use and at what cost. Region 10 could
also provide a streamlined permitting process for use of poles and opening trenches for further
build-out.

There are certain conditions that the ITN would require of service providers. These conditions

could be the following;:

e Region 10 could reserve the right to provide services directly to the schools, hospitals
and government offices within the community.

e Specific price targets for specific tiers of service offerings for residential and business
customers

¢ Provide a minimum level of service to residential and business customers. For example,
many municipalities are requiring a minimum service level of 100 Mbps or even 1 Gbps.

e Joint marketing opportunities. For example, the community can market the
connectedness of the community and promote this for economic development purposes
and to recruit new businesses and industries to the community. The service provider
can market its selection as the preferred provider within the community.

o Free wi-fi in specific areas of the community, such as parks, downtown areas, tourist
areas or other designated places within the community.

e Service level agreements guaranteeing availability, reliability, redundancy and
performance.

e The ability to have the municipality provide oversight, management of performance and

progress
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The PPP model could then assume that the service provider would then further build-out the
infrastructure to the community using or leveraging the municipality’s assets or that the cost of
further build-out could be shared.

In Conclusion. Region 10 has the opportunity to have this network be in part, funded by
DOLA’s grant program. It is NEQ’s recommendation for Region 10 to submit the grant
application to DOLA, own the network and enter into Memorandums of Understanding with
the various member organizations that will support and provide additional funding for this
grant application. Region 10 can then enter into agreements with service providers to provide
services to the end users. Region 10 can also outsource various functions for operations of the
network, such as network monitoring, maintenance of the network, truck rolls and repair
services and perhaps even customer service functions. These operating considerations are

further discussed in detail under Section 6, Operational Considerations.

Region 10 is a non-profit organization that is made up for local governments as member
organizations. The pros and cons of non-profits and local government agency ownership are
addressed above and therefore, steps should be taken to mitigate the downsides of these
organizational structures. Consequently, the benefits of local support, having access to specific
funding available to local government agencies, and the ability for the local government to
control its own destiny and economic vitality, should be leveraged as much as possible.

The service delivery options available to provide services on the network by Region 10 will be
addressed under the following section, Section 4, Service Delivery Models.

44





4. Service Delivery Models to Consider, Wholesale
Strategies vs. Retail Strategies

In all of the organizational models discussed above, with the exception of the Service Provider
Owned Organizational Model, the network owner could offer service in a retail or wholesale
manner. In other words, the municipality or local government — or Region 10 could decide to
build a Regional Middle Mile Network connecting the various communities throughout the
Region and each of the communities” anchor institutions. Then, after the network is built, there

would be several service delivery models that could then be contemplated.

Here are the various forms of service delivery for a Community Broadband Network or
Regional Middle Mile Network.

Service Delivery Models

Retail Services
Business and
Residential

> 4

‘ Open Access
1 l Provider
Government
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Retail Services
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Infrastructure

Owner Anchors
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Increasing Services
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As discussed in Section 3, Exploration of Ownership Structures, SB-152 limits Region 10's
options for service delivery. Under the existing law, Region 10 and its member organizations
could offer services by being the Infrastructure Provider (1) and by being the Government

Services Provider (2) either in a retail manner or in a wholesale service manner. Region 10
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would NOT be able to offer services as an Open Access Provider (3), as a Retail Services
Provider for Businesses (4), or as a Retail Services Provider for Businesses and Residential Users
(5). SB-152 allows Region 10 to offer services to other government agencies and quasi-
government agencies within the Region (i.e. the anchor institutions) and to sell access to the
network or services on the network to service providers to then provide services to end users.
NEO recommends that the local governments within the Region ultimately plan to opt-out of
SB-152 to enable further service delivery options to the end users.

A description of each of these service delivery models are provided below.

Infrastructure Provider. The municipalities or local government agencies, or Region 10
could sell conduit, dark fiber, use of poles, towers, land, and property to service providers to
use. This can dramatically improve the ability for service providers to build out within the
community. For example, having access to conduit can reduce the capital costs of deployment
by 60-80% as most of the capital cost for building a fiber optic network is in the labor to open a
trench, lay conduit and then place fiber.

Government Services Provider. In this service delivery model, the municipality or
local government agency or Region 10 could build fiber to and provides services for anchor
tenants, government offices, public safety, schools, universities, and medical establishments. In
addition to providing more abundant broadband at an affordable price to these stakeholders,
other services such as IT support, videoconferencing, software updates, etc. can be provided
and shared amongst governments to reduce costs and provide better e-government
applications. This is the recommended service delivery option for Region 10 given the
regulatory constraints of SB-152.

Open Access Provider. An open access network is one in which the physical access to the
network is separate from the services that are offered on the network. In its truest sense, the
infrastructure owner does not supply services for the network; these services are provided by
the service provider. There is clear delineation of separation of network ownership and service
providers (i.e. wholesale only services). In many open access networks, the network owner may
also be the retail service provider (for example, offer retail Internet services directly to end
users) AND offer wholesale service is an open-access environment or perhaps the municipality

retains the ability to serve anchor institutions and/or government agencies.

The access is open if it is sufficiently available on a non-discriminatory basis so that all
competitors can access the infrastructure under equivalent cost and quality terms. In some

sense, selling services to anchor institutions could be provided on an open access basis, and
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therefore, there is a component of providing an open access network — albeit, only to the anchor
institutions on the network, to NEO’s recommendation for Region 10.

There are a number of “flavors” of open access networks. These variations of the model are
determined based upon technical design aspects of the network and how “deep” the
infrastructure owner’s network exists. These technical components are referred to as layers on
the Open Systems Interconnection (“OSI”) model. The OSI model is a conceptual model that
defines and standardized the internal functions, protocols and languages of a communication
system by partitioning it into abstraction layers. The lower the layer on the OS], the less
involved, or less functions are provided by the infrastructure owner. As one moves up the
layers, the infrastructure owner is providing an increasingly robust and sophisticated set of

functions.
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This graphic is taken from The Abdus Salam International Centre for Theoretical Physics.

For example, if the municipality or local government — or Region 10 in this case, were to offer
conduit only and collocation space, this is a basic level of functionality, or sometimes referred to
as “Layer 0.” Service providers use the collocation space to house and terminate their own

equipment and pull fiber through the existing conduit. This approach minimizes the local
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government’s role and its investment and allows service providers the greatest degree of
flexibility in the broadband access network they implement. This approach also increases the
costs required to become a service provider and minimizes the extent to which infrastructure is
shared. Nonetheless, opening a trench and laying conduit is often the most expensive part of
the outside plant costs and a local government can provide conduit to entice the service
provider to offer more robust services. This was discussed previously under the Infrastructure
Provider Model.

At a higher level of investment, the municipality or local government or Region 10 could deploy
fiber through conduit or in an aerial fashion and sell dark fiber leases or long-term IRUs of the
dark fiber to recover its investment costs (“Layer 1”). The network owner provides the physical
layer (conduit and fiber), but leaves the service provider with lighting the fiber with its own
electronics and provisioning of services. This works when there is a large amount of fiber

counts available from the network owner.

The IRU pricing is dependent upon the number of fibers acquired. It may be cost prohibitive to
purchase a large strand count of fiber and most IRU agreements restrict the further resale of the
acquired strands. Region 10 is planning to acquire a limited amount of fibers from Tri-State
and/or DMEA. As the network backbone will have limited number of fibers, offering Layer 1
services; i.e. dark fiber to service providers, does not work efficiently. If Region 10 had more
fibers available on its fiber network, then it could more easily sell dark fiber leases or IRUs to
other service providers, but this is not the case.

Another hand-off to the service provider could be at a lambda or a wavelength. Lambda
switching (sometimes called photonic switching, or wavelength switching) is the technology used
in optical networking to switch individual wavelengths of light onto separate paths for specific
routing of information. In a simplistic sense, a wavelength could be thought of as a different
color of light. Technologies such as Dense Wavelength Division Multiplexing (DWDM) enable
80 or more separate wavelengths to be transmitted on a single optical fiber. Handing off at a

lambda to the service provider allows a light path to behave like a virtual circuit.2

The most often used form of open access for community broadband networks is the Data Link
layer, or "Layer 2". In this case, the infrastructure provider deploys both the fiber and the link
layer electronics at either end. Many local governments are deploying this level of service and

often this is referred to as the Open Access Model. As there are different meanings assigned to

2Tech Target, Lambda Switching, definition available at
http://searchnetworking.techtarget.com/definition/lambda-switching
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this term in the industry, it is appropriate to further define which Open Access Model and
strategy is being provided.

Service providers are offered a basic network service which they can use as a platform for
delivering a bundle of retail-level services to the end users. The handoff from the network
owner to the service provider might be an Ethernet port to support Virtual Local Area Network
(VLAN) service. The Ethernet port handoff could be 100 Mbps, 1 Gbps or 10 Gbps. This level
of service could then be available to any location that is fiber-fed. Pricing for this type of service

could be a port charge or access fee per location.

If the network infrastructure owner is providing a link layer service based on Asynchronous
Transfer Mode (ATM), then customers are assigned separate Permanent Virtual Circuits (PVCs)
which are switched to the designated service provider. While providing the electronics for
lighting the fiber, the infrastructure owner might also provide what is normally viewed as a
Layer 1 service: point-to-point circuits, for example using Synchronous Optical Network
(SONET) Add/Drop Multiplexors (ADMs).

Finally, open access can occur at the network layer ("Layer 3"). Once again, this may be
implemented in a number of ways. Policy based routers, or Multi-Protocol Label Switching
(MPLS)-based Virtual Private Networks (VPNs) are used to separate traffic going to competing
service providers or ISPs. Pricing for this type of service could be a revenue share or a fixed

monthly fee per customer per service.

The term “open access” can be generally used to mean that the network is available on a non-
exclusive basis, and for any qualified service provider to utilize in order to connect their
customers. Qualified service providers would be able to serve any business or residence that is

connected to the network.

Retail Service Provider Model, Businesses. In this model, the municipality, local
government or Region 10 builds the fiber network, installs electronics to light the network and
provides services directly to the end users. Most often, the local government provides voice
and Internet services to local businesses. In this model, the network owner competes directly
with the service providers. SB-152 restricts local governments from offering this type of service

delivery model without a favorable public vote to opt-out.

Retail Service Provider Model, Businesses and Residences. In this model, the

network owner provides voice, data, Internet and cable TV services to the businesses and
residences within the community. Again, SB-152 restricts local governments from offering this

type of service delivery model without a favorable public vote to opt-out.
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Triple Play Services? Until recently, most municipal or community broadband networks

offered voice, data and cable TV services. This offering of the three services was often referred
to as triple play services. As things are changing rapidly in the telecommunications and cable
TV industry, some municipalities or local governments are only providing data and Internet
services and are deciding not to provide voice services and cable TV services. With
enhancements being made to cellular phones and the increasing mobility needs of customers
today, more customers are opting for cell phone services over their landline phones. 90% of
adult Americans have a cellular phone. The number of adult Americans with a smartphone
rose from 35% in April 2011 to 58% in January 2014. Smartphones have more advanced
computing ability and connectivity than landline phones. Smartphones are now cameras,
media players, video cameras, GPS navigation units, web browsers, and personal digital

assistants.

Landline phone service (i.e. dial-tone phone service) is a product in decline. The number of
households in the United States that have only wireless phone service has jumped from about
18% in 2008 to almost 35% in 2011, now at 70%. It is predicted that only 30% of homes will
retain their landline phones by the end of 2015. The FCC is recommending changing the
Universal Service Fund, which helped subsidize the installation of networks to build landline
phones; to subsidizing BROADBAND services. The Universal Service Fund would no longer

subsidize landline phone service, but would instead subsidize broadband or Internet services.

IPTV: Video and cable TV usage is dramatically changing too. The top 12 cable companies
have all seen a dramatic decline in cable TV subscribers in the past twenty-four months. Former
pay-TV subscribers are opting for lower-priced Internet streaming solutions, such as Netflix,
Hulu and Amazon. The big three channels (ABC, NBC and CBS), as well as most cable TV
content is now offered online at no or very low cost depending upon the programming. As
customers are becoming more Internet-savvy, more content is now offered online for free, and
given the current context of the tough economic climate, when given a choice, customers are

discontinuing their cable TV subscriptions in favor of Internet entertainment options.

The customer’s experience in the world of TV is well established and expectations are deep-
seated. Customers do not want to experience channel delay or service disruptions, which have
been typical in most IPTV service roll-outs. Initiating an IPTV service must meet or exceed
previous customer experience from cable or satellite companies. Market research shows that if
these experiences are not impeccable, the customer is already predisposed to changing services

should their expectations (or anybody else’s in the household, for that matter) not be met.
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Offering IPTV services is challenging and complex. Even for existing service providers or other
utility providers that already have an operational team and systems in place, launching IPTV
service is unlike providing any other service offering in the past. The complexity of the last-
mile network infrastructure, i.e. the fiber from the curb to the premise, the Customer Premise
Equipment configurations, the difficulties in establishing programming and distribution rights,
competition among Fortune 500 companies, the complexity of the service offerings, coupled
with the customer’s established TV viewing expectations make offering IPTV services difficult
at best.

Given these changes in phone and cable TV use, NEO does not recommend offering dial-tone
phone services or cable TV services and is recommending that Region 10 provide provision of
Internet or data-type services to anchor institutions and to service providers.
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5. Technology Plan, Leveraging Existing Assets and
Capital Costs Projections

Before discussing possible assets and how these assets may be used or acquired, it is
appropriate to have a basic understanding of the terms used in the telecommunications and
fiber optic industry regarding use and acquisition of existing fiber assets. Dark Fiber is optical
fiber infrastructure that is currently in place, or has been constructed; but is not being used.
Optical fiber conveys information in the form of light pulses so the term "dark" means no light
pulses are being sent. To the extent that these installations are unused, they are described as
dark. Another way of describing dark fiber is the fiber is not “lit” with equipment on each end
point. Equipment or data switches “light” or activate the fiber connection. The cost of the
equipment to light the fiber is not included in the monthly Dark Fiber lease.

A Dark Fiber lease is typically an arrangement between the Grantor, the owner of the network-
and the Grantee in the form of is a monthly lease price for a given term.

An Indefeasible Right of Use (IRU) is the effective long-term lease (or often thought of as
temporary ownership) of a portion of the capacity of a fiber optic cable.

In structuring the IRU agreement, the owner of the network is the Grantor. The Grantor pays
for the construction of the network, has submitted permits and the use of the rights of way, and
may have established franchise agreements and fees to the jurisdiction. The Grantor then
assigns parts of the constructed network to the Grantee for use of the dark fiber, and a select
amount of bandwidth or capacity on the network between termination points or routes along
the constructed network.

An IRU combines features of a sale, a lease, and a service contract. Every IRU is unique, but
typically the agreement confers exclusive usage rights to Grantee, but title and control remain
with the Grantor. IRUs are specified in terms of a certain number of fiber counts for a given
segment of a fiber optic network. In most cases, the IRU is a 20- to 25-year agreement to use the
fiber count for a segment. Payment for the IRU is typically an upfront fee based upon the fiber
count miles. The fiber count miles are the number of miles of the segment times the number of
fibers used.

The per route mile fee can range anywhere between $1,500 to $6,500 per fiber count. These
numbers are based upon national statistics, but IRUs are unregulated and pricing varies
dramatically across the country. For very short routes, the per route mile fee can be up to
$25,000 per route mile. This large range in pricing is due to a number of factors — demand for
fiber, location of the fiber, whether it is a long-haul or a short distance, etc.

An example of the pricing methodology for the up-front payment is shown below. For example,
ABC Company wants a 20-year IRU agreement for a (6) count fiber cable from Location 1 to
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Location 2. The distance on the network between Location 1 and Location 2 is 100 miles. ABC
Company will pay $2,200 per mile. The upfront payment would be:

(6) counts of fiber * $2,200 per mile * 100 route miles = $1.32 Million

There is usually an annual or monthly maintenance fee in addition to the up-front payment.
Maintenance fees are typically anywhere from $200 to $350 per mile. In some cases, the
maintenance fee is included in the up-front payment as it is treated as a capital expense from
the buyer. In other cases, the maintenance fee is paid monthly or annually for the term of the
agreement.

Standard maintenance fees may include day-to-day routine maintenance of the network.
Additional maintenance and repair fees may be included for emergency, after hours or cable
relocation. Network providers may also charge for collocation space, rackspace, power, and
cross connect fees.

Managed services implies that the fiber is lit, meaning the service provider has installed and is
using telecommunications equipment to light the fiber and provide a service to the end user.
Managed services typically include a non-recurring installation charge and a monthly
reoccurring charge based upon the length of the agreement and the bandwidth provided in the
service offering between two or more locations. It is an operating expense, rather than a capital
expense. Each of the service providers have varied options available for managed services; they
range from offering point-to-point services, virtual LAN service and point-to-multipoint
services.

Internet access services involve paying a non-recurring installation charge and a monthly
reoccurring charge based upon the bandwidth of the access to the Internet. Included in the
Internet access service monthly fee is the transport or backhaul costs which are based upon
mileage from the customer location to the Internet hub.

The Technology Plan, How to Best Improve Broadband Abundance,
Availability and Redundancy.

In order to improve the availability, abundance and redundancy of advanced broadband within
Region 10, each of the communities within the region must have fiber optic or wireless access to
one of the major Internet access points or hubs. In many of our meetings discussing this issue,
we referred to this as “supply”. This access is often referred to as Internet backhaul or
transport. It refers to the fiber optic line or leased circuit to a main Internet hub. The Internet
hubs for this region are located in Grand Junction, Denver, Salt Lake City or Albuquerque.
Because the Internet backhaul or transport fees are often assessed based upon the distance or
mileage from a community to one of these locations, the monthly fees are expensive. If a service
provider or an anchor tenant does not have a physical connection, a fiber optic line or a
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microwave connection directly into one of the Internet hubs, then the entity pays monthly
access charges based upon mileage or distance to the Internet hub. In the case of Region 10, all
of the communities within the region are a fair distance to one of the Internet hubs. Therefore
anchor tenants pay a large monthly fee for internet access and so do the service providers that
do not have a physical connection to Grand Junction, Denver, Salt Lake City or Albuquerque.

The service providers cannot offer better services to each community until better bandwidth is
available from these Internet access points and their costs for backhaul and transport are
reduced. The service providers often stated during NEQ’s meetings that the large expenses of
transport and backhaul costs prohibit them from offering better service speeds. In order to
provide more abundant bandwidth to the communities, this issue needs to be resolved. One
way to resolve this issue is to build a regional network connecting all of the communities to one
or more Internet access hubs. The network could be built in such a way to reduce the monthly
access fees and to share in the costs of these monthly fees by aggregating usage over the
regional network.

Inventory of Existing Fiber. There are many assets in place within the region that
would allow advanced broadband services to be brought to each of the communities. These
assets, meaning existing fiber optic cable and/or conduit or existing wireless towers, are in place
and are owned by a number of companies. Fiber optic assets located between many of the
communities within Region 10 are owned by the following entities:

e Tri-State Generation and Power

e Western Area Power Administration (WAPA)

e Delta Montrose Electric Association (DMEA)

¢ FastTrack (formed and owned by Empire Electric and La Plata Electric)
e San Miguel Power Association (SMPA)

e EAGLE-Net Alliance

e Century-Link

* Nucla Naturita Telephone Company

e Charter Communications

There is also existing fiber and/or conduit within the communities from the local ISPs that serve
some of the communities. Additionally, there is conduit between Crested Butte and Mt. Crested
Butte that is owned by Gunnison County.

There is also fiber that is owned by CenturyLink throughout the six county region. NEQO’s team
met with CenturyLink in face-to-face meetings and via conference calls on several occasions.
NEO’s team requested CenturyLink to provide pricing for use of their fiber either through an
IRU or a dark fiber lease. CenturyLink did not provide pricing nor did they agree to leasing or
use of their fiber throughout the region.

A map of these assets has been provided to Region 10 and its members.
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Network Architecture - High Capacity and Redundant, Self-Healing
Rings.

Toplogy. The network has been designed to include a ring-topology providing most of the
communities within Region 10 network redundancy.

Edge. The edge component of this network will consist of a router at each IP drain handoff
location. The solution will be robust and scalable to adapt to nearly any demands. The handoff
will be a Border Gateway Protocol “BGP” peering session to the neighboring carrier. There will
be an edge device at two physically disparate locations on the network. Traffic will run in a
fault tolerant mode where traffic will flow to the alternate handoff in the event of an outage at
the primary carrier. The edge router will be a dedicated device that has either a 40G or 10G
connection to the adjacent transport switch.

Transport. The transport or distribution layer of the network will be a series of Ethernet devices
strategically placed throughout the territory to provide aggregation of end client devices. The
transport network will be placed in multiple fault tolerant rings with zero impact failover
between paths in the instance of a network interruption. The ring will operate at a 10G speed
with the ability to aggregate to higher speeds where a fiber asset is available.

Customer Premise Equipment. The customer premise equipment will be an Ethernet handoff
at the customer property. The equipment will be robust and solid state. The device will allow
for multi-tenancy scenarios and centrally managed data throttling. Multiple service types will
be handed off to the customer through this device depending on the service subscription. The
uplink to the transport network can be up to 10G and a customer handoff of up to 1G.

Management/Monitoring. The management and monitoring solution will be a centrally placed
component that is accessible from any location through any web interface. There will be email
or text distribution group in the event of an outage or other significant event. Options such as
SNMP traps for device detection and sflow for bandwidth link utilization are used in this
solution. The bandwidth throttle based on subscription will be adjusted and managed in this
solution.

Below is a conceptual design of the high capacity, redundant and self-healing network.
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Levering Existing Assets through IRUs

As described above, existing fiber assets can be acquired through a long-term Indefeasible Right
of Use or IRU. The benefits to acquiring an IRU versus building new fiber are many. First, it is
typically much less expensive to acquire an IRU than to build the fiber route. Second, the IRU
fiber is already constructed and in place. Therefore, the time to implement is shorter. The time
to implement is contingent upon a contract being negotiated, rather than the time to engineer
the route, pull permits and construct the network. And finally, another benefit to acquiring an
IRU is that maintenance on the fiber route is often borne by the Grantor or fiber network owner.

The following segments can be acquired through an IRU and cost estimates for this are included
below. If the following segments were to be built, the capital costs would be well over $60
Million.

Grand Junction to Albuquerque Route, or Grand Junction to the
Montrose/San Miguel County Line

As mentioned above, Internet access hubs are located at the CenturyLink Central Office in
Grand Junction and in Albuquerque. There is an existing fiber route between Grand Junction
and Albuquerque that is co-owned by multiple companies or entities. These include Tri-State,
DMEA, San Miguel Power and FastTrack. Additionally, a few wireless providers have capacity
on this route.

For purposes of this network design, the entire route would NOT need to be acquired. NEO
priced out an IRU using Tri-State’s recommended pricing for Grand Junction to the
Montrose/San Miguel County Line.

As Region 10 is planning to initially apply for grant funding through DOLA for Montrose and
Delta counties, a smaller portion of this route will initially be acquired through Tri-State. The
route that will initially be acquired is from Grand Junction to Starr Nelson’s substation.
Phase 2 of the DOLA grant may include extending this route from the Starr Nelson substation
to the county line between Montrose and San Miguel Counties.

The easements along this route have been perfected and no additional costs would be included
along this route. Also, regeneration sites have already been established on this route. However,
there are other fiber routes that are owned by Tri-State in which additional regeneration sites
would need to be established and the easements would need to be perfected for commercial
use.

For many grant programs that fund advanced broadband networks, annual maintenance fees
could be capitalized and paid up-front. When annual maintenance and operation fees are paid
up-front, there is typically a time value of money or net present value calculation that is
applied.
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NEO is not recommending that this entire route be built. As Tri-State has already stated that an
IRU for this route can be purchased, and there is an option to use the DMEA fibers, NEO did
not assume that this route would be built. Additional options to explore for this route would be
to obtain a leased circuit and Internet access from FastTrack, who also co-owns this route and/or
to explore options with San Miguel Power who also owns (2.25) fibers. A detailed breakdown
of the costs for the IRU through Tri-State has been provided to Region 10.

Extending the route from the Starr Nelson substation to the county line between Montrose and
San Miguel Counties is of interest to the entire region because it provides redundancy for a
number of the communities. It also provides a path to serve the West End in Montrose County
and it connects to Tri-State fiber from the county line toward the Sunshine Substation in San
Miguel County. This route could possibly be of interest to Region 9, as they are currently
receiving internet access through Albuquerque. Having access to the extended route from Starr
Nelson to the county line would give Region 9 with the ability to purchase bandwidth from
Grand Junction, giving them added redundancy in and out of their region. Region 9 has
expressed interest in this route as they too have a need for redundancy, with the ability to
subscribe to Internet access from Grand Junction and from Albuquerque.

DMEA Fiber

DMEA has installed and is in the process of installing fiber within its Delta and Montrose
county footprint. The network will connect their various power substations to their
headquarters location in Montrose.

DMEA hired a consulting firm approximately a year ago to research how to best leverage and
use its existing fiber network. One of the obstacles to leveraging its network to offer broadband
services is allowing expanded use of the easement or right-of-way for commercial purposes.
Easements that are currently in place on these routes are for installation of fiber optic cable for
monitoring of the power system. The perfection of this easement will need to be done in order
for any entity to use the fiber for commercial communication purposes.

DMEA has easements to cross these properties to provide management of its power system;
however as noted above, the easements need to be perfected in order to allow for an expanded
use of their network; i.e. to allow the network to be used for broadband services. This unknown
liability is seen as a risk within the Board of Directors of DMEA and therefore, rightfully so, the
Board has been hesitant to go forward with any plans for offering broadband services. The
Board has stated its fiduciary obligation to the cooperative and its members, to ensure that
additional costs incurred in allowing public access to DMEA’s fiber network does not increase
the rates charges for electric service.

The study recommended that the best strategy for DMEA that offered the least financial risk to
the cooperative was the lease of dark fiber. The largest hurdle of perfecting the easements is
being evaluated by a committee formed by the DMEA Board along with appropriate legal
counsel, subject matter experts from the fiber industry, and other regional cooperatives that
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have experience in commercial communication in regards to right of way perfection. DMEA
has stated in its position paper regarding broadband services that it welcomes discussions on
how to best mitigate this risk.

Virgil Turner and NEO’s Diane Kruse met with the CEO and team members of DMEA on
December 10* to discuss options in working together. Virgil Turner put together a white paper
on perfecting the easements to advance broadband deployment in Montrose and Delta counties.
Additionally, Michelle Haynes and Diane Kruse with NEO had several conversations and email
exchanges with DMEA staff. DMEA has agreed to provide an IRU for (6) strands of fiber on the
routes that it is currently building, in exchange for Region 10 providing an IRU for (6) strands of
fiber on the routes between DMEA’s power substations and the Carrier Neutral Locations
(CNLs) within Delta and Montrose Counties and sharing in the costs of the perfection of
easements along these routes. In Phase 1 of the grant application for DOLA, Region 10 is
providing for $500,000 for perfection of easements on these DMEA routes.

With DMEA providing an IRU for the use of their fiber to Region 10, $6 Million in capital costs
are saved, as Region 10 will not need to build these routes. As DMEA has already or is in the
process of building these routes, these costs are sunk costs for DMEA. However, for purposes
of the in-kind contribution, an amount between $1.9 Million and $6 Million could be used as the
in-kind contribution number.

The following communities could be connected with fiber with this strategy:

e Olathe
e Montrose
e Delta

e Hotchkiss

e Cedaredge

e Paonia

e Crawford

e Orchard City

Region 10 would need to extend or build fiber between the DMEA power substations to a CNL
within each community.
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TDS in DELTA COUNTY

TDS did not share with NEO where they have fiber optic facilities. It is known that TDS serves
the following markets and therefore, most likely has fiber to these communities. TDS did state
that they do not have excess capacity on their fiber networks and that they are interested in
upgrading their equipment to allow for faster speeds to the communities that they serve.

e Eckert

o Grand Mesa
o (Cedaredge

e Hotchkiss

e Paonia

e Somerset

e Crawford

The DMEA fiber is the best option available to Region 10 as DMEA will also have fiber to most
of these communities. Additionally, TDS stated that they would not be interested in providing
an IRU to Region 10; however, they would be interested in speaking with Region 10 regarding
lowering their transport and backhaul fees (i.e. Internet access in Grand Junction or
Albuquerque) and would be interested in additional fiber facilities to Delta.

EAGLE-Net and Tri-State, Montrose to Ouray
EAGLE-Net Alliance (“EAGLE-Net”) is a Colorado intergovernmental entity and the recipient
of a BTOP grant award administered through NTIA and ARRA (i.e. “The Stimulus Program”).

EAGLE-Net started with a vision to bring high-speed Internet to every public school in
Colorado through public-private partnerships to build a comprehensive, statewide network. In
2007, the Centennial Board of Cooperative Educational Services (CBOCES) developed
EAGLE-Net as a cost-sharing consortium for Colorado. After conducting a broadband survey
of all of Colorado’s K-12 school districts in 2008, CBOCES/EAGLE-Net determined that market
forces weren’t sufficient to drive technological investment in Colorado’s most remote, rural and
underserved areas. It found that Colorado ranked 42nd out of all 50 states in broadband
connectivity. In response to these findings, CBOCES, as the operator of the EAGLE-Net
network became an American Registry for Internet Numbering (ARIN) acknowledged Internet
service provider with its own IP addressing capability.

In 2009, EAGLE-Net responded to 78 school district requests for Internet services and began to
connect districts to the EAGLE-Net network. In coordination with the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) and Colorado’s Recovery Act Broadband Framework, CBOCES
determined that in order to expand its technology-rich broadband Internet services, it would
respond to the Round-1 notice of funding availability offered via the U.S. Department of
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Commerce Broadband Technology Opportunities Program (BTOP), with the intent to create the
EAGLE-Net Alliance as an independent intergovernmental entity to deploy and operate the
statewide network. The EAGLE-Net Alliance applied for and was awarded a $100.6 million
grant from BTOP in September 2010.

EAGLE-Net has fiber network facilities to Ouray and Ridgway. They are leasing this route or
have acquired an IRU for this route through Tri-State. Upon initial discussions with EAGLE-
Net, they stated that they would most likely not be able to sell IRU’s of their fiber, but would
rather sell dark fiber leases for use of their fiber. We also know from personal experience, that
EAGLE-Net may be interested in fiber swaps, i.e. the use of their fiber with the ability to use
another entity’s fiber.

An estimate of the IRU acquisition costs was provided to Region 10 and its member
organizations. Ridgway and Ouray would be served by this route. Additional research must be
done along this route to determine whether or not there is excess capacity or fiber available
through Tri-State. Initial discussions with Tri-State indicated that most of the fiber has been
acquired either through Eagle-Net or CenturyLink on this route.

If this route cannot be acquired through either Tri-State or EAGLE-Net, there is an option to
lease a 1 Gbps or a 10 Gbps circuit through Mammoth Networks. See information on Mammoth
Networks provided below.

Tri-State, Montrose/San Miguel County Line to Sunshine Substation,

near Telluride

Tri-State also owns fiber from the Montrose/San Miguel County Line to the Sunshine Substation
near Telluride. NEO designed the network to include acquisition of 6-counts of fiber for this
route for the entire six counties.

There is a non-profit organization that is working with San Miguel County that has acquired or
is in the process of acquiring fiber strands on this route. There is potential to work together
with this non-profit organization in order to not duplicate capital expenses. For purposes of the
budget, NEO included the costs for this route.

WAPA and Tri-State, Montrose to Gunnison

Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) has fiber between Montrose and Gunnison,
following their transmission power lines along this route. Tri-State leases fiber from WAPA on
this route. Additionally, CenturyLink has fiber within the CDOT right of way along state
Highway 50.

WAPA expressed concern over providing an IRU on this route, stating restrictions imposed by
the Department of Energy and its existing charter. The existing WAPA charter states that
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WAPA can work with other entities such as water and power companies (such as Tri-State), but
would not lease their fiber to private organizations or companies for commercial use. This
needs to be further investigated as the Town of Estes Park is using WAPA transmission lines for
fiber that it owns into Estes Park. WAPA and Estes Park are still in negotiations upon whether
or not it will be permissible for Estes Park to continue to use the fiber along these transmission
lines. It will be of great interest to Region 10 to see how this is resolved. Political pressure may
be put upon WAPA for Estes Park to continue to use this fiber and depending upon how this is
resolved, Region 10 may be able to convince WAPA to share in its use of fiber from Montrose to
Gunnison.

NEO reached out to Tri-State regarding this route to see if there was a workable solution.
WAPA must give written authority to Tri-State to lease their fiber to Region 10. NEO’s team
has sent out emails to WAPA asking for their permission to have Tri-State lease their fiber to
Region 10.

Additionally, with the FCC’s February 26, 2015 decision of defining broadband services as a
utility, and under the definition of Title II services under the Communications Act, there may be
further ground to gain with WAPA. Having broadband defined as a utility seems to allow use
of this fiber under WAPA's existing charter. Further, there is the ability to use power and
transmission lines under the Communications Act.

As these considerations need to be further explored with WAPA, this route is projected to be
included in Phase 2 of the DOLA grant application. Another consideration is to partner with
DMEA on this route as DMEA expressed interest in having fiber built to serve the Cimarron
power substation. Cimarron is located approximately halfway between Montrose and
Gunnison.

An estimate of the IRU costs was provided to Region 10 and its members. Easements will need
to be perfected for many of the Tri-State routes.

New Fiber to be Built

Leveraging these existing fiber routes, there would be fiber optic cable that would need to be
built to serve the remaining communities and/or to extend the fiber from a power substation to
a carrier-neutral facility within a community.

Region 10 is planning to build the following routes for Phase 1 of the DOLA grant application,
within Delta and Montrose Counties:

To From
Doughspoon Delta CNL
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Hotchkiss Sub Hotchkiss CNL
Crawford Sub Crawford CNL
Olathe Sub Olathe CNL
Cedaredge Sub Cedaredge CNL
GARNET MESA Delta CNL
Paonia Sub Paonia CNL
Cedaredge Orchard City

The following routes are considered for new build for Phase 2 of the DOLA grant application.
Estimated costs to build these new routes for both Phase 1 and Phase 2 were provided to Region
10 and its member organizations.

To From
Gunnison Crested Butte
Ridgway Sawpit
Sawpit 145/Telluride
Roundabout at 145/Telluride Telluride

SMPA Telluride Substation

Sunshine Substation

SMPA Telluride Substation

Roundabout at 145/Telluride

Sunshine Substation

Ames Substation

Ames Substation Ophir
Ophir Silverton
Blue Mesa Substation (between | Lake City
Montrose and Gunnison)

WAPA substation near Gunnison | Gunnison
Ouray Sub Ouray
Norwood Sub Norwood

An additional route from the Blue Mesa Substation, located between Montrose and Gunnison
was added, using Tri-State transmission lines. Also, another route from Ophir to Silverton was
added as Tri-State mentioned this route was of importance to them and that, as a potential
partner with Region 10 for the Phase 2 grant submission, there may be in-kind contributions
that could be made and/or costs for the new routes that may be built may be borne by Tri-State.
Easements will need to be perfected on the two additional routes.

Another route was added from the Gunnison Substation to a carrier-neutral location as a place-

holder. As noted earlier, clarification must be done to determine where WAPA’s fiber
terminates near Gunnison.
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San Miguel Power Association, Fiber to the Built

NEO held several conference calls with San Miguel Power Association and Tri-State regarding
their plans to build fiber throughout San Miguel County. San Miguel Power and Tri-State are
currently planning to build fiber which would connect from the Sunshine Substation to
Telluride. San Miguel County and NEO Fiber have expressed interest in acquiring an IRU for
these routes once the San Miguel Power/Tri-State Build has been completed. An estimated cost
for the IRU has been provided to Region 10 and its members.

NEO had several discussions with Tri-State in reference to partnering on the potential fiber
build which would serve Ophir and had discussion in regards to sharing in the costs of this
build. Tri-State expressed interest in this route as it serves the Ames substation and could be
potentially extended to the fiber that is located in Silverton, providing further redundancy for
their power substations. Follow up with Tri-State and San Miguel Power Association is
strongly encouraged to share in these costs.

CenturyLink Fiber, IRU or Leased Circuit, Dark Fiber

NEO’s team has reached out the CenturyLink and CenturyTel several times to determine
whether either or both companies would be willing to sell an IRU for segments of their fiber
throughout the region. Specifically, CenturyTel and CenturyLink seem to be the only
companies that have fiber in or near Hinsdale County and Lake City. Other routes owned by
CenturyLink that are of interest to Region 10 include:

1. Montrose to Gunnison. It is understood that CenturyLink’s fiber is located along
Highway 50 in the CDOT right of way.

2. Gunnison to Crested Butte.

3. Cimmaron to Lake City. It is not clear as to CenturyLink’s route or location, but
apparently CenturyLink has a fiber route into Lake City.

4. Ridgway to Sawpit.

5. Sawpit to 145/Telluride.

Additionally, as there may be limited capacity on the Tri-State route from Montrose to Ouray,
and as it has been confirmed that CenturyLink has purchased an IRU from Tri-State on this
route, it would be beneficial to the region if CenturyLink would offer use or a dark fiber lease or
a leased circuit from Montrose to Ouray in addition to the routes listed above. If CenturyLink is
not willing to provide an IRU for these routes, which based upon their lack of response to our
inquiries on this topig, it is highly likely - leased circuits could be obtained from CenturyLink to
provide connectivity to these locations.

NEO did not get a response on several of its requests for pricing through CenturyLink.

However, NEO did receive pricing from Mammoth Networks to lease dark fiber for a few of the
locations. This pricing has been provided to Region 10 and its members.
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AGENDA ITEM or FINAL CONTRACT REVIEW SUBMITTAL FORM

Agenda Item: Revised Tourism Association Budget

Action Requested: Discussion

Parties to the Agreement:

Term Begins: Term Ends: Grant Contract #:
Summary:

The attached revised budget was provided by the TA on 11/18.

Fiscal Impact: $1,400,000 from LMD

Submitted by: Katherine Haase Submitter's Email Address: khaase@gunnisoncounty.org
Finance Review: @ Required O Not Required
Comments:

| have attached a document titled Marketing - Revised November 2015. This shows the result for the Marketing Fund if this amou
approved as the 2016 contract amount. With updated revenue estimates and this increase in expenditures, the net change is apg
$25,000 less in ending available resources projected at the end of 2016.

Reviewed by: GUNCOUNTY1\INienhueser Discharge Date: 11/19/2015
County Attorney Review: O Required @ Not Required
Comments:

Discharge Date: Certificate of Insurance Required

Reveiwed by: O O
Yes No

County Manager Review:

Comments:
Reveiwed by: GUNCOUNTYL\mbirnie Discharge Date: 11/19/2015
O consentagenda () Reguiar Agenda  (®) Worksession Time Allotted:

Agenda Date: 11/24/2015

Revised April 2015





Account

January February March April May June July August September October November December Subtotals
1000 Revenue
1100 LMD $ 116,667 $ 116,667 $ 116,667 $ 116,667 $ 116,667 $ 116,667 $ 116,667 $ 116,667 $ 116,667 $ 116,667 $ 116,667 $ 116,667 $ 1,400,000
1200 Grants $ -
1201 Mt. Crested Butte Admissions $ 85,000 $ 85,000
1202 Colorado Parks and Wildlife $ 50,000 $ 50,000
1300 COOP Programs $ -
1301 Chamber FatBike Worlds $ 18,600 $ 18,600
1400 Sponsorship $ -
1500 Central Reservations $ 11,100 $ 13,050 $ 13,350 $ 375 $ 1,050 $ 12,000 $ 12,000 $ 12,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 12,000 $ 94,925

$ 231,367 $ 129,717 $ 130,017 $ 117,042 $ 166,667 $ 117,717 $ 128,667 $ 128,667 $ 128,667 $ 120,667 $ 120,667 $ 128,667 $ 1,648,525
2000 Administration
2100 Board of Directors $ -
2101 BOD Stipend $ 2,100 $ 2,100 $ 2,100 $ 2,100 $ 2,100 $ 2,100 $ 2,100 $ 2,100 $ 2,100 $ 2,100 $ 2,100 $ 2,100 $ 25,200
2102 BOD Meeting Costs & Retreat $ 60 $ 60 $ 60 $ 60 $ 1,200 $ 60 $ 60 $ 60 $ 60 $ 60 $ 60 $ 60 $ 1,860
2103 BOD Training $ 2,000 $ 2,000
2104 BOD Insurance $ 550 $ 550
2200 Salaries and Benefits $ -
2201 Director Salary $ -
2202 Director Bonus $ -
2203 Diretor Benefits $ -
2210 Contract Labor $ -
2211 Executive Director $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 120,000
2212 Project Manager $ 5,600 $ 5600 $ 5,600 $ 5,600 $ 5,600 $ 5600 $ 5824 $ 5824 $ 5824 $ 5824 $ 5824 $ 5824 $ 68,544
2313 Administrative Assistant $ 1,200 $ 1,200 $ 1,200 $ 1,200 $ 1,200 $ 1,200 $ 1,200 $ 1,200 $ 1,200 $ 1,200 $ 1,200 $ 1,200 $ 14,400
2300 Operational Expenses $ -
2310 Computers/Office Equipment/¢ $ 1,800 $ 300 $ 300 $ 300 $ 300 $ 300 $ 300 $ 300 $ 300 $ 300 $ 300 $ 300 $ 5,100
2311 Durable Goods & Depreciable Equipment $ -
2312 Supplies $ -
2313 Postage $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 1,200
2314 Rent $ -
2315 Storage $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 1,200
2316 Utilities $ R
2317 Phone/Fax/Internet $ 275 % 275 % 275 % 275 $ 275 % 275 % 275 % 275 $ 275 % 275 % 275 % 275 % 3,300
2318 Leased Equipment $ 125 % 125 $ 125 $ 125 % 125 $ 125 $ 125 $ 125 $ 125 $ 125 $ 125 $ 125 % 1,500
2350 Web Related $ -
2351 Hosting $ 243 3% 243 % 243 % 243 % 243 3% 243 % 243 % 243 % 243 3% 243 $ 243 % 243 $ 2,916
2352 App $ 410 $ 410 $ 410 $ 410 $ 410 $ 410 $ 410 $ 410 $ 410 $ 410 $ 410 $ 410 $ 4,920
2353 Design & Development $ 15,000 $ 15,000
2354 Maintenance & Repairs $ 350 $ 350 $ 350 $ 350 $ 350 $ 350 $ 350 $ 350 $ 350 $ 350 $ 350 $ 350 $ 4,200

$ -

2400 Contract Services $ -
2411 Accounting Services $ 275 % 275 % 275 % 275 % 275 % 275 % 275 % 275 % 275 % 275 % 275 % 275 % 3,300
2412 Research Services- Analytic R $ 450 $ 450 $ 450 $ 450 $ 450 $ 450 $ 450 $ 450 $ 450 $ 450 $ 450 $ 450 $ 5,400
2413 Auditing & Tax Preparation $ 9,000 $ 9,000
2414 Business Owners Policy $ 500 $ 500

Grand Totals

$

$

1,648,525

290,090





subtotal $

3000 Marketing

3100 Contract Labor

3101 Marketing Coordinator
3200 Contract Services

3201 Photography/Videography
3202 Production

3203 Media Planning

3300 Advertising/Media

3310 Social Media Advertising
3320 Electronic Advertising
3330 Local Advertising

3340 Print Advertising

3341 Vacation Guide

3342 Fulfillment

3350 Tradeshows

3400 Market Research

3401 Destimetrics

3402 Tourism Intelligence Group- D

3403 Hill Aevium

3500 Public Relations

3501 Public Relations Manager
3502 Vocus- PR Measurement
3510 Journalist FAMs

3511 Travel

3512 Entertainment

3513 Promotional

3520 Tour Operator FAMs
3521 Travel

3522 Entertainment

3523 Promotional

3600 Visitor Centers

3601 Gunnison Visitor Center
3602 CB/Mt. CB Visitor Centers

subtotal

4000 Campaigns (?)
4100 Air

4110 LAX

4111 LAX Marketing
4112 LAX Buydown

4113 LAX AlmostFamous Productio

4120 IAH

4121 |AH Marketing
4122 1AH Buydown
4130 DFW

4131 DFW Marketing
4132 DFW Buydown
4133 WSCU Buydown
4140 ORD

4141 ORD Marketing
4142 ORD Buydown
4150 Airport Guest Recovery

38,088 $ 21,588 21,588 $ 21,588 $ 31,728 $ 21,588 $ 22,862 $ 21,812 $ 23812 $ 21,812 $ 21,812 21,812 $ 290,090

$ -

$ 2,000 $ 2,000 2,000 $ 2,000 $ 2,000 $ 2,000 $ 2,000 $ 2,000 $ 2,000 $ 2,000 $ 2,000 2,000 $ 24,000
$ -

$ 5,500 $ 5,500 $ 5500 $ 5500 $ 5,500 $ 27,500

$ -

$ 2,500 $ 2,500 2500 $ 2,500 $ 2,500 $ 2500 $ 2500 $ 2,500 $ 2,500 $ 2500 $ 2,500 2,500 $ 30,000
$ -

$ 250 $ 250 250 $ 250 $ 250 $ 250 $ 250 $ 250 $ 250 $ 250 $ 250 250 $ 3,000
$ 25,000 $ 25,000 $ 25,000 $ 25,000 $ 100,000

500 $ 500 $ 500 $ 500 $ 2,000

$ -

35,000 $ 35,000

$ 1,650 $ 1,650 1,650 $ 1,650 $ 1,650 $ 1,650 $ 1,650 $ 1,650 $ 1,650 $ 1,650 $ 1,650 1,650 $ 19,800
$ -

$ -

$ -

$ 1,000 $ 1,000 1,000 $ 1,000 $ 1,000 $ 1,000 $ 1,000 $ 1,000 $ 1,000 $ 1,000 $ 1,000 1,000 $ 12,000
$ 5,000 $ 5,000 $ 10,000

$ -

$ 3,750 $ 3,750 3,750 $ 3,750 $ 3,750 $ 3,750 $ 3,900 $ 3,900 $ 3,900 $ 3,900 $ 3,900 3,900 $ 45,900
$ 7,500 $ 7,500

$ 5000 $ 2,000 $ 2,000 $ 2,000 $ 5,000 $ 3,500 $ 2,000 $ 2,000 2,000 $ 25,500
$ -

$ -

$ -

$ 2,500 $ 2,500

$ -

$ -

$ -

$ -

$ 25,000 $ 25,000
$ 25,000 $ 25,000
$ 66,150 $ 13,150 46,650 $ 16,650 $ 18,650 $ 43,650 $ 46,800 $ 50,300 $ 46,800 $ 11,800 $ 20,800 13,300 $ 394,700
$ -

$ -

$ -

$ 20,000 $ 5,000 10,000 $ 35,000
$ 20,000 $ 10,000 10,000 $ 40,000
$ 20,000 10,000 $ 30,000
$ -

$ 22,000 $ 5,000 $ 5,000 $ 5,000 $ 15,000 10,000 $ 62,000
$ 5,000 $ 5,000 5,000 $ 5,000 $ 20,000
$ -

$ 22,000 $ 5,000 10,000 $ 37,000
$ 25,000 $ 5,000 5,000 $ 5,000 $ 40,000
$ 10,000 $ 10,000

10,000 $ 10,000

$ 22,000 $ 5,000 $ 27,000
$ - $ 5,000 10,000 $ 5,000 $ 20,000
$ 6,667 $ 6,667 6,667 $ 5,000 $ 4,000 5,000 $ 34,000

$

$

394,700

1,049,358





4200 Lodging

4201 Gunnison Getaway

4202 Ski Photography

4300 Events

4500 Mountain Biking

4501 Warren Miller Entertainment
4502 Fat Bike Worlds Promotion
4503 Bike Expos/Shows

4504 Mountain Biking Event
4505 Mountain Biking Big Data
4506 Signage

4600 Blue Mesa

4601 Boat Expo

4602 SUP Event

4700 Nordic

4701 Nordic Events

4702 Nordic Marketing

4800 Central Reservations
4900 Customer Experience

subtotal

subtotal all expenses

2014 rollover funds
residual funds

$
$ 35,000 $ 30,000 $ 25,000 $ 25,000 $ 115,000
$ 5,000 $ 5,000
$ -
$ -
$ 55,000 $ 55,000
$ 25,000 $ 25,000
$ 2,500 $ 2,500 $ 2,500 $ 2,500 $ 10,000
$ 10,000 $ 40,000 $ 10,000 $ 60,000
$ 33,333 $ 33,333 $ 33,333 §$ 33,333 $ 16,666 $ 149,998
$ 75,000 $ 25,000 $ 100,000
$ R
$ 5,000 $ 5,000
$ 30,000 $ 30,000
$ -
$ 5,000 $ 5,000 $ 10,000
$ 9,000 $ 5,000 $ 14,000
$ 12,111 $ 11,272 $ 10,674 $ 5392 $ 6,432 $ 7479 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 6,000 6,000 $ 10,000 $ 105,360
$ 30,000 $ 30,000
$ 308,778 $ 107,939 $ 72,341 $ 22,892 $ 152,265 $ 70,812 $ 63,333 $ 87,333 $ 74,166 $ 18,500 6,000 $ 95,000 $ 1,079,358
$ 1,764,148
$ 413,016 $ 142,677 $ 140,579 $ 61,130 $ 202,643 $ 136,050 $ 132,995 $ 159,445 $ 144,778 $ 52,112 48,612 $ 130,112 $ 1,764,148
$186,983
$ 5334 $ (7,626) $ (18,188) $ 37,724 $ 1,747 $ (16,586) $ (20,914) $ (51,693) $ (67,804) $ 751 72,805 $ 71,360

$

101,360
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GUNNISON COUNTY, COLORADO
2016 BUDGET

Activity: Marketing District
Cost Center: Marketing District
Account: 91 810-00 000-0

a5 Amanidod 2015 July YTD | 2015 Projected| 2016 Budget
Total Revenues 1,386,943 1,142,400 1,142,400 519,408 1,407,500 1,307,500
Total Expenditures 1,274,132 1,225,753 1,275,753 986,031 1,400,424 1,438,251
Excess Revenues (Net Cost to County) 112,811 (83,353) (133,353) (466,623) 7,076 (130,751)

2014 Actual Expenditures vs. 2015 Estimated Expenditures
2015 Budget Variance (Revenues Net of Expenditures)
2015 Expenditures Under (Over) Budget

2015 Budgeted Expenditures vs. 2016 Budget Request

Budget Detail

Object Description 2014 Actual s Adopted s Amended 2015 July YTD | 2015 Projected 6 Budget

Revenues
4022 Marketing & Promotion Tax 1,376,213 1,140,000 1,140,000 513,166 1,400,000 1,300,000
4560 Interest Charges 541 1,000 1,000 531 700 700
4599 Other Fines 9,115 400 400 4,032 5,000 5,000
4610 Earnings on Investments 1,074 1,000 1,000 1,680 1,800 1,800
Totals 1,386,943 1,142,400 1,142,400 519,408 1,407,500 1,307,500
Expenditures
7324 Contracted Services - = = 18,913 19,000 =
7329 Other Professional Services 1,218,407 1,174,907 1,224,907 947,589 1,332,685 1,400,000
7350 State Fees 1,179 2,000 2,000 (206) 100 100
7353 Treasurer's Fees 15,130 14,000 14,000 7,340 14,000 14,000
7460 Auditing 2,500 2,569 2,569 - 2,600 2,600
7470 Insurance & Bonds 3,668 3,608 3,608 3,401 3,420 3,420
7660 Investment Commissions/Fees i8 100 100 - 50 50
7801 Transfer to General Fund 23,029 18,312 18,312 4,849 18,312 7,824
9028 Passthrough Expenditures 10,200 10,257 10,257 4,146 10,257 10,257
Totals 1,274,132 1,225,753 1,275,753 986,031 1,400,424 1,438,251
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