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Question 10, 11, and 12 

10 a.  If the project is not fully staffed, described how any lack of staffing may impact the project’s timeline and when the project will be fully staffed.
The Project Team indicated in the Project Plan that an assistant and intern would be hired during Quarter 1 of Year 4.  The Project Team retained a volunteer intern during Quarters 1 and 2 of 2013 and is in the process of hiring a paid assistant who will join the team during Quarter 3 of 2013 to help support the Broadband Capacity Building Project through 2014.   
Currently, the mapping arm of the Utah Broadband Project is fully staffed.  There was a slight decrease in activity from Q1 to Q2 in 2013 because the mapping team was not actively preparing for a data submission in Q2, as the latest data submission to the NTIA was on April 1, the first day of Q2 2013.  Data Collection activity is expected to pick up in Q3 2013 as preparation picks up for the October 1 data submission to the NTIA.   Broadband addressing activities had a slight increase from Q1 to Q2 as efforts were focused on finalizing the statewide address point dataset available, which was published on June 28, 2013.  Starting in Q2 and continuing into Q3, the address point dataset is being used for improving data collection accuracy, and broadband verification efforts.
Note: Staffing table in 10B was completed pursuant to instructions for Question 10B from Quarterly PPR Instructions.  Also, employees who worked less than 2 hours (which rounds to an FTE of 0) were listed as an FTE of 1 percent based upon guidance from Utah's NTIA Program Officer.
11. Subcontracts
11.a Subcontracts Table:    
A.  Pursuant correspondence with the Utah Broadband Project's (Project) Federal Program Officer in May 2013, the following information is being provided in the Q2 2013 PPR which summarizes changes to award contract amounts for this and future Quarterly Performance Progress Reports.  These changes do not result in the need for a budget amendment, do not increase the level of funding required for the project, and do not change the currently approved budget amounts for various budget categories.
Table 11a of the Q1 2013 Quarterly Performance Progress Report, the Project listed the following three items:
1)  Contract Name:  Utah Interactive, Subcontract Purpose:  Mapping, Contract Amount:  $85,000.
2)  Contract Name:  Contracts with 7 Association of Utah Government (AOG) for Regional Planning Activities; Subcontract Purpose:  Capacity Building, Contract Amount:  $140,000 (i.e., $20,000 per AOG).
3)  Contract Name:  Consultant to assist with execution of AOG contracts and with State Broadband Summit, Subcontract Purpose:  Capacity Building, Contract Amount:  $40,000.
Total Contract Values:  $265,000

During contract negotiations with the AOGs it was determined that one AOG (Wasatch Front Regional Council) would require $14,000 additional funding due to the fact this council covers a much greater share of the Utah population (which includes both rural and urban sections) than the other AOGs and additional funding would be required in order to complete the scope of work required for regional planning activities.  In order to fund this activity, the Project has identified savings from the website development activities completed by Utah Interactive (#1 above) which will now be used to fund the incremental $14,000.  In addition, the contract with Bear River Association of Governments (one of the 7 listed in #2 above) and contract #3 above for a consultant will be combined together as the final contract negotiations resulted in one contract for $60,000 for both activities.  
Therefore, as of the end of Q2 2013, future quarterly performance progress reports will now include the following: 
1)  Contract Name:  Utah Interactive, Subcontract Purpose:  Mapping, Contract Amount:  $71,000. 
2)  Contract Name:  Contracts with 5 Association of Utah Government (AOG) for Regional Planning Activities; Subcontract Purpose:  Capacity Building, Contract Amount:  $100,000 (i.e., $20,000 per AOG). 
3)  Contract Name: Contract with Wasatch Front Regional Council for Regional Planning Activities; Subcontract Purpose:  Capacity Building, Contract Amount: $34,000.
4)  Contract Name:  Bear River Association of Government for regional Planning Activities and consultant to assist with the execution of other AOG contracts and with State Broadband Summit, Subcontract Purpose:  Capacity Building, Contract Amount: $60,000. 
Total Contract Values:  $265,000

B.  The original Master Address List (MAL) Project (i.e., to build a statewide address point database) component of the Utah Broadband Project envisioned contracting with all 29 counties to be the main data sources for the address points, as the Project Team felt a local data source was best.  This was to be accomplished through a vendor payment of $17,000 to each county upon completion of the work specified in the contract.  For various reasons (e.g., not wanting to do the work internally or to contract for it, or the County was working on its own address point project and would not be able to meet the timeframe specified in the contract), four counties did not contract with the Utah Broadband Project to produce their own dataset.   Currently the Project’s mapping team is working on behalf of, and in coordination with the four non-contracted counties to produce an address point dataset for those counties.  Upon completion the data will be used by the Broadband Project and also turned over to the four counties for future use.  As such, the $68,000 previously budgeted in the Contracts category for the four counties who chose not to execute a contract with AGRC for the MAL Project will now be used to pay AGRC salaries for MAL Project technical support activities performed by AGRC for the four counties.  This will ensure that the address point dataset is truly statewide.  This change does not necessitate a project budget amendment.
C.  During Q2 2013 the Project Team began drafting an RFP for a follow-up wireless drive testing survey.  The RFP will be issued in Q3 2013.  The contracts table will be modified in the Q3 2013 Quarterly Performance Progress Report to reflect the results of the RFP whereby a new contract will be entered and the International Research Center Contract reduced by the corresponding amount of the new contract thereby resulting in no increase in the Contracts budget category.  This change will not require budget modification.
11b. Describe any challenges encountered with vendors or subrecipients.
N/A


12. Budget Worksheet
A.  In response to the Award Match Audit conducted by NTIA, on April 18, 2013, the Utah Broadband Project filed an Award Action Request with NTIA (see attachment entitled 1-2013_ AAR_ Award Action Request[1]).  The purpose of the award action request was to correct an error in the match funding.  The Approved Matching funds in the Personnel Salaries category  in all tables provided with this quarterly PPR includes both salaries and benefits.  The award action request proposed breaking those numbers out between the Personal salaries and the Personal fringe benefits column.  
On May 13, 2013, the Project Team received the following response from the National Institute of Standards & Technology Grants and Agreements Management Division:
“The Grants Office has received the Award Action Request you submitted for a budget revision on the subject award; the request will not generate a budget modification because the change is less that 10% of the overall budget.  The Grants Office acknowledge the receipt of the AAR and will incorporate it in the award file.”  Therefore, no change to the Approved Matching Funds are included in the Q2 PPR.
Based upon comments received during NTIA’s match audit, however, in the Match Funds Expended category match salaries and benefits from Public Service Commission of Utah and the Governor’s Office of Economic Development personnel are now broken out between the Personal Salary and Personal Benefits Categories based upon a 70 percent Salary/30 percent benefit split.  This new method shows a decrease in personnel salaries and an increase in personnel fringe benefits when compared with the Q1 2013 PPR.
B.  Note: The Federal share of expenditures on the SF 425 report (line e), does not match ARRA 1512 Report (cells E14 and E15) filed in early July 2013 due to more recent financial information available after close of the ARRA reporting period.   A revised ARRA 1512 report will be filed in late July or early August 2013 to reflect the most recent information but will result in a difference of only approximately -$170 from the original Q2 2013 ARRA 1512 report.
C.  The original Master Address List (MAL) Project (i.e., to build a statewide address point database) component of the Utah Broadband Project envisioned contracting with all 29 counties to be the main data sources for the address points, as the Project Team felt a local data source was best.  This was to be accomplished through a vendor payment of $17,000 to each county upon completion of the work specified in the contract.  For various reasons (e.g., not wanting to do the work internally or to contract for it, or the County was working on its own address point project and would not be able to meet the timeframe specified in the contract), four counties (Utah, Salt Lake, Davis, and Garfield) did not contract with the Utah Broadband Project to produce their own dataset.   Currently the Project’s mapping team is working on behalf of, and in coordination with, the four non-contracted counties to produce an address point dataset for those counties.  Upon completion the data will be used by the Broadband Project and also turned over to the four counties for future use.  As such, the $68,000 previously budgeted in the Contracts category for the four counties who chose not to execute a contract with AGRC for the MAL Project will now be used to pay AGRC salaries for MAL Project technical support activities performed by AGRC for the four counties.  This will ensure that the address point dataset is truly statewide.  This change does not necessitate a project budget amendment.
D.  When the same numbers were included in the federal funds expended column in Section 12 Budget Worksheet of the Q2 2013PPR PDF file and the Summary page of the Project Attachment excel spreadsheet they summed up automatically to different numbers – i.e., the Project Attachment Summary spreadsheet was off by $1 USING THE SAME NUMBERS and using automatic summation. 
 
The columns on both forms showed the following numbers:  Salary:  $1,840,658; Benefits:  $149,690; Travel:  $43,824; Materials/Supplies:  $10,547; Subcontracts:  $1,094,425; and Other:  $23,713.  The PPR PDF file added up to $3,162,857 (which is correct and matches the SF425) but the Project Attachment Summary page added up to $3,162,858. 

In order to force a match, the travel number on the Project Attachment was changed to $43,823.  The numbers in the Project Attachment summary page submitted with the Q2 PPR for federal funds expended column are as shown below: 
Salary:  $1,840,658
Benefits:  $149,690
Travel:  $43,823
Materials/Supplies:  $10,547
Subcontracts:  $1,094,425
Other:  $23,713
 
If these numbers are added up manually they add to $3,162,856 -- but the project attachment summary spreadsheet now shows $3,162,857 which matches the PPR PDF file and the SF425.  This probably is the result the rounding method used in the spreadsheet.

 



