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Linrrmsil Servee ScammntheE LIrspuen

To: Craig Davis, Vice President, Rural Health Care Division

From: Wayne Scott, Vice President, Internal Audit Division

Date: September 5, 2014

Re:  Independent Auditor’s Report on Iowa Rural Health Telecommunication

Program’s Compliance with Rural Health Care Pilot Program Rules (USAC
Audit No. RH2013PP018)

Introduction

The Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) Internal Audit Division (IAD)
performed an audit of lowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program (Beneficiary),
Health Care Provider (HCP) number 17226, for compliance with the regulations and
orders governing the Rural Health Care Pilot Program, set forth in the Pilot Program
Selection Order, ' as well as other program requirements (collectively, the Rules).
Compliance with the Rules is the responsibility of the Beneficiary’s management. USAC
IAD’s responsibility is to express a conclusion on the Beneficiary’s compliance with the
Rules based on our audit.

The Beneficiary provides health care services within the states of lowa and South Dakota.

Purpose and Scope

The purpose of our audit was to determine whether the Beneficiary complied with the
Rules. We conducted this performance audit in accordance with Generally Accepted
Government Auditing Standards (GAGAS) issued by the Comptroller General of the
United States (2011 Revision).” Those standards require that we plan and perform the
audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our
findings and conclusions based on our objectives.” Our audit included examining, on a
test basis, evidence supporting the type and amount of services received, as well as
performing other procedures we considered necessary to form a conclusion. We believe

! In the Matter of Rural Health Care Support Mechanism, WC Docket No. 02-60, Order, FCC 07-198, 22
FCC Rced 20360 (2007) (Pilot Program Selection Order).

% See U.S. Government Accountability Office, Government Auditing Standards, GAO-12-331G, § 6.56
(Rev. Dec. 2011).

3 See id.
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that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions

based on our objectives.

The following chart summarizes the Rural Health Care Pilot Program support amounts
committed and disbursed to the Beneficiary for Funding Year 2009 (audit period):

Amount Amount
Service Type Committed Disbursed
Network Equipment $3,921,289 $3,738,216
Network Management Costs $231,590 $231,590
Infrastructure and Outside Plant $4,385,473 $4,379,252
Leased Facilities or Services $1,379,478 1,240,789
Ethernet Services $381,161 $378,698
Total $10,298,991 $9,968,545

Note: The amounts committed and disbursed reflect funding year activity as of July 10,

2014.

The committed total represents 26 FCC Form 466-A applications with 26 Funding
Request Numbers (FRNs). We selected thirteen FRNs, which represent $9,480,910 of
the funds disbursed during the audit period, to perform the procedures enumerated below
with respect to the Funding Year 2009 applications submitted by the Beneficiary.

Our procedures were performed to determine whether the Beneficiary complied with the
Rules. For the purposes of this report, a finding is a condition that shows evidence of

noncompliance with the Rules.

Conclusion

Based upon the test work performed, our examination disclosed that the Beneficiary did
not comply with the Rules as set forth in the four audit findings discussed below. A
summary of the procedures and results is included below.

Findings

e Service provider involvement in Beneficiary’s competitive bidding process.

e Rural Health Care Pilot Program support used to fund ineligible participants.

e Beneficiary certified and service provider submitted invoices to USAC prior to
collecting payment for the minimum 15 percent contribution from the Beneficiary.

e Beneficiary did not notify USAC and the FCC that the network project was not
initiated within six months of the funding commitment letter (FCL).
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Exceptions Taken and Recovery Action

Findings

Monetary Effect
of Finding

USAC Recovery
Action

#1 — Service provider involvement in
Beneficiary’s competitive bidding
process.

$529,147

$529,147

#2 - Rural Health Care Pilot Program
support used to fund ineligible
participants.

$78,828

$78,828

#3 - Beneficiary certified and service
provider submitted invoices to USAC
prior to collecting payment for the
minimum 15 percent contribution from
the Beneficiary.

$0

$0

#4 — Beneficiary did not notify USAC and
the FCC that the network project was not
initiated within six months of the Funding
Commitment Letter.

$0

$0

Total Net Monetary Effect

$607,975

$607,975

Audit Procedures, Findings, and Responses

A. Application Process

We obtained an understanding of the Beneficiary’s processes relating to the Rural
Health Care Pilot Program. Specifically, we obtained and examined documentation
to support its effective use of funding and that adequate controls exist to determine
whether funds were used in accordance with the Rules. We used inquiry and direct
observation to determine whether the Beneficiary used funding as indicated in its

Network Cost Worksheet (NCW).

We obtained and examined documentation to determine whether the Project
Coordinator obtained Letters of Agency from the Beneficiary’s network HCPs and/or
the HCPs’ health systems authorizing the Beneficiary’s lead entity and/or Project
Coordinator to act on their behalf, confirming the HCPs’ agreement to participate in
the network, and that the entities agree to avoid improper duplicate support for any

HCPs participating in multiple networks.

We also obtained and examined the FCC Forms 466-A and the FCC Form 466-A
Attachments to determine whether the Beneficiary identified the participating HCPs
and documented the allocation of eligible costs related to the provision of health care
services. We also obtained and examined the NCW to determine whether ineligible
costs, if any, were identified and ineligible entities, if any, paid their fair share. We
did not assess the reasonableness of any fair share amount since the Rules do not

define what is considered reasonable.
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B. Competitive Bid Process
We obtained and examined documentation to determine whether all bids for the
managed Ethernet services received were properly evaluated. We used inquiry and
examined documentation to determine whether the Beneficiary considered price and
the non-cost factors including prior experience, personal qualifications, management
capability, and environmental objectives (if appropriate). We obtained and examined
documentation to determine whether no evaluation criteria was weighted higher than
price but we did not assess the reasonableness of the weight assigned to the non-cost
factors because the Rules do not define how to value the non-cost factors. We also
obtained and examined evidence that the Beneficiary waited the required 28 days
from the date the FCC Form 465 was posted on USAC’s website before selecting or
signing contracts with the selected service provider(s). We evaluated the services
requested and purchased for cost-effectiveness as well.

We did not examine the competitive bid process as it relates to the Internet2 annual
subscription services because the Rules provide a waiver of the competitive bidding
requirements for such services. '

C. Eligibility
We used inquiry and direct observation, and obtained and examined documentation to
substantiate that the Beneficiary’s eligible HCPs were public or non-profit eligible
health care providers. We also obtained and examined documentation to determine
whether the Beneficiary connected more than a de minimis number of eligible rural
HCPs. For the purposes of our audit, de minimis is defined as one since the Rules do
not define de minimis. We verified that a de minimis number of eligible HCPs are
located in a rural area and verified that the eligible HCPs’ physical addresses were the
same as listed on the applications. We verified through inquiry, and obtained and
examined documentation to determine whether the entities participating in the Project
were not funded by the Rural Health Care (RHC) Pilot Program for the same services
funded by the RHC Primary Program or any other Universal Service support
program.

We used inquiry and direct observation, and obtained and examined documentation to
determine whether ineligible entities, if any, were properly reported on the FCC Form
465.

D. Invoicing Process
We obtained and examined invoices for which payment was disbursed by USAC to
determine whether the services identified on the service provider invoices submitted
to USAC and the corresponding service provider bills submitted to the Beneficiary
were consistent with the terms and specifications of the service provider agreements.
We also obtained and examined documentation to determine whether the Beneficiary

! See Pilot Program Selection Order, 22 FCC Red 20368, 9 20.
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provided proper notice of the services’ initiation to the FCC and USAC. In addition,
we obtained and examined documentation to determine whether the Beneficiary paid
its required 15 percent minimum contribution and that the required contribution was
from eligible sources. We also obtained and examined documentation to determine
whether the Project’s disbursements did not exceed 85 percent of the total costs.

E. Reporting Process
We obtained and examined documentation to determine whether the Beneficiary
timely submitted its quarterly reports to USAC and the FCC, and that the reports
included the required information, including an update on the Beneficiary’s
Sustainability Plan. We obtained and examined the Sustainability Plan to determine
whether it included the required content. We did not conclude on the reasonableness
of the Sustainability Plan or whether the Project can meet or maintain the objectives
described in the plan because the Rules do not define how to assess the
reasonableness of the content included in the Sustainability Plan.

F. Health Care Provider Location
We verified through inquiry and observation that the services provided existed and
were functional. We also verified through inquiry and observation that the supported
services for eligible HCPs were used for purposes reasonably related to the provision
of health care services and in accordance with the Rules.

Our audit findings, as well as the responses to the findings, are provided below. We have
evaluated the validity of the Beneficiary’s and service provider’s (where applicable)
responses to our findings, and our position on these issues remains unchanged.
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Finding #1
Service Provider Involvement in Beneficiary’s Competitive Bidding Process

Condition

IAD examined documentation, including the FCC Forms 465, Requests for Proposal
(RFPs), bids received for the services solicited in the RFPs, and bid evaluation matrices
to determine whether the Beneficiary complied with the Rules governing the competitive
bidding process for FRNs 41446, 63145, 64723, and 68296. In addition, IAD inquired of
the Beneficiary and examined documentation to obtain an understanding of the RFP
development and bid evaluation process that was used for the Beneficiary’s Rural Health
Care Pilot Program (RHCPP) funded network.

The Beneficiary issued the following six RFPs for its RHCPP funded network:
(1) RFP 08-001 (Outside Plant Fiber) (USAC RFP#00);
(2) RFP 08-002 (Network and Site Electronics) (USAC RFP#01);
(3) RFP 09-002 (Quality Assurance Inspection Services) (USAC RFP # 02);
(4) RFP 10-001 (Broadband Lit services) (USAC RFP #03);
(5) RFP 12-004 (Outside Plant Fiber, Quality Assurance Inspection Services, and
Network Electronics) (USAC RFP #05); and
(6) RFP 12-005 (Meshed Ethernet Bandwidth Connectivity) (USAC RFP #04).

For RFP 08-001 (USAC RFP#00), the Beneficiary also requested Quality Assurance
Inspection Services but did not award a contract after evaluating the bids for those
services.

The Beneficiary selected lowa Communications Network (ICN) as the service provider
for RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP #04) (FRNs 64723 and 68296) and selected Access
Integration Specialists (AIS) to provide Quality Assurance Inspection Services for RFP
09-002 (USAC RFP # 02) (FRN 41446) and RFP 12-004 (USAC RFP #05) (FRN
63145).

The Beneficiary informed the Rural Health Care Program (RHCP) on May 29, 2008, that
ICN assisted in the development of the RHC Pilot Program application to the FCC,
assisted in the development of the RFPs, functioned as the project manager for the fiber
build-out and electronics, and staffed and evaluated the bids received.! On June 29,
2009, the Beneficiary informed RHCP that ICN also assisted in the development of the
initial and revised Quality Assurance Inspection Services RFPs 08-001 and 09-002.> The
Beneficiary also explained that Tony Crandell (AIS) assisted with the request for
proposal and bid evalution for the network plan when the Beneficiary prepared its
application for the RHCPP in 2007.% The Beneficiary confirmed that Tony Crandell
(AIS), Dave Swanson (ICN) and Art Spies (IRHTP) were the main persons responsible

! Email from Arthur Spies, IRHTP, to USAC (May 29, 2008).

* Memorandum from Arthur Spies to RHCP, “Use of Vendors as Consultants and Project Funding for QA
Inspection Services RFP 002,” (June 29, 2009).

> Memorandum from Art Spies, IRHTP, to USAC (Oct. 2, 2013).
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for reviewing the bids received in response to the RFPs, but Tony Crandell was excluded
from the bid evaluations for RFP 09-002 (USAC RFP # 02) and the quality assurance
section of RFP 12-004 (USAC RFP #05) and Dave Swanson was excluded from the bid
evaluation for RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP #04).! The Beneficary further confirmed that
Tony Crandell (AIS) was not an employee with ICN, but has been contracted by ICN
“over the last six years for various projects such as developing scopes of work for various
ICN projects and ensuring ICN construction contractors met all of ICN and industry
construction standards and practices.”” IAD reviewed documentation from the
Benficiary that indicates Art Spies (IRHTP), Dave Swanson (ICN) and/or Tony Crandell
(AIS) were part of the Beneficiary’s evaluation committee responsible for reviewing the
bid responses to the six RFPs.’

IAD noted that Tony Crandell, owner of service provider, AIS, and a consultant to ICN,
participated in the development of RFP 08-001 (USAC RFP#00), RFP 08-002 (USAC
RFP#01), RFP 10-001 (USAC RFP #03), RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP #04), and sections of
RFP 12-004 (USAC RFP #05) (outside plan dark fiber and network electronics
sections).” In addition, Tony Crandell assisted in the evaluation of the service provider
bids received for the aforementioned RFPs. IAD also noted that Dave Swanson,
employee of ICN, participated in the development of RFP 08-001 (USAC RFP#00), RFP
08-002 (USAC RFP#01), RFP 09-002 (USAC RFP # 02), RFP 10-001 (USAC RFP #03),
and RFP 12-004 (USAC RFP #05).> Mr. Swanson also assisted in the evaluation of the
service provider bids received for the aforementioned RFPs.

AIS submitted two bids and was awarded contracts for the services solicited in RFP 09-
002 (USAC RFP # 02) and the Quality Assurance Services section in RFP 12-004 (USAC
RFP #05). IAD examined the contracts and noted that Tony Crandell (AIS) was also the
key individual that provided consultation services during the Beneficiary’s network
development, which included assisting with the development of RFPs 08-001 (USAC
RFP #00), 08-002 (USAC RFP #01), 10-001 (USAC RFP #03), 12-005 (USAC RFP
#04), and sections of RFP 12-004 (USAC RFP #05). IAD also noted that quality
assurance services were originally requested in RFP 08-001 (USAC RFP #00), but a
contract was not awarded for the quality assurance services after the Beneficiary
evaluated the bids received for RFP 08-001 (USAC RFP #00). Mr. Crandell was one of
the bid ev6a1uat0rs for RFP 08-001 (USAC RFP #00) and assisted in the development of
this RFP.

ICN submitted a bid and was awarded a contract for the services solicited in RFP 12-005
(USAC RFP #04). ICN was also involved in the development of RFP 08-001 (USAC
RFP #00), RFP 08-002 (USAC RFP #01), RFP 09-002 (USAC RFP #02), RFP 10-001

! Memorandum from Art Spies, IRHTP, to USAC (Mar. 13, 2014).
2 Memorandum from Art Spies, IRHTP, to USAC (May 15, 2014).
? See, e.g., Memorandum from Art Spies, IRHTP to USAC (Mar. 13, 2014).
* Memorandum from Art Spies, IRHTP, to USAC (May 15, 2014).
5
1d.
°Id.

USAC Audit No. RH2013PP018 Page 7 of 40



(USAC RFP #03), and RFP 12-004." Dave Swanson (ICN) also assisted in the bid
evalaution of the service provider bids received for these RFPs.

The first FCC Form 465 was for RFP 08-001 (USAC RFP#00) and it was submitted to
the RHCP on July 28, 2008. The FCC Form 465 and the associated RFPs 08-001 (USAC
RFP#00) and 08-002 (USAC RFP#01) were posted on USAC’s website on July 31, 2008.
As noted above, the Beneficiary informed the RHCP on May 29, 2008, that ICN assisted
in the development of the RHC Pilot Program application to the FCC, assisted in the
development of the RFPs, functioned as the project manager for the fiber build-out and
electronics, and staffed and evaluated the bids received.” On June 29, 2009, the
Beneficiary informed RHCP that ICN also assisted in the development of the initial and
revised Quality Assurance Inspection Services RFPs 08-001(USAC RFP#00) and 09-002
(USAC RFP # 02).> The Beneficiary did not identify Tony Crandell or AIS as a
participant in the Beneficiary’s competitive bidding process in either the May 29, 2008 or
the June 29, 2009 notification letter. However, the Beneficiary informed the RHCP of
AIS’s assistance in the development of the RFPs 10-001 (USAC RFP #03) and 12-004
(USAC RFP #05) and the evaluation of the bids received for those RFPs on April 11,
2011, and June 21, 2012, (which was after the competitive bidding process was
completed and a service provider was selected).” In addition, the Beneficiary informed
the RHCP on April 19, 2012, that AIS assisted in the development of RFP 12-005
(USASC RFP #04) prior to posting the FCC Form 465 on USAC’s website on April 27,
2012.

The Beneficiary informed IAD that AIS was not involved in the development of RFP 09-
002 (USAC RFP # 02) or in the Quality Assurance Services section of RFP 12-004
(USAC RFP #05) nor was AIS involved in the evaluation of the bids received for RFP
09-002 (USAC RFP # 02) or the Quality Assurance Services section of RFP 12-004
(USAC RFP #05).° In addition, the Beneficiary informed IAD that ICN was not involved
in the development of RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP #04), or the evaluation of bids received
for RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP #04).”

IAD examined the competitive bidding documentation for RFP 09-002 (USAC RFP #
02), and noted that another service provider submitted a bid of $192,214 and that AIS
submitted a bid of $169,800. AIS was awarded the contract for FRN 41446. 1AD also
examined the competitive bidding documentation for RFP 12-004 (USAC RFP #05), and
noted that AIS was the only service provider to bid for the Quality Assurance Services

'Id.

? Email from Arthur Spies, IRHTP, to USAC (May 29, 2008).

3 Memorandum from Arthur Spies to RHCP, “Use of Vendors as Consultants and Project Funding for QA
Inspection Services RFP 002,” (June 29, 2009).

* Memorandums from Arthur Spies to USAC/FCC, ‘Evaluation, Scoring and Award IRHTP RFP10-001",
dated April 11, 2011 and ‘Evaluation, Scoring and Awards for IRHTP RFP12-004, dated June 21, 2012.

> Memorandum from Arthur Spies to RHCP, ‘Disclosures’, (Apr. 19, 2012).

% Emails from Arthur Spies, (Mar. 13,2014 and May 6, 2014).

" Memorandum from Art Spies, IRHTP, to USAC (May 15, 2014); Memorandum from Art Spies, IRHTP,
to USAC (June 7, 2012); Memorandum from Art Spies, IRHTP, to USAC (Apr. 19, 2012).
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requested in RFP 12-004 (USAC RFP #05) and that AIS’ bid was for $12,000. AIS was
awarded the contract for quality assurance services for FRN 63145.

IAD examined the competitive bidding documentation for RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP #04)
and noted that ICN was the only service provider to bid for RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP
#04) and that ICN’s bid offered Ethernet connectivity to 88 locations with up to 1
Gigabits per second access at a monthly cost ranging from $50,550 to $204,550
depending on the speed of access selected for each location. ICN was awarded the
contract for FRNs 64723 and 68296.

Because Mr. Crandell was involved in the development and execution of the IRHTP Pilot
Project, the development of RFPs 08-001 (USAC RFP#00), 08-002 (USAC RFP#01),
and 12-005 (USAC RFP #04), and the Beneficiary’s vendor selection process for RFPs
08-001 (USAC RFP#00), 08-002 (USAC RFP#01), 10-001 (USAC RFP #03), and 12-
005 (USAC RFP #04), and the Outside Plant — Dark Fiber Construction or IRUs and
Network Electronics — Spare Parts sections of RFP 12-004 (USAC RFP #05), Mr.
Crandell had extensive knowledge about the Beneficiary’s network and competitive bid
processes from his roles as a consultant to ICN and the owner of AIS. In addition,
because Mr. Swanson (ICN) was involved in the development and excution of all the
Beneficiary’s RFPs, with the exception of RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP #04), Mr. Swanson
similarly had extensive knowledge about the Beneficiary’s network and competitive bid
processes. The Beneficiary did not demonstrate that it used a firewall mechanism to
prevent AIS or ICN from having an advantage in the competitive bid process for the
requested services for FRNs 41446, 63145, 64723, and 68296. In addition, AIS and
ICN’s extensive involvement in the IRHTP Pilot Project and the development and vendor
selection process for the Beneficiary’s other RFPs may have disadvantaged one provider
over another and discouraged other service providers from submitting bids for the
requested services that were awarded to ICN and AIS. Further, ICN’s consultant, Tony
Crandell, was involved in the development and bid evaluation process for RFP 12-005,
which resulted in the selection of ICN. Therefore, the Beneficiary did not comply with
the Rules governing the competitive bidding process for FRNs 41446, 63145, 64723, and
68296 (criteria 1 to 6).

Cause

The Beneficiary did not demonstrate sufficient knowledge of the Rules governing the
competitive bidding process and did not have adequate controls or procedures in place to
prevent individuals with extensive knowledge of the Beneficiary’s network from gaining
a competitive advantage during the Beneficiary’s competitive bid processes. In addition,
the Beneficiary did not have adequate controls or procedures in place to ensure that
representatives or consultants of its service providers did not participate in the
competitive process for the requested services.

Effect
The monetary effect of this finding is $529,147. This amount represents the total amount
disbursed for the following FRNs:
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FRN Amount
41446 $142,290
63145 $8,160
64723 $28.517
68296 $350,180
Total $529,147

Recommendation

IAD recommends that USAC seek recovery of $529,147. The Beneficiary must
implement controls and procedures to ensure compliance with the Rules governing the
competitive bidding process, including ensuring that universal service support does not
disadvantage one provider over another or unfairly favor or disfavor one technology over
another.

Beneficiary Response
The Towa Rural Health Telecommunications Program (IRHTP) through its
Project Coordinator, has reviewed the FCC rules cited, the background
information provided, and the conclusions, effect and recommendation by
the USAC auditors regarding Service Provider Involvement in IRHTP’s
Competitive Bidding Processes and its purported effect on competitive
bidding and competitive bidding results. IRHTP does not agree that the
facts and circumstances presented involve any selective sharing of
information that tainted the competitive bidding process, created any
undue competitive advantage to any particular vendors, or skewed a
competitive bidding result as to any of the contracts listed above. As
discussed herein, the circumstances as presented by the USAC auditors
further do not rise to the level of an infraction that should result in USAC
Management seeking recoupment of RFP [sic] funding under those
contracts, as the findings propose.

As a threshold matter, none of the FCC rules cited by the USAC auditors
provide notice that the particular firewall that IRHTP put into place
consistent with the FCC’s competitive bidding rules was insufficient or
failed to provide adequate insulation from any potential for bid
manipulation by program vendors. While FCC orders adopting the rules
discuss the need to keep potential vendors at arm’s length during the RFP
formulation and vendor selection process, that is what IRHTP did. The
FCC rules, combined with these orders, simply do not provide notice that
IRHTP’s practical, good faith application of that arm’s length requirement
would be reviewed after the fact and found to be insufficient. Without
adequate notice of the specific firewalls that USAC — or ultimately the
FCC - would and would not deem sufficient, this after the fact second
guessing of the mechanisms used by IRHTP is highly problematic on a
basic procedural fairness level. This is particularly true as IRHTP in fact
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disclosed all of its dealings with potential vendors to USAC as part of its
FCC Form 465 applications for funding, including identification of the
parties involved in each RPF’s formulation. Having this information,
USAC never before raised any issue as to how IRHTP went about its
competitive bidding process or questioned any of the vendor selection
results prior to funding them. As a result, it would be arbitrary and
inequitable for USAC Management to now seek recoupment of funding in
this case, as the very disclosure requirements USAC cites and that IRHTP
complied with are for the purpose of USAC review of competitive bidding
to discover possible improprieties and to deal with them prior to providing
funding.

Specific Corrections or Clarification with respect to the Conditions:

1. There were two competing bids for the quality assurance
inspection services portion of USAC RFP#02. These bids were closely
scored with a lower price being the most heavily weighted of the
determinative factors. (See Art Spies memo, dated September 16, 2009,
showing the cumulative score of 94 for Adesta and 97.7 for AIS) [copy
provided to USAC management]. The attached affidavit of Art Spies
[copy provided to USAC management] discusses in detail how the
RFP#02 was developed, who reviewed the bids received and how the
IRHTP Steering Committee members voted in evaluating the competing
bids. This affidavit demonstrates that there was a firewall that prevented
the winning bidder from participating in the RFP formulation or the award
process.

2 USAC RFP #05 included a section for a small project to add
quality assurance services for up to five sites that were not included in
USAC RFP#02 due to several additional rural hospital members joining
after RFP#02 was bid. These additional sites were required to be
competitively bid in a separate contract rather than simply added to the
services of the existing bid RFP#02. The circumstances of the drafting of
the quality assurance portion of RFP#05 are detailed in the attached Arts
Spies’ affidavit [copy provided to USAC management]. IRHTP believes
that due to the very limited scope of this additional work, the limited
number of sites that were spread out across the state with more than 240
miles between each of them, and the limited compensation associated with
any award, there was only a single bidder, AIS. The fact that only a single
bid for quality assurance for those five sites was received under those
circumstances is not suprising [sic]. Futher, [sic] the cost of providing this
service under USAC RPF #05 was at the same cost per site as USAC
RFP#02. If there had been any insider knowledge or unfair competition or
desire to circumvent the purposes of the competitive bidding process, then
the AIS bid could have come in higher for these additional sites than those
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in USAC RFP #02. The fact is that these additional site services were
provided at the same cost-effective level. (Art Spies memo, June 21, 2012
showing same cost for addition of four sites as original bid) [copy
provided to USAC management].

3 As the USAC auditors note, IRHTP received only one bid for
USAC RFP#04, which was for recurring connectivity service or circuit
fees, at each participating and eligible rural health care provider location.
This bid was from the lowa Communications Network (ICN), a fiber optic
network owned, managed and operated by the State of lowa by the lowa
Telecommunciations [sic] and Technology Commission (ITTC). The bid
was to provide IRHTP member rural hospitals with Ethernet connectivity
of up to 1GB to all 88 points listed on the RFP using “existing link-
segments that emanate from the HCP’s owned Alcatel-Lucent 7210 edge
switch along the contructed [sic] hospital owned fiber link or a leased
“IRU” to a point currently located in an ICN Point of Presence.” (USAC
RFP#04). While theorectically [sic] it would have been possible for
potential communications service providers serving different communities
within Iowa to collaborate and join together and bid to provide
connectivity service to these 88 points located all throughout the state, the
fact is that only one entity, the publicly owned lowa Communications
Network, had built and already was operating a statewide publicly owned
fiber optic network. ICN’s legal charter permits it to provide connectivity
only to authorized users under the lowa Code: these authorized users
include schools, hospitals, state and federal government, National Guard
armories, and libraries. ICN’s rates for this service are published and
known to any service provider or potential service provider in lowa.
These facts were not highlighted and apparently not considered by the
USAC auditors and these facts are consistent with what occurred when
IRHTP bid the contact for connectivity for 88 participating rural hospitals
throughout the state; namely that ICN was uniquely in the best position to
provide this service, not because of anything IRHTP did or did not do with
respect to competitive bidding, but because of its state charter, published
rates and its unmatched fiber network reach. Further, ICN was already
providing these circuits to 53 participating hospitals as of May 2012
without program support for the circuits, making ICN the obvious party to
seek to continue to provide and expand that service. No other entity
responded to the RFP, apparently because no other entity or group of
entities believed themselves to be in a position to provide rural broadband
connections where the IRHTP specified they were needed for participating
rural hospitals throughout Iowa at a rate lower than the published rate that
ICN offered in its bid response. Attributing cupability [sic] to IRHTP for
the lack of competitive bidders for RPF #04 when IRHTP had nothing
whatsoever to do with ICN’s unique status and market position in lowa
would be entirely arbitrary.
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IRHTP has demonstrated that no employee of ICN was involved in
drafting, reviewing or evaluating RFP#04. The fact is that IRHTP did not
have the technical ability within its project management staff to draft
RFP#04. Recognizing that, IRHTP turned to Tony Crandell of AIS to do
the initial drafting of that RFP. Art Spies of IHA on behalf of the IRHTP
reviewed the draft and the Steering Committee approved awarding the bid
to the ICN. (See minutes from May 29, 2012 Steering Committee
meeting) [copy provided to USAC management]. It is not contested that
IRHTP, in its Form 465 to USAC, disclosed the fact that Tony Crandell of
AIS had assisted in drafting the RFP. It is also a fact that USAC did not at
the time or at any time afterwards question or investigate the disclosure as
potentially problematic.

The Federal Communications Commission has not prohibited stated
owned and operated systems from offering highly publicly beneficial
broadband services, although Iowa is apparently one of the few states that
has built out a statewide facility for the public safety and health benefits it
can confer on the citizens of the state. By law, there is a state agency
charged with running the ICN, and that state agency publishes the rates for
service for this purpose. Those rates are the rates ICN provided to IRHTP
in responding to RFP#04 and those rates would have been known in
advance by any other potential bidder for circuit connectivity services.
The ICN, as an agency of the state, was simply following its legal charter
in providing an RFP response to IRHTP. The ICN plainly is not a typical
commercial “vendor.” To the extent that there was any commercial
vendor interested and available to provide comparable circuit connectivity
services at 88 different sites throughout the state of lowa, it or they could
have responded to the RFP. ICN was the only provider who responded.
To mechanically apply broad brush “rules” and infer some competitive
advantage was conferred on ICN by IRHTP’s use of Tony Crandell of AIS
as a limited purpose consultant for technical assistance on this single RFP
is simply unfounded speculation that ignores the unique non[-]commercial
nature of the ICN and the high likelihood it would be the only bidder to
provide Ethernet connectivity to its backbone network at 88 different
locations throughout the state. Whatever “inside” knowledge one might
surmise ICN had about IRHTP’s project would have come through its
earlier work with IRHTP documentation for the FCC Pilot program, not
through information theorectically [sic] provided by Tony Crandell.
Further, ICN uniquely knew the technical requirements of its own
infrastructure, and that use of the backbone infrastructure of ICN was
expressly approved by the FCC in its grant of the Pilot program
application. Tony Crandell was a part time hourly project management
consultant to ICN with duties unrelated to the IRHTP and Mr. Crandell
was not an employee of ICN. Mr. Crandell’s company AIS has other
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clients. Tony Crandell also performed what IRHTP viewed to be an
entirely unrelated one time technical project for IRHTP in drafting
RFP#04 at IRHTP’s direction and under its supervision.

4. There were no contracts not subject to FCC competitive bidding
processes and there were no special arrangements or specific or even
general understandings with IRHTP or AIS or ICN as to how the RFPs
that the USAC auditors reviewed were structured, what pricing would be
preferred, or as to any other matter in the subject RFPs whatsoever.
Neither AIS nor ICN personnel participated in the preparation of the RFPs
that they were awarded, and neither reviewed or assessed their own or
other party’s bids. IRHTP did not discourage any potential bidders on
any RFP, nor did it divulge additional information to any potential RFP
bidder. How the USAC auditors can find under the circumstances that a
competitive bidding advantage was conferred on any party, when IRHTP
followed the FCC rules and created a firewall it believed in good faith was
sufficient is not explained. As noted above, if there was a vendor that
would come into the circuit fee RFP#04 bidding process with any
potential advantage, it would be the ICN. But that would only be because
the ICN was sufficiently built out so as to have a fiber optic network point
of presence in each county in the entire state of lowa and ICN had
published rates that other potential bidders could review and conclude on
their own as to whether they stood any reasonable chance of prevailing in
a competitive bidding situation in which the FCC has directed that cost
efficiency is to be the most heavily weighted factor in an award
assessment. As a practical matter, the ICN “market” advantage certainly
would affect whether other entities determine it would be worthwhile to
compete against the state for this contract. But that is not any reason to
determine that IRHTP failed to follow the FCC’s competitive bidding
rules.

The USAC auditors create undue inferences from the fact that ICN’s
engagement with IRHTP in its pilot program application having to do with
its statewide backbone operations and in some unrelated competitive
bidding assistance for other RFPs conferred unfair competitive bidding
advantages on ICN. However, the USAC auditors failed to consider the
unique nature of the state owned ICN. ICN was and is the only entity that
has built out broadband fiber to all 99 counties in [owa. While no entity
was prevented or impeded from providing a competitive bid for circuit fee
services, the reasonable inference from the fact that only ICN bid is not
because it had some unfair insider network design or other informational
advantage that chilled potential competition in bidding. Rather, it was
uniquely situated to provide the Ethernet connectivity the rural lowa
hospitals banded together to seek as IRHTP. USAC Management should
not adopt the inference that IRHTP tampered with the circuit fees bidding
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process; IRTHP [sic] did not. Certainly prior to seeking any recoupment
from IRHTP of the funds paid in support of the contracts, USAC should
be required to do far more than merely offer an inference when there are
other far more likely explanations for the lack of bidders for last mile
circuit fee connectivity contract. There is no evidence of bid rigging,
manipulation, or fraud or abuse. Only if they could be established would
there be any possible grounds for seeking any recoupment.

5. Tony Crandell of AIS and Dave Swanson of ICN each have
extensive knowledge and experience with utilizing the lowa
Communications Network to provide broadband connections and services
to authorized entities throughout the state. Each person possessed this
knowledge well before implementation of the FCC’s Rural Heath Pilot
Program or IRHTP’s bidding processes to participate in the Pilot Program.
Simply because these individuals assisted IRHTP at points along the way
with parts of the project that did not involve them in a bidding vendor
capacity does not prove that they had any special knowledge of IRHTP’s
plans or that any purported special knowledge of IRHTP’s plans skewed
competitive bidding in any way. IRHTP’s plan was contained in its FCC
Pilot program application, it was a matter of public record any potential
bidder could have consulted. IRHTP has at all times been transparent with
USAC in disclosing its relationships with everyone involved in the
program in any way. USAC Management is asked to consider all and not
selective aspects of these circumstances when reviewing these audit
findings.

IRHTP’s other comments in response to the USAC auditor findings:

e As described in the attached affidavit [copy provided to USAC
management], IRHTP had a firewall to prevent potential vendors from
participating in the development of RFPs, the review of bids, and
making the various awards. While the USAC auditors suggest that the
firewall IRHTP used was inadequate to prevent tainting of the
competitive bidding process, all the auditors can point to as purported
proof of their assertion is a lack of competitive bids, a situation that
can readily and more obviously be explained by the nature of the ICN
statewide, state owned network itself, not anything IRHTP might
purportedly have done to surpress [sic] or skew potential competition.

e At all the times in question IRHTP had procedures in place to prevent
any unfair advantage to any potential bidder, including AIS and ICN.
The ICN and AIS personnel also were aware of the prohibition from
including potential bidders from the RFP drafting and review process
from the beginning of the project due to their experience in public
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bidding. As a state-owned entity, ICN itself is also subject to
competitive bidding requirements for its projects, so it would not have
expected to play a different role in this case. This is reflected in
documentation provided to USAC and the USAC internal auditors.
(See disclosure materials provided) [copy provided to USAC
management].

e Asrequired by USAC, for each RFP, IRHTP disclosed those
individuals and entities that participated in the development of each
RFP, those persons or companies involved in the bid review process,
and those responsible for making any award determination. Through
each of the competitive bidding processes and the FCC Form 466
award process, no USAC reviewer ever raised issues regarding
supposed inappropriate service provider involvement in any part of the
competitive bidding process. As USAC auditors note, the whole point
of the FCC disclosure requirement is to allow for USAC review of any
potentially improper influences prior to the award of funding. IRHTP
should have some reasonable right to rely upon USAC to timely notify
it of any perceived concerns so that they could be handled in a less
draconian fashion than seeking after the fact recoupment when the
case for unfair competitive bidding has yet to be made as opposed to
merely being asserted and relying solely on unproven inferences. To
attempt to recoup funding after the fact, USAC would have to prove its
case rather than rely on unproven inferences as well as demonstrate
that the FCC’s rules and published requirements plainly prohibited the
fully disclosed relationships discussed in the USAC audit findings.

e [RHTP’s application for FCC Rural Health Care Pilot Program
funding plainly and prominently indicated the project was a joint effort
of IRHTP, the ICN as statewide fiber optic backbone provider and a
consortium of lowa, Nebraska and South Dakota rural and urban
hospitals. The application indicated the IRHTP network would be
built using the ICN backbone network infrastructure. There was no
other similar infrastructure available from any other vendor.

e Importantly, at the time of the FCC Pilot program application in May
of 2007, IRHTP was not seeking circuit fee service funding; that only
became possible to [sic] due to subsequent changes in the progam
[sic]. However, at all times IRHTP was following program
requirements to seek the least cost means of providing the supported
rural broadband capability to rural hospitals. Thus, the FCC and the
public had a record of what IRHTP had done with ICN previously.
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The FCC approved the ICN relationship and network structure by
making the initial pilot program award. When later there became a
possibility of supported bridge funding for circuit fees, IRHTP
disclosed all relationships and followed the competitive bidding rules.
The USAC auditors would apparently only be satisfied if another
vendor for that contract had materialized and prevailed, and that was
not something IRHTP had any control over. The reasons why other
vendors did not materialize are apparent and have been explained.
Holding IRHTP financially responsible for the bidding results it did
not preordain or control is manifestly unfair.

e Because the ICN was the entity that formed the backbone of the state
fiber network, the ICN’s knowledge of its network and access to that
network was imperative for the success of the IRHTP pilot project. As
discussed in this submission and affidavit, the IRHTP firewall as to
vendors for particular follow-up RFPs was utilized throughout the RFP
process. IRHTP in good faith believes that its processes prevented any

improper influence or competitive advantage in any bidding process or
bid award.

e The IRHTP firewall was utilized when Access Integration Specialists
(AIS) was bidding on the RFPs for Quality Assurance. AIS was not
involved in the development of these RFPs. AIS’ role with the IRHTP
was as a consultant with experience and knowledge of the technical
details of the ICN and AIS’ role with ICN was as an independent
contractor consultant to provide program manager support on an “as-
needed” hourly basis. An Internet seach [sic] shows that AIS is a
communications consulting firm with Anthony Crandell as its
principal. Mr. Crandell has indicated his client list includes lowa
Homeland Security, lowa National Guard, Cherokee Community
School District, among others.

e All relationships between the parties were fully disclosed in all
documentation provided to USAC and the FCC. IRHTP enacted
protocols to ensure there was no improper influence or competitive
advantage during the request, bidding, or awarding process. Bids were
awarded based on the most cost-effective awards offered by providers
with relevant capabilities and expertise and nothing else. USAC’s
audit finding comes to erroneous conclusions in its review of the
information presented. IRHTP respectfully disagrees with USAC’s
Internal Audit finding and asks that on USAC Management review,
the conclusions and recommendations be altered to reflect the facts in
this case. Certainly [sic] the proposal that funds be recouped cannot
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stand given that there was a firewall in place. To the extent that
USAC auditors believe that the FCC rules provide detailed notice as to
what constitutes a sufficient firewall in this instance, IRHTP contends
that that determination is arbitrary and capricious and will not survive
review by the FCC.

The USAC auditor conclusions cannot and do not include any finding that
the program was asked to fund excessive costs or that any vendor
receiving an award that is questioned now lacked relevant experience or
knowledge. Nor have the USAC auditors done anything beyond merely
suggesting there could have been some prejudice to other potential bidders
from what they assert was an insufficient firewall. The punitive nature of
an action to recoup funds for services provided would be inequitable,
particularly given that the ICN’s historic and unique state role was
disclosed and on the record at the FCC from the time IRHTP filed its
application for pilot program funding in May 2007. USAC was well
aware of ICN’s unique position as a statewide state owned backbone and
connectivity provider. It was also aware from reviewing and commenting
on IRHTP’s Sustainability Report in 2009 that IRHTP was assuming the
use of ICN for network access and USAC knew that ICN had had a long
term role with IRTHP [sic] starting with the FCC Pilot program. To seek
full recoupment of the circuit fee discount and quality assurance discount
under these circumstances, where IRHTP in good faith attempted to
comply with competitive bidding rules and fully disclosed what it was
doing and how it was doing it, would be inequitable.

USAC TAD Response

In its response, the Beneficiary states that “[t]he FCC rules, combined with these [FCC]
orders, simply do not provide notice that IRHTP’s practical, good faith application of that
arm’s length requirement would be reviewed after the fact and found to be insufficient.”
IAD does not concur with this statement as the Rules state that each Pilot Program
participant is subject to an audit." TAD is required to conduct its audits in accordance
with Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards (GAGAS)?, which require
auditors to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to substantiate audit findings and
conclusions.’

! See, e.g., Pilot Program Selection Order, 22 FCC Red at 20362, § 6 (“[TThe Commission will conduct
audits of all selected participants, and if necessary, investigations of any selected participants to determine
compliance with Pilot Program, Commission rules and orders, and section 254 of the 1996 Act.”). See also
Erratum, DA 07-5018 (Rel. Dec. 17, 2007) (clarifying that the FCC’s Office of Inspector General will
conduct an audit for each Pilot Program participant).

? See also 47 C.F.R. § 54.702(n) (2008).

? See also Government Auditing Standards, GAO-12-331G, § 6.56 (Rev. Dec. 2011) (“Auditors

must obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for their findings and
conclusions.”).
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The Beneficiary’s response does not dispute that Mr. Crandell, the sole proprietor of AIS
and consultant to ICN, was involved in the development of and vendor selection process
for RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP # 04), which resulted in the selection of ICN to provide
meshed Ethernet bandwidth connectivity services for FRNs 64723 and 68296. The
Beneficiary’s response also does not dispute that Mr. Crandell developed and participated
in the vendor selection process for multiple IRHTP RFPs, including the initial RFP
requesting quality assurance inspection services (RFP 08-001/USAC RFP #00) for which
a provider was not selected after reviewing the bids received. Mr. Crandell’s company,
AIS, later bid on the quality assurance services and was selected to provide quality
assurance inspection services through RFP 09-002 (USAC RFP #02) and RFP 12-04
(USAC RFP #05) (FRNs 41446 and 63145). The Beneficiary’s admission of Mr.
Crandell’s involvement with the development of the RFPs and the vendor selection
process for RFP 12-005 and RFP 08-001 demonstrates that the competitive bid process
was compromised for FRNs 41446, 63145, 64723, and 68296. Although the Beneficiary
explained that it had a firewall in place to ensure its compliance with the Commission’s
competitive bid rules, the Beneficiary did not provide any documentation to demonstrate
the firewall was in place. Therefore, the Beneficiary did not comply with the competitive
bid requirements of the Rules (criteria 1 to 3 and 5).

In its response, the Beneficiary states that “none of the FCC rules cited by the USAC
auditors provide notice that the particular firewall that IRHTP put into place consistent
with the FCC’s competitive bidding rules was insufficient or failed to provide adequate
insulation from any potential for bid manipulation by program vendors.” However, the
Rules require the Beneficiary to ensure that the competitive bidding process does not
disadvantage one service provider over another (criterion 6). The documentation
provided by the Beneficiary during the audit to demonstrate that it had a firewall only
consisted of acknowledgements that the Beneficiary, ICN, and AIS were aware of the
Rules and did not describe the type and sufficiency of the firewall that the Beneficiary
asserts was in place. The Beneficiary indicates, “there was a firewall that prevented the
winning bidder from participating in the RFP [#02] formulation or the award process
[and] no employee of ICN was involved in drafting, reviewing, or evaluating RFP#04.”
In addition, the Beneficiary states “[n]either AIS nor ICN personnel participated in the
preparation of the RFPs that they were awarded, and neither reviewed or assessed their
own or other party’s bids.” However, the Beneficiary did not provide any documentation
to support it had a firewall in place. As noted above, the Beneficiary asserted it was
aware of the Commission’s rules regarding competitive bidding, but did not provide a
description of the implemented firewall to ensure AIS and ICN did not have a
competitive advantage during the Beneficiary’s competitive bid processes.

Although the Beneficiary states that AIS was not involved in the development and
evaluation of the quality assurance inspection service RFPs that resulted in the selection
of AIS, Mr. Crandell was involved in developing the original RFP for quality assurance
inspection services. In addition, Mr. Crandell served on the evaluation committee that
reviewed the bids that were received for the requested quality assurance services. Mr.
Crandell had knowledge of the services to be inspected and the requirements for the
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quality assurance inspection services that was not available to other potential bidders. In
addition, because Mr. Crandell served on the bid evaluation committee for the first RFP
for quality assurance services, he was aware of the amounts of the bids received for these
services and could use this knowledge to prepare AIS’ bids for the two RFPs for quality
assurance inspection services that were issued later.

The Beneficiary also states in its response that Mr. Swanson of ICN was not involved in
the development or vendor selection process for the RFP, which resulted in the selection
of ICN, and “Mr. Crandell was not an employee of ICN.” However, the Beneficiary also
acknowledges in its response that Mr. Crandell was an ICN consultant and was involved
in the development of and vendor selection process for the RFP awarded to ICN. As
noted above, the Beneficiary asserts that there was a firewall in place to prevent ICN
from having a competitive advantage during this competitive bid process for RFP 12-005
(Meshed Ethernet Bandwidth Connectivity, however, the Beneficiary did not provide
IAD with documentation to support this firewall was in place. In addition, IAD was not
aware of Mr. Crandell’s dual role as a consultant to ICN and as the owner of AIS until
informed by the Beneficiary during this audit. '

The Beneficiary acknowledges in its response that “[w]hatever ‘inside’ knowledge one
might surmise ICN had about IRHTP’s project would have come through its earlier work
with IRHTP documentation for the FCC Pilot program... [and] ICN uniquely knew the
technical requirements of its own infrastructure...” In addition, the Beneficiary
acknowledges, “IRHTP did not have the technical ability within its project management
staff to draft RFP#04 [and] IRHTP turned to Tony Crandell of AIS to do the initial
drafting of that RFP.” Thus, ICN’s previous work with the Beneficiary’s initial RFP and
its relationship with Tony Crandell, who drafted RFP 12-005, provided ICN with an
unfair competitive advantage.

In its response, the Beneficiary states that “IRHTP in fact disclosed all of its dealings
with potential vendors to USAC as part of its FCC Form 465 applications for funding
[and] USAC did not at the time or at any time afterwards question or investigate the
disclosure as potentially problematic.” However, the Beneficiary did not communicate to
USAC AIS’s involvement in the Beneficiary’s application to the FCC and the
development of the network RFPs until October 2, 2013, which was after the competitive
bid processes have been completed. While the Beneficiary disclosed AIS’ involvement
in developing RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP # 04) for which ICN was selected as the service
provider, the Beneficiary did not indicate that Mr. Crandell was also a consultant for
ICN.? As indicated by the Beneficiary, Mr. Crandell, the sole proprietor of AIS, already
had a relationship with ICN through his consultant contracts with ICN.? Therefore, Mr.
Crandell was in a position to influence the Beneficiary’s service provider selection while
serving as a consultant to ICN, and ICN was selected as the service provider for FRNs
64723 and 68296. Further, although the Beneficiary communicated Mr. Crandell’s

! Memorandum from Arthur Spies to RHCP, ‘Disclosures,’ (Apr. 19, 2012).
* Memorandum from Arthur Spies to RHCP, “Disclosures,” (Apr. 19, 2012).
> Memorandum from Art Spies, IRHTP, to USAC (May 15, 2014).
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involvement in the development of RFPs 10-001 (USAC RFP #03) and 12-004 (USAC
RFP #05) on April 11, 2011 and June 21, 2012, this was after the competitive bidding
process was completed and the service provider was selected.! Therefore, the
Beneficiary did not fully inform USAC of the level of IAS and ICN’s involvement in the
development of its RFPs and participation in the evaluation of bids for the RFPs prior to
taking such action (criterion 5).

In its response, the Beneficiary states “ICN was expressly approved by the FCC in its
grant of the Pilot program application.” However, the FCC’s approval of the
Beneficiary’s pilot program application was not an approval to use ICN as a service
provider, and the Commission did not waive the Rules governing the competitive bidding
requirements (criteria 1 to 6). In the Pilot Program Selection Order, the FCC stressed the
importance of the competitive bidding requirements and explicitly stated that the projects
selected for RHC Pilot Program awards were required to comply with those
requirements.” Further, service providers participating in the competitive bid process are
prohibited from assisting with or filling out a selected participants’ FCC Form 465 for
services they are competing to provide (criterion 4). Although the Beneficiary may have
described the network infrastructure and the inclusion of ICN in its proposal to the FCC,
the Beneficiary did not provide documentation demonstrating that it informed the FCC
that ICN would also be a potential service provider for the recurring Ethernet services. In
addition, the Beneficiary did not provide documentation demonstrating that it indicated to
the FCC that Mr. Crandell, the owner of AIS and consultant to ICN, would be assisting
with the development of the RFPs and evaluating the bids received for the services
awarded to ICN.

In its response, the Beneficiary states that “the USAC auditors failed to consider the
unique nature of the state owned ICN [who] was and is the only entity that has built out
broadband fiber to all 99 counties in lowa [and] was uniquely situated to provide the
Ethernet connectivity the rural lowa hospitals banded together to seek as IRHTP.” TAD
does not concur with this assertion. IAD did consider ICN’s capacity to provide the
services requested by the Beneficiary. Further, IAD does not concur with the
Beneficiary’s assertion that the “USAC auditors would apparently only be satisfied if

! Memorandums from Arthur Spies to USAC/FCC, ‘Evaluation, Scoring and Award IRHTP RFP10-001,’
dated April 11, 2011 and ‘Evaluation, Scoring and Awards for IRHTP RFP12-004, dated June 21, 2012.
* See, e.g., Pilot Program Selection Order, 22 FCC Red 20414, 9§ 102 (providing “[t]he competitive
bidding requirements ensure that selected participants are aware of the most cost-effective method of
providing service and ensures that universal service funds are used wisely and efficiently, thereby
providing safeguards to protect against waste, fraud, and abuse.....We find that it is in the public interest
and consistent with the 2006 Pilot Program Order to require all participants to participate in the
competitive bidding process.”); Id. at 20395, § 70 (“Among other things, we deny waiver requests of the
Commission’s rule requiring that Pilot Program selected participants competitively bid their proposed
network projects. In doing so, we reaffirm that the competitive bidding process remains an important
safeguard to ensuring universal service support is used wisely and efficiently ensuring that the most cost-
effective service providers are selected by selected participants....”); Id. n. 326 (directing “the Iowa
applicants, and all other applicants, to follow the competitive bidding process detailed supra Part IIL.E.7”
and denying their requests for waiver of the competitive bidding requirements).
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another vendor for that contract had materialized and prevailed...” ICN’s previous
dealings with the Beneficiary in the development of the RHC Pilot Program application,
ICN’s assistance in developing previous RFPs for the Beneficiary’s network and
evaluation of the bids received, and ICN’s direct relationship with Mr. Crandell who
developed the RFP for the Ethernet services that ICN was awarded are at the core of this
audit finding. As noted above, the Beneficiary did not provide documentation to
demonstrate that it had a sufficient firewall in place to ensure the individual(s) that
developed the RFP were not also the individual(s) that bid on the Ethernet services
provided over the network.

IAD also does not concur with the Beneficiary’s assertion that the only purported proof
“that the firewall IRHTP used was inadequate to prevent tainting of the competitive
bidding process... is a lack of competitive bids.” As noted above, Mr. Crandell, AIS’
sole proprietor and ICN’s consultant, assisted in the development of and the competitive
bidding process for the Beneficiary’s original RFP for quality assurance inspection
services RFP 08-001 (USAC RFP#00) and RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP#04) for meshed
Ethernet services that resulted in the selection of ICN. Mr. Crandell and AIS also
competed for and was selected to provide quality inspection services through RFP 09-002
(USAC RFP # 02) and RFP 12-004 (USAC RFP #05). In addition, Mr. Crandell and Mr.
Swanson of ICN developed and participated in the competitive bidding process for the
Beneficiary’s other network RFPs, which provided AIS and ICN knowledge about the
Beneficiary’s network and competitive process that was not available to other providers.
Further, the Beneficiary has not provided any evidence that there was a sufficient firewall
in place to ensure that ICN and AIS were not provided a competitive advantage when the
companies submitted their own bids for certain RFPs. Therefore, the Beneficiary did not
comply with the competitive bidding requirements of the Rules (criteria 1 to 6).

For the reasons stated above, IAD’s position on this finding remains unchanged.
USAC Management Response
FRNs 41446 and 63145

IAD determined that Mr. Crandell (the owner of AIS) received information that was not
available to other prospective bidders for the Quality Assurance Inspection Services that
AIS provided for FRNs 41446 and 63145. As discussed above, Mr. Crandell was
involved in the development of and bid evaluation for RFP 08-001 that requested bids for
Quality Assurance Inspection Services. Based on the documentation provided to USAC,
prior to the audit, the Beneficiary did not disclose to USAC that Mr. Crandell or AIS was
involved in the development of RFP 08-001. Although the Beneficiary received bids for
RFP 08-001, it did not issue an award for the Quality Inspection Services because it
determined that “the bids were too expensive for the project” after completing the bid
evaluation process for the quality assurance services.' Afterwards, Mr. Crandell

! Affidavit of Art Spies, IRHTP, at 1 (Oct. 3, 2014) (Affidavit).
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informed the Beneficiary “that he might be interested in bidding on a more scaled back
quality assurance RFP if IRHTP decided in the future to issue one.”' The Beneficiary
later issued two RFPs with a smaller scope of Quality Inspection Services—RFPs 09-002
and 12-004—that resulted in awards to AIS.?

The Beneficiary does not dispute that Mr. Crandell helped develop RFP 08-001 and was
part of the bid evaluation committee for this RFP. However, the Beneficiary asserts that
there was no competitive bidding violation because Mr. Crandell was not involved in the
development of or the evaluation of the Beneficiary’s subsequent RFPs for Quality
Inspection Services that resulted in awards to AIS. The Beneficiary explained that AIS
was able to “provide a lower cost, more responsive service” based on the bids that the
Beneficiary received for RFP 12-004, and that AIS was the sole bidder for the Quality
Inspection Services for RFP 09-002.° Although Mr. Crandell did not develop or evaluate
RFPs 12-004 or 09-002, that does not mitigate the competitive bidding violation for
FRNs 41446 and 63145. Although the Beneficiary asserts that Mr. Crandell was not
involved in the RFPs that resulted in the awards to AIS or in its discussions concerning
those RFPs, Mr. Crandell had knowledge that was not available to other providers (e.g.,
competing providers’ pricing and information about IRHTP’s competitive bidding
processes) because of his involvement in the first RFP for Quality Inspection Services
(RFP 08-001). Therefore, the Beneficiary’s screening of Mr. Crandell from RFPs 12-004
and 09-002 did not prevent AIS from having a competitive advantage when it bid on
RFPs 12-004 and 09-002. In addition, the Beneficiary also did not disclose that Mr.
Crandell and AIS assisted with developing and evaluating the received bids for RFP 08-
001.

USAC management agrees with IAD’s recommendation for recovery of funds associated
with these FRNs and that the Beneficiary must implement controls and procedures to
ensure compliance with the Rules governing the competitive bidding process, including
making the necessary disclosures concerning individuals involved in its RFPs.
Additional information concerning the competitive bidding requirements for the RHC
Pilot Pr04gram is available in the Pilot Program Selection Order and on USAC’s
website.

FRNs 64723 and 68296

RFP 12-005 resulted in an award to ICN for meshed Ethernet services for FRNs 64723
and 68296. TAD determined that the Beneficiary violated the competitive bidding
requirements because Mr. Crandell (the owner of AIS and consultant to ICN) was
involved in the development of and evaluation of bids received for RFP 12-005. TAD

' 1d.

Id.

Id. at 2.

* See In the Matter of Rural Health Care Support Mechanism, WC Docket No. 02-60, Order, FCC 07-198,
22 FCC Red 20360, 20412-20415, 99 100-104 (2007). See also
http://www.usac.org/rhcp/participants/competitive-bidding.aspx.
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also determined that ICN had extensive knowledge about the IRHTP Pilot Project as a
result of its involvement in the development and implementation of the IRHTP Pilot
Project, and as a result of Mr. Swanson’s (an ICN employee) involvement in IRHTP’s
other RFPs for which ICN did not compete.

The Beneficiary does not dispute that Mr. Crandell was involved in RFP 12-005 or that
ICN was involved in the development and implementation of the IRHTP Pilot Project
and the other RFPs for which ICN did not compete. However, the Beneficiary states that
a competitive bidding finding is not supported because of the unique nature of ICN, the
purpose of the IRHTP, and its measures to exclude ICN employees from RFP 12-005. In
addition, the Beneficiary provided an affidavit that further clarified the screening process
that the Beneficiary used for RFP 12-005 to ensure its compliance with the FCC rules.

The Beneficiary’s response explains that ICN is a statewide “fiber optic network, owned,
managed, and operated by the State of lowa.” The Beneficiary also explains that “ICN’s
charter permits it to provide connectivity only to authorized users under the lowa Code”
including hospitals, and that “ICN’s rates for this service are published and known to any
service provider or potential service provider in lowa.”' The Beneficiary further explains
that its public Pilot Program application requested funding to build out last-mile fiber to
connect eighty-eight individual hospitals throughout lowa “to the state-wide lowa
Communications Network (ICN) backbone” and disclosed that ICN would eventually
charge hospitals for recurring circuit fees for those connections.” The Beneficiary’s
Sustainability Plan also stated that ICN would charge circuit fees to participating HCPs in
order to sustain the network.> The Beneficiary did not initially seek RHCPP funding for
these circuit fees. However, following the FCC’s 2012 Bridge Funding Order (which
provided additional temporary funding for continued support of broadband services
provided to HCPs participating in the RHC Pilot Program), the Beneficiary issued RFP
12-005 which resulted in an award to ICN for meshed Ethernet services.® Before the
Beneficiary issued RFP 12-005, ICN was already providing Ethernet services to HCPs
participating in the IRHTP Pilot Project, as was contemplated in IRHTP’s Pilot Program
application.”

The Beneficiary’s affidavit further explains that given the nature and mission of ICN and
the purpose of the IRHTP Pilot Project, it was anticipated that ICN would submit a bid
for RFP 12-005. Accordingly, “Dave Swanson of ICN and any other ICN employee was
excluded from the development of the RFP” and the Beneficiary did not “discuss any
aspect of the connectivity RFP at any point before the award of the contract to ICN with

! See also, e.g., lowa Code §§ 8D.1, 8D.3, 8D.13; ICN website at http://icn.iowa.gov/about-icn/agency-
information-icn-story.

2 Affidavit, at 3. See also IRHTP Pilot Program Application, at 39 (May 4, 2007).

3 Affidavit, at 3. See also IRHTP Sustainability Plan at 2, 3 (June 2009).

* Affidavit, at 3. See also In the Matter of Rural Health Care Support Mechanism, WC Docket No. 02-60,
Order, FCC 12-74, 27 FCC Red 7907, 7911, 410 (2012).

> Affidavit, at 3, 4, 5.
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Dave Swanson or anyone else at ICN.”' The Beneficiary further explains that “[i]t was
necessary for IHRTP [sic] staff to have access to technical knowledge of the ICN
technology to be able to draft the technical specifications for the competitive bidding
RFP 12-005 to rely on the ICN backbone structure for providing circuit connectivity and
to effectively review the bids received” and that there were “very few individuals within
the state that could provide consultation on the necessary technical issues.”” The
Beneficiary states that because its staff did not have the necessary technical expertise to
develop RFP 12-005, IRHTP engaged Tony Crandell to develop and evaluate bids for
that RFP given his “extensive knowledge of the technology already in use in the IRHTP
project.”® The Beneficiary further explains that RFP 12-005 “was drafted to reflect the
requirements for the network to function as proposed by the IRHTP project and the
previous build-out and nothing more.”* Based on the affidiavit that was provided, the
Beneficiary took measures to ensure that ICN employees were not involved with the
development or evaluation of RFP 12-005.

Although USAC management understands that the Beneficiary’s affidavit demonstrates
that the Beneficiary took steps to ensure that ICN employees were excluded from the
development of the RFP, IAD has demonstrated that the beneficiary did not comply with
the FCC’s competitive bidding rules because it neglected to disclose the relationship.
While USAC management further understands that: (a) the Beneficiary competitively
bid the Ethernet services and ICN was the only bidder under the procurement; (b) ICN
was uniquely situated to provide the most expansive network and services along with the
best rates as the State of lowa’s fiber optic network; (c) ICN already possessed sufficient
knowledge of the network’s current topology and configuration as the preexisting
Ethernet services provider to HCPs participating in the project; and (d) no result other
than the selection of ICN would have been economically and technically rational, the
FCC’s rules do not allow consultants for service providers to participate in competitive
bidding, and the recovery of funds as recommended by IAD, is required by the rules.

Conclusion

USAC management concurs with the finding, effect and recommendation for FRNs
41446 and 63145 for Quality Assurance Inspection Services and will seek recovery of
$150,450. USAC management also concurs with the finding, effect and recommendation
for FRNs 64723 and 68296 for meshed Ethernet services and will seek recovery of
$378,697.

USAC management further concurs with IAD’s finding that the Beneficiary did not

sufficiently demonstrate or provide supporting documentation that sufficient controls
were in place ensuring that ICN and AIS were not provided a competitive advantage
when the companies submitted their own bids for certain RFPs. USAC management

'1d. at 4.
2.
*Id.
‘1d.
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directs the Beneficiary to implement policies and procedures ensuring that individuals
associated with a service provider, including consultants, employees and agents, are not
involved in the development of or bid evaluation for RFPs for which that particular
service provider intends to compete. USAC will request that the Beneficiary provide a
copy of its new procedures within 90 days so USAC can confirm corrective action was
undertaken and that the Beneficiary has developed and implemented the appropriate
controls.

Criteria

1. “To select the telecommunications carriers that will provide services eligible for
universal service support to it under this subpart, each eligible health care provider
shall participate in a competitive bidding process pursuant to the requirements
established in this subpart and any additional and applicable state, local or other
procurement requirements.” 47 C.F.R. § 54.603(a) (2008).

2. “Pursuant to sections 54.603 and 54.615 of the Commission’s rules, each eligible
health care provider must participate in a competitive bidding process and follow any
applicable state, local, or other procurement requirements to select the most cost-
effective provider of the services eligible for universal service support under the RHC
support mechanism.” In the Matter of Rural Health Care Support Mechanism, WC
Docket No. 02-60, Order, FCC 07-198, 22 FCC Rcd 20360, 20412, 9 100 (2007)
(Pilot Program Selection Order).

3. “Consistent with the Joint Board’s recommendation for eligible schools and libraries,
we conclude that eligible health care providers shall be required to seek competitive
bids for all services eligible for support pursuant to section 254(h) by submitting their
bona fide requests for services to the Administrator.” In the Matter of Federal-State
Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Report and Order, FCC 97-
157, 12 FCC Red 8776, 9133, 9 686 (1997) (1997 Universal Service Order).

4. “We note that vendors or service providers participating in the competitive bid
process are prohibited from assisting with or filling out a selected participants’ FCC
Form 465.” Pilot Program Selection Order, 22 FCC Red at 20405, 9 86, n.281.

5. “To further prevent against waste, fraud, and abuse, we require participants to
identify, when they submit their Form 465, to USAC and the Commission any
consultants, service providers, or other outside experts, whether paid or unpaid, who
aided in the preparation of their pilot Program applications.... Identifying these
consultants and outside experts could facilitate the ability of USAC, the Commission,
and law enforcement officials to identify and prosecute individuals that may seek to
manipulate the competitive bidding process or engage in other illegal acts. To ensure
selected participants comply with the competitive bidding requirements, they must
disclose all of the types of relationships explained above.” Pilot Program Selection
Order, 22 FCC Rcd at 20415, 9 104.
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6. “The competitive bidding rules also ensure that universal service support does not
disadvantage one provider over another, or unfairly favor or disfavor one technology
over another.” Federal Communications Commission, Pilot Program: Frequently
Asked Questions and Answers'

' See FCC’s website at http://www.fcc.gov/encyclopedia/rural-health-care-pilot-programf#faq18.
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Finding #2
Rural Health Care Pilot Program Support Used to Fund Ineligible Participants

Condition

IAD examined the Network Cost Worksheets (NCWs), the contracts between the
Beneficiary and the selected Service Providers, the Rural Health Care (RHC) Pilot
Program invoices submitted to USAC, as well as the associated service provider bills, to
determine whether RHC Pilot Program support was used to fund eligible participants and
services. IAD examined the contract between the Beneficiary and Alcatel-Lucent, the
FCC Form 465 Attachments, and noted that the contract listed three ineligible
participants and the FCC Form 465 Attachments listed two of the three ineligible
participants. The three ineligible participants were not listed on the associated FCC Form
466-A Attachments or the NCWs (criteria 1, 2, 5). The Beneficiary informed IAD that
the ineligible participants were not listed in the FCC Form 466-A Attachments or the
NCWs to ensure that the ineligible participants did not receive RHC Pilot Program
funds.! Because the Beneficiary did not list the ineligible participants on the FCC Form
466-A Attachments or the NCWs, the Beneficiary did not make a clear delineation
between the eligible and ineligible components, apportion the costs to the ineligible
participants, or demonstrate how the ineligible participants would pay their fair share of
the network costs (criteria 1 to 5).

For FRN 37533, IAD examined the contract between the Beneficiary and the service
provider, Alcatel-Lucent, for network electronic services and noted that it included 82
eligible participants and three ineligible participants. The service provider billed the
Beneficiary $2,493,237 for core network electronic equipment on October 26, 2009. IAD
examined the NCW and the invoice submitted to USAC and noted that the core network
electronic equipment costs were allocated equally among the 82 eligible participants and
that no costs were allocated to the three ineligible participants. USAC was invoiced for
85% of the costs (or $2,119,252) and USAC disbursed the full amount requested.

For FRN 57252, the service provider billed the Beneficiary $134,378 for software
upgrades on June 3, 2011 and October 25, 2011. IAD examined the NCW and the
invoice submitted to USAC and noted that the costs for the upgrades were allocated
equally among the 82 eligible participants ($1,639 each) and that no costs were allocated
to the three ineligible participants. USAC was invoiced for 85% of the costs (or
$114,221) and USAC disbursed the full amount requested.

The Beneficiary informed IAD that “[a]ll three ineligible entities are invoiced [by the
Beneficiary] for the operation and maintenance of the network just like all participating
entities. [The Beneficiary] did not invoice [the ineligible participants] for the $1,638.75
allocated to the 82 IRHTP hospitals.”2 Because the three ineligible entities are using the
RHC Pilot Program funded network and benefiting from the supported equipment

" Emails from Art Spies, Iowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program (IRHTP) (June 30, 2009 and
Mar. 13, 2014).
> Memorandum from IRHTP (July 14, 2014).
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received, the costs of the core network electronics and the network upgrades should have
been allocated among all 85 participants rather than allocating the costs only among the
82 eligible participants. Thus, the three ineligible participants did not pay their fair share
of costs and USAC was over-invoiced $74,797 for FRN 37533 ($2,119,252 /85 * 3) and
$4,031 for FRN 57252 ($114,221 / 85 * 3) for the ineligible participants’ share of the
costs.

Cause

The Beneficiary did not demonstrate sufficient knowledge of the Rules requiring the
identification of ineligible entities on the FCC Form 466-A and NCWs and requiring
ineligible entities to pay their fair share of the costs. In addition, the Beneficiary did not
have adequate controls and procedures in place to ensure that ineligible participants paid
their fair share of network costs and that USAC is invoiced only for eligible services
delivered to eligible participants.

Effect

The monetary effect for this finding is $78,828. This amount represents the funding
disbursed for the three ineligible participants’ share of the costs for FRN 37533 ($74,797)
and for FRN 57252 ($4,031).

Recommendation

IAD recommends USAC seek recovery of $78,828. The Beneficiary must implement
controls and procedures to ensure that it identifies all ineligible participants in its NCW
submitted to USAC with its FCC Form 465 and FCC Form 466-A, that ineligible
participants pay their fair share of network costs, and that USAC is invoiced only for
eligible services delivered to eligible participants.

Beneficiary Response
Regarding FRN 37533 we disagree with the finding and recommendation
because all three ineligible providers were NOT participating in the
program at that time and so there were only 82 participating health care
providers to allocate the network costs to. All 82 HCPs signed Letters of
Agency and Participation Agreements and paid their 15% share of the
network costs. IHA, RCI and Iowa Radiology did not sign a Letter of
Agency, Participation Agreement or made any payment, therefore, they
were not participating at that time and should be excluded from the initial
network build out. As I indicated to [the auditor] earlier the Alcatel
Lucent contract listed IHA, Radiology Consultants of lowa (RCI) and
Iowa Radiology but were potential future additional sites at that time.
Please note that the site electronics for IHA, RCI and Iowa Radiology
were not included in the Bill of Materials that was part of the Alcatel
Lucent contract because these ineligible entities were not part of the initial
network. USAC required us to include IHA and Radiology Consultants
of lowa on [the] Form 465 Attachment and they were also included in
RFP 01 as potential future sites. Please note lowa Radiology was not
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included in the RFP. We were told to think ahead... A “fair share” issue
was NOT raised during the [Form] 466 Award package review by USAC.
The FCL for FRN 37533 was issued on August 20, 2009. A critical
determinate of participation is when each ineligible entity was connected
to the IRHTP network.

Ineligible Entities Timeline — see attached ICN customer connection status
[copy provided to USAC management][:]

Event Radiology Consultants | Iowa Hospital Iowa Radiology
of Iowa Association

Connection to IRHTP | 10/13/2010 9/21/2010 June 11, 2012

Network

Network connectivity is the time when shared network fair share
considerations should begin for ineligible entities.

Each ineligible entity paid 100% of the cost (fiber and electronics) to
connect to the IRHTP network. Upon connection[,] each ineligible entity
began paying the same monthly circuit fee and administrative and
operational fees. The monthly administrative and operation fee covered:
electronics service, repair and replacement; fiber locates, relocates and
repair; and network software upgrades.

Regarding FRN 57252 we concur with the finding that participating
ineligible entities should have been included in the software upgrade cost.
It was our oversight. Per the above chart, only two of the ineligible
entities were connected and using the network. Therefore based on your
calculation, the monetary effect to be reimbursed should be $2,720 for
FRN 57252 ($114,221 / 84 * 2) reflecting the two entities that are
benefiting from the software upgrade.

We have noted the recommendations and will implement controls and
procedures to ensure that we identify all ineligible participants in NCW
submissions to USAC with its FCC Form 465 and FCC Form 466-A, that
ineligible participants pay their fair share of network costs, and that USAC
is invoiced only for eligible services delivered to eligible participants.

USAC IAD Response

IAD does not concur with the Beneficiary’s statement for FRN 37533 that the
Iowa Hospital Association (IHA), Radiology Consultants of lowa (RCI), and
Iowa Radiology “were NOT participating in the program at the time...[,] [had
not] made any payment...[,] [and] should be excluded... [because they] were
potential future additional sites at that time.” IAD examined documentation
substantiating that the Beneficiary, via IHA, invoiced RCI and Iowa Radiology to
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obtain their fair share of the Beneficiary’s shared network core costs on August
17,2009, and September 9, 2009, respectively, and the Beneficiary, via IHA,
received the payments for RCI’s and lowa Radiology’s fair share on August 31,
2009, and September 9, 2009, respectively. However, the Beneficiary was not
billed by the service provider for the network core equipment until October 26,
2009. Further, the invoice seeking reimbursement was not submitted to USAC
until November 24, 2009. The invoice, which the Beneficiary certified, allocated
the full cost of network core equipment evenly to the 82 eligible entities and did
not exclude any costs for the ineligible entities’ fair share. Although IHA was not
invoiced for its fair share prior to the bill for the network core equipment, [HA is
the project coordinator and administrator for the Beneficiary. IHA’s significant
involvement with the network development, its inclusion on the FCC Form 465
Attachment, and its inclusion in the original contract with the service provider
demonstrates IHA was a known participant and should have been included with
RCI and Iowa Radiology in the allocation of the network core costs.

The Beneficiary states that “the site electronics for IHA, RCI and lowa Radiology
were not included in the Bill of Materials that was part of the Alcatel Lucent
contract because these ineligible entities were not part of the initial network.”
IAD examined the contract and agrees with the Beneficiary that IHA, RCI, and
Iowa Radiology were not included for the site electronics. However, the issue for
this finding is the purchase of the network core equipment to serve the entire
shared network and not the specific site electronics. The Beneficiary informed
IAD that the site electronics for the three ineligible entities were purchased at a
later date. However, as noted above, the Beneficiary was aware of the three
ineligible entities’ future participation in the network, therefore, the network core
equipment should have been allocated among all 85 participants.

In its response, the Beneficiary states “[n]etwork connectivity is the time when
network fair share considerations should begin for ineligible entities.” Using this
logic, the costs of the network core equipment would be incorrectly allocated on
its NCW for the eligible entities. In the Beneficiary’s June 2009 Sustainability
Plan, the Beneficiary states that its revenue and expense projections reflect “20
hospitals connected in 2009, 65 hospitals connected in 2010 and 84 sites in 2011.”
As noted above, USAC was invoiced for reimbursement of the network core
equipment on November 2009 and RCI and Iowa Radiology were requested to
pay their fair share in August 2009 and September 2009, respectively. Although
the Beneficiary states that the ineligible entities were not allocated costs and
therefore, not reduced from the network core costs invoiced to USAC because
they were “potential future sites,” the Beneficiary included other eligible sites that
also were not yet connected in its Sustainability Plan. The network core
equipment was purchased in anticipation of use by participants that would
connect to the network, including the three ineligible participants. The network
core equipment was delivered by the service provider on October 26, 2009, and at
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that time, no participants were connected to the Beneficiary’s network because
they had not received their site specific network equipment.

For FRN 57252, IAD does not concur with the Beneficiary’s statement that the
monetary effect should be allocated by 84 entities rather than 85. As noted above,
the Beneficiary should have allocated the shared network costs among all known
participants regardless of whether they were connected to the network by the date
of the bill or were to be connected at a later date. Because lowa Radiology paid
its fair share to the Beneficiary in September 2009, and was included in the
contract, the Beneficiary was aware of lowa Radiology’s participation in the
shared network.

For the reasons above, [AD’s position on this finding remains unchanged.

USAC Management Response

USAC management concurs with IAD’s finding that the three ineligible entities were
benefiting from the supported equipment received and that the costs of the core network
electronics and the network upgrades should have been allocated among all 85
participants rather than among the 82 eligible participants. This is evidenced by the fact
that the Beneficiary invoiced two of the ineligible entities in August and September 2009.
The network core equipment was purchased in anticipation of use by participants that
would connect to the network, including the three ineligible participants. The
Beneficiary was aware of the three ineligible entities’ future participation in the network,
therefore, the network core equipment should have been allocated among all 85
participants. USAC also concurs with [AD’s finding that the Beneficiary should have
included the three ineligible entities when allocating the software upgrade costs instead of
the two claimed by the Beneficiary. Like the network core equipment, the Beneficiary
purchased the software upgrades in anticipatiin of use by known participants including
the three ineligible entities and, therefore, should have allocated the costs accordingly.
USAC will seek recovery of $78,828.

Criteria

1. “Ineligible costs include costs that are not directly associated with network
design, deployment, operations and maintenance. These ineligible costs
include, but are not limited to:...Connections to ineligible network participants
or sites (e.g., for-profit health care providers) and network costs apportioned
to ineligible network participants.” In the Matter of Rural Health Care
Support Mechanism, , WC Docket No. 02-60, Order, FCC 07-198, 22 FCC
Red 20360, 20398, 9 75 (2007) (Pilot Program Selection Order).

2. “USAC may only fund eligible costs as described in this Order and is
prohibited from funding ineligible costs or providing funding to ineligible
participants. We require, as discussed below, Pilot Program participants to
identify and detail all ineligible costs, including costs apportioned to for-profit
and other ineligible network participants or sites, in their line-item network
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costs worksheets submitted to USAC with FCC Forms 465 and 466-A, and to
clearly demonstrate that Pilot Program support amounts will not be used to
fund ineligible costs. We note that if a product or service contains both
eligible and ineligible components, costs should be allocated to the extent that

a clear delineation can be made between the eligible and ineligible
components.” Pilot Program Selection Order, 22 FCC Rcd at 20399, 9] 76.

3. “Selected participants’ network costs worksheet submissions shall
demonstrate how ineligible (e.g., for-profit) participants will pay their fair
share of network costs. Selected participants shall identify these costs with
specificity in their network costs worksheet submissions.” Pilot Program
Selection Order, 22 FCC Rcd at 20408, 9 90.

4. “A selected participant cannot sell its network capacity supported by funding
under the Pilot Program but could share network capacity with an ineligible
entity as long as the ineligible entity pays its fair share of network costs
attributable to the portion of network capacity used.” Pilot Program Selection
Order, 22 FCC Rcd at 20416, 9 107.

5. “To prevent against violation of the prohibition on resale of supported
services and to further prevent against waste, fraud, and abuse, we require
participants to identify all for-profit or other ineligible entities, how their fair
share of network costs was assessed, and proof that these entities paid or will
pay for their costs.” Pilot Program Selection Order, 22 FCC Rcd at 20416, 9
108.
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Condition
IAD examined documentation, including the Rural Health Care Pilot Program invoices
the service provider submitted to USAC and the corresponding service provider bills
provided to the Beneficiary, to determine whether the Beneficiary paid the required 15
percent minimum contribution to the service provider before certifying that the invoice
was accurate and that the required minimum 15 percent contribution was paid from
eligible sources for each invoice submitted to USAC. IAD examined the service provider
bills and payments for FRNs 37533, 37534, 38196, 41316, 41446, 41820, 47731, 53313,
59779, and 60318 and noted that the Beneficiary paid its required 15 percent minimum
contribution to the service provider after the Project Coordinator certified to the accuracy
of invoices and that the 15 percent minimum contribution was paid, after the service
provider submitted the invoices to USAC (criteria 1 and 2). The specific dates at issue
for each invoice are provided below.

Finding #3
Beneficiary Certified and Service Provider Submitted Invoices to USAC Prior to
Collecting Payment for the Minimum 15 Percent Contribution from the Beneficiary

Date Service

Date Invoice Provider Service Provider
Signed by Lead Submitted Bills Sought for Date
Project Invoice to Reimbursement in Beneficiary
FRN Coordinator USAC the Invoices Paid the Bills
November 24, 2009 November 24, 2009 One for October 2009 November 30, 2009
37533 September 9, 2010 September 10, 2010 One for August 2010 September 14, 2010
January 19, 2011 January 25, 2011 Two for January 2011 January 27, 2011
August 18, 2010 August 18, 2010 Two for July 2010 August 26, 2010
37534 November 1, 2010 November 1, 2010 One for October 2010 November 4, 2010
Two for May 2011
May 31, 2011 May 31, 2011 One for October 2010 June 3, 2011
October 15, 2010 October 15, 2010 Three for September 2010 October 21, 2010
Two for June 2010
One for July 2010
October 25, 2010 October 25, 2010 Three for September 2010 November 4, 2010
Two for October 2010
October 10, 2011 October 17, 2011 Three for September 2011 October 20, 2011
November 29, 2010 November 30, 2010 | Three for November 2010
38196 December 6, 2010 December 7, 2010 | Three for November 2010
Five for November 2010
December 15, 2010 December 15, 2010 Three for December 2010 December 20, 2010
Two for November 2010
December 16, 2010 December 16, 2010 One for December 2010
December 22, 2010 | December 23,2010 | |1V for November 2010
Nine for December 2010 January 14, 2011
January 10, 2011 January 11, 2011 Four for December 2010
41316 August 18,2010 August 25,2010 One for May 2010 August 26, 2010
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Date Service
Date Invoice Provider Service Provider
Signed by Lead Submitted Bills Sought for Date
Project Invoice to Reimbursement in Beneficiary
FRN Coordinator USAC the Invoices Paid the Bills
41446 April 19, 2013 April 26, 2013 One for April 2013 May 3, 2013
June 8, 2010 June 9, 2010 Six for May 2010 June 17, 2010
May 16, 2011 May 17, 2011 Thirteen for May 2011 May 19, 2011
41820 June 29, 2011 June 30, 2011 One for June 2011 July 5, 2011
November 4, 2011 November 8, 2011 | Three for September 2011 | November 17, 2011
47731 June 29, 2011 June 30, 2011 One for June 2011 July 5, 2011
November 4, 2011 November 8, 2011 One for September 2011 | November 17, 2011
53313 December 7, 2011 December 8, 2011 Two for September 2011 | December 15, 2011
August 1, 2012 August 3, 2012 Four for July 2012 August 10, 2012
39779 April 19, 2013 April 22,2013 One for January 2013 May 6, 2013
60318 May 1, 2012 May 1, 2012 One for April 2012 May 7, 2012
Cause

The Beneficiary and Service Provider did not demonstrate sufficient knowledge of the
Rules and did not have adequate controls and procedures in place to ensure that the
Beneficiary paid its 15 percent minimum contribution to the service provider before the
Project Coordinator certified that the invoices were accurate and that the required 15
percent minimum contribution was paid before the service provider submitted the
invoices to USAC.

Effect

There is no monetary effect for this finding as the Beneficiary paid its 15 percent
minimum contribution in full to the service provider. However, by certifying that an
invoice is accurate and that the 15 percent minimum contribution was paid prior to
actually paying the required contribution, there is an increased risk that the Beneficiary
may not pay its 15 percent minimum contribution as required by the Rules.

Recommendation

The Beneficiary must implement controls and procedures to ensure that it pays its 15
percent minimum contribution to the service provider prior to certifying that an invoice is
accurate and that the Beneficiary paid the required 15 percent minimum contribution. In
addition, the service provider must implement controls and procedures to ensure the
Beneficiary’s 15 percent minimum contribution is collected prior to submitting the
invoices to USAC.

Beneficiary Response
Each participating health care provider (HCP) forwarded/prepaid their
15% share of the cost to IHA prior to construction of fiber and acquisition
of electronics. The HCP is an eligible source of funding. By forwarding
their 15% share of the cost [to] the Beneficiary (HCP) prior to electronics
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acquisition and fiber installation[,] the HCP has paid their share of the
cost. As service provider invoices were received, the IRHTP Project
Coordinator reviewed the service providers invoice for accurcracy,
calculated the HCP’s 15% share[,] and processed the service providers
invoice for USAC payment and payment of the HCP 15% share to the
service provider.

Your recommendation has been noted and procedures will be
implemented to ensure the Beneficiary has paid the required 15%
contribution and the HCP 15% cost share is paid to the service provider
prior to certifying that the invoice is accurate.

Service Provider Response for FRNs 37533 and 60318
We processed both transactions at the same time with the understanding
that the terms were net 45 with the customer and that USAC will follow
with the remaining amount due. The problem is that the customer invoice
comes as one and there is [sic] two sources of payment. Then the
customer is slower in paying versus USAC. This process is hard to
manage when you have to wait for a payment from the beneficiary before
making the claim to UCAC [sic]. This is all back office systems that
cannot support invoice once payment is delivered. We usually invoice as
services are rendered not as beneficiary pays.

Service Provider Response for FRN 37534
We have reviewed the findings above and report the following in response:
Findings are understood. Future claims will be audited to confirm 15% payment.
All payments and requests on this order have been completed. There was no
malice intended.

Service Provider Response for FRNs 38196 and 59779
Communication Technologies, LLC. had no control over the timing of the
Beneficiary’s contribution. Invoices were sent to Communication Technologies
from Art Spies with the lowa Hospital Association which we confirmed, signed
and e-mailed to the USAC e-mail address for such purposes.

Service Provider Response for FRN 41316
Premier Communications (“Premier”) agrees that the 15% was paid by the
Beneficiary one day after Premier submitted the invoice to USAC for
reimbursement. It was Premier’s understanding that when it received the
signed invoice from the Beneficiary, payment had been sent and received;
however, we can assume that this was done via verbal confirmation and
not through an actual check received, which occurred the next day
according to USAC’s audit. In the future, Premier will implement a
control where our regulatory department will confirm with its accounting
department that payment has been received prior to requesting the
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signature of our CEO and submitting the invoice to USAC. We feel that
this control will prevent future instances where payments are received
after the invoice is submitted.

Service Provider Response for FRN 41446
The above finding has been read, is understood, and has been included in
the AIS USAC Financial Documentation Book. A checklist is now in that
book showing the date of the receipt of the 15% for future projects.

Service Provider Response for FRNs 41820 and 47731
MasTec has received all payments according to the email [from the
auditor] dated August 19, 2014 [notifying MasTec of this finding].

Service Provider Response for FRN 53313
I did check back into the history of FRN 53313, and would agree that
USAC was invoiced on December 8, 2011 (one week before payment was
received from IRHTP for the 15% portion due by the HCP).
Unfortunately I do not know the history of why this happened as the SDN
employee that handled the Rural Health invoicing at that time is no longer
with us. I can only assume that they were unaware of this specific rule
with the Pilot Program.

Since that staff transition I have been diligent in working to improve
SDN’s accounting processes as they relate to the Rural Health and Erate
Programs. We are also striving to be sure that all USAC requirements are
met within the different programs through research, other Rural Health
Consultants[,] as well as more open communication with the HCP’s. This
past year, we have transitioned from an outdated/inflexible billing system
to a much more robust billing/receivables system. This new system allows
us to better track HCP payments “real-time” as well as housing more
detailed information at the account level so that we can be sure that USAC
is invoiced correctly. Obviously the certification process must not be
taken lightly and we will certainly do more due diligence on payments and
requirements before sending on to USAC going forward.

USAC TAD Response to Service Provider Response for FRNs 38196 and 59779
Although Communication Technologies, LLC, had no control over the timing of the
Beneficiary’s 15 percent contribution, the Service Provider is still responsible for
submitting the invoice to USAC and collecting the required 15 percent contribution from
eligible participants. In this instance, the Service Provider submitted the invoice to
USAC before ensuring it had collected the Beneficiary’s 15 percent minimum
contribution. For this reason, [AD’s position on this finding remains unchanged.
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USAC Management Response

While the Beneficiary certified that it collected the required 15 percent contribution prior
to invoice submission, the contribution was actually collected after invoices were
submitted to USAC in violation of the Rules. USAC management agrees with IAD’s
recommendation that the Beneficiary and Service Providers implement policies and
procedures to ensure that USAC is invoiced only after the 15 percent contribution has
been paid. USAC will request that the Beneficiary provide a copy of its new procedure
to confirm the corrective action was undertaken.

Criteria

1.

“USAC will disburse Pilot Program funds based on monthly submissions (i.e.,
invoices) of actual incurred eligible expenses...Service providers shall submit
detailed invoices to USAC on a monthly basis for actual incurred costs...All invoices
shall also be approved by the lead project coordinator authorized to act on behalf [of]
the health care provider(s), confirming the network build-out or services related to the
itemized costs were received by each participating health care provider. The lead
project coordinator shall also confirm and demonstrate to USAC that the selected
participant’s 15 percent minimum funding contribution has been provided to the
service provider for each invoice.” In the Matter of Rural Health Care Support
Mechanism, WC Docket No. 02-60, Order, FCC 07-198, 22 FCC Red 20360, 20411 9
98 (2007) (Pilot Program Selection Order).

“Project Coordinator Certification. I certify that [ have examined the information
provided in the Rural Health Care Pilot Program Invoice, and to the best of my
knowledge, information and belief, the participating health care providers have
received the network build-out or related services itemized on this invoice. I certify
under penalty of perjury that the 15 percent minimum funding contribution for each
item on this invoice required by the Rural Health Care Pilot Program rules was
funded by eligible sources as defined in the rules and has been provided to the
vendor.” Rural Health Care Pilot Program Invoice Form, (OMB 3060-0804), Nov.
2010.
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Finding #4
Beneficiary Did Not Notify USAC and the FCC that the Network Project Was Not
Initiated Within Six Months of the Funding Commitment Letter

Condition

IAD examined the Funding Commitment Letter (FCL), FCC Form 467, and the initial
service provider bill demonstrating the start of services for FRN 47731 to determine
whether the fiber installation services were initiated within six months of the FCL dated
September 16, 2010. The Beneficiary submitted its FCC Form 467 to USAC on
September 28, 2010 and certified that the fiber installation services would start on
October 1, 2010. However, IAD noted that the initial service provider bill dated June 28,
2011, was for services received between April 1, 2011 and May 27, 2011, which is more
than six months after the FCL was issued (criterion 1). The Beneficiary informed IAD
that it did not notify USAC or the FCC that its network project was not initiated within
six months of the date of the FCL.

Cause

The Beneficiary did not demonstrate sufficient knowledge of the Rules and did not have
adequate controls and procedures in place to ensure that the Beneficiary notified USAC
and the FCC that its RHC Pilot Program funded network project was not initiated within
six months of the FCL.

Effect
There is no monetary effect for this finding because the fiber build-out for the RHC Pilot
Program funded network was initiated by April 1, 2011, prior to completion of the audit.

Recommendation

The Beneficiary must implement controls and procedures to ensure that it notifies USAC
and the FCC when RHC Pilot Program funded network projects are not initiated within
six months of the FCL and to do so within 30 days thereafter, explaining when it
anticipates that the approved network project will be initiated as required by the Rules.

Beneficiary Response
While construction began on April 1, 2011, there are many activities that
must occur prior to the start of construction such as pathway engineering
and drawings, procuring needed construction materials (e.g. fiber) and
obtaining any needed permits[,] which means activity actually began prior
to April 1, 2011. Your recommendation has been noted and controls and
procedures will be implemented to ensure USAC is notified if service is
not initiated within 6 months of the FCL.

USAC Management Response
USAC management agrees with the finding and recommendation. The Beneficiary
should have notified USAC that its network build-out would not start within six months
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after issuance of the FCL. USAC will request that the Beneficiary provide a copy of its
new procedure to confirm the corrective action was undertaken.

Criteria

1. “If the selected participant’s network build-out has not been initiated within six
months of the [Funding Commitment Letter] FCL sent by USAC to the selected
participant and service provider(s) approving funding, the selected participant must
notify USAC and the Commission within 30 days thereafter explaining when it
anticipates that the approved network project will be initiated.” In the Matter of
Rural Health Care Support Mechanism, WC Docket No. 02-60, Order, FCC 07-198,
22 FCC Rcd 20360, 20409, 9 94 (2007) (Pilot Program Selection Order).

This concludes the results of our audit. Certain information may have been omitted from
this report concerning communications with USAC management or other officials and/or
details about internal operating processes or investigations. This report is intended solely
for the use of USAC, the Beneficiary, and the FCC and should not be used by those who
have not agreed to the procedures and taken responsibility for the sufficiency of those
procedures for their purposes. This report is not confidential and may be released to a
requesting third party.

cc: Mr. Chris Henderson, USAC Chief Executive Officer
Mr. David Capozzi, USAC General Counsel
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Rural Health Care Division

Healthcare Connect Fund Program
http://www.usac.org/rhc/default.aspx

Universal Service Administrative Company Phone: 202-776-0200

Via electronic mail
April 30,2015

Arthur Spies

Iowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program
100 East Grand Avenue

Suite 100

Des Moines, 1A 50309-1835

Re: Denial of Form 462 FRN 1342232, Vendor: State of lowa, lowa Telecommunication & Technology
Dear Mr. Spies,
The Universal Service Administration Company (USAC) completed the review of the above-mentioned funding

request and as denied the request for all services. The explanation for the decision made about this request is as
follows:

Explanation
Apparent service provider involvement in beneficiary’s competitive bidding process. This issue was also raised under

the recent RHCPP audit of IRHTP.

Supporting Portions from the Order
Section B 1. “Fair and Open” Competitive Bidding Process, paragraphs 229 thru 233.

Questions and Appeals:

Appeals: If you wish to appeal this decision, you must do so within 60 days (ie., must be post marked by the 60™ day)

of receipt of this letter. To find more information on how to appeal, go to:
http://www.usac.org/rhc/about/program-integrity/appeals.aspx

Questions: If you have any questions or need help, please call USAC at (202)776-0200 and ask to speak to the RHC

Consortia Applications Team.

Sincerely,

RHCD - USAC Healthcare Connect Fund Program
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From: Paige Pierce [mailto:ppierce@usac.org]

Sent: Friday, May 01, 2015 8:05 AM

To: Spies, Arthur J.; Rodriguez, Gabrielle

Cc: Donald Lewis

Subject: HCP 17226 IRHTP FRN 13422321 State of lowa, lowa Telecommunication & Technology Denial

Art and Gabrielle,

Please see the attached official denial letter for FY2013 FRN 13422321 State of lowa, lowa Telecommunication &
Technology.

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks,

Paige

Paige Pierce

Assistant Program Analyst — Rural Healthcare

Universal Service Administrative Company
202-772-4505 (office phone)

WWW.uUsSac.org



The information contained in this electronic communication and any attachments and links to websites are
intended for the exclusive use of the addressee(s) and may contain confidential or privileged information. If you
are not the intended recipient, or the person responsible for delivering this communication to the intended
recipient, be advised you have received this communication in error and that any use, dissemination,
forwarding, printing or copying is strictly prohibited. Please notify the sender immediately and destroy all
copies of this communication and any attachments.
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SEies. Arthur J.

Fromi; rhcadmingusac.org

Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 11:21 AM

To: Spies, Arthur J.

Subject: Rural Health Care FCC Form 462 Determination far HCP 17226
Attachments: Form_462_pdt

Date: 11-May-2015

Funding Year: 2013

Health Care Provider (HCP) Number: 17226

HCP Name: lowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program

FCC Form 462 Application Number: 13422321

The Rural Health Care (RHC) division of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) has reviewed
the submitted FCC Form 462 and supporting documents for the HCP referenced above. USAC has denied the
HCPMs FCC Form 462 for the following reason(s):

Possible Competitive Bidding Violation

If you wish to appeal this decision, you must file an appeal with USAC, or directly to the FCC, within 60 days
of the date of this letter. Detailed instructions for filing appeals are available on the RHC website at
httpz/fwww, usac.org/rhe.

All account holders associated with the HCP will be copied on this and all correspondence from USAC related
to this account,

For gquestions or assistance, or if you believe you have received this email in error, contact the Rural Health
Care Help Desk at (800) 453-1546 between 9:30 AM and 4:30 PM ET Monday - Friday or by email at rhe-
assistiusac.org.






FCC Form 462 OMB Approved 3060-0804
Estimaled Time Per Response: 2 hours

Rural Health Care (RHC) Universal Service
Healthcare Connect Fund
Funding Request Form

(Lina 4} lowa Rural Health Telecommunicalions Program
Read instructions thoroughly before completing this form. Failure to comply may cause delayed or denied funding.

Block 1: General Information
1 Funding Year 2013 2 Funding Request Number (FRN): 13422321

LRl

3 HCP Mumber {7226 4 Sile Mama/Consordium Mame: Sao above

Block 2: Compatitive Bidding Information
5 FCC Form 461 Application Mumber: 700001671

& Aliowable Conlract Selection Date (ACSD):  01/24/2014

T Mumber of wendors whao bid: 1

8 Reguest for competilive bidding exemplion {Only compéele if claiming a competilive bidding exemption)
O Annual Undisoounted Cost of $10,000 or less

U Government Masler Services Agreement Coniracl 1D Friendly Mame!
O Pra-Approved Masier Sarvices Agreemant Coniract D Friandly Mamis!
Evergreen Conlract Conftract ID: 730650  Friendly Name; |CN May 2012 Conirac
U E-Rale Approved Contract Conlract 1D Friendly Mame;

Block 3: Vendor Information
O Service provider identification number (SPIM); 143003005

10 Vendor narme, Slale of lows, lowa Telecommunication & Technoiogy

Block 4: Type of Funding Request

11 O Individual HCP, single eligible expense
I Individual HGP, multipke eligible expanses
i Consortium Application
Bilock 5: Single Eligible Expense Reqguest for Funding

12° Calagory of Expanse 13 Expense Type

14 Bandwidth 14a |s this service symmetrical? © Yes T Mo
— : If nip, what is the uplosd bandwidth =

15 Circuit ID {optional) Whal Is the download bandwidih

16 Percantage of expense eligibbe

17 Does the Service Type include both eligibie and meligible components? ™ Yes Mo

If wes, percentage of usage eligible
18 Billing Account Number (BAN)

18 Contract ID 18a  Date confract signad

18b Expecled sarvice starl data t89c Langth of initial contracl tarm

18d Mumber al contracl axlansions 188 Lenglh of optional exlansions) combined
20 Circull starl locaton 21 Gircull end location

; Bt ymar commilmants cannol axceed 3 funding years and may nol
22 Iz ihis-a mulll-year funding request? Yas: @' No extend beyond the exgiration daie of an Evanreen Contract

23 Expanse lreguency 24 Quantity of expanza perods
25 Undiscounted cost per expense period 26 Source of HOP contribution
27 One-tima instaliation charges

FCG Form- 462



28 This confract containg a Service Level Agreament. C¥as: O No

If yes, provide the following information 8. Latency b. Jitter:
concaming the SLA in the conlract: c. Packet Loss: d. Reliability:

Block &: Multiple Eligible Expenses and Consortium Requests for Funding {attach Network Cost Worksheet)

29 Total undiscounted cost for eligible recurring expenses 31,967 .561.84
30 Tolal undiscounted cost for eligible non-recurnng expensas 51.692.61
Block T: Additional Documentation
31 List all supparting documeantation (Compeatifve bids, Canfract, eic.) thal is required to be submitted with this form.
Type of Documeantation '
ik
b

Block 8: Request for Confidentiality

32 Is applicant requesting confidential treatment and non-disclosure of commercial and financaal information? {See
instruclions for speciflic information covered by thisrequest,) © Yes & No

Block 9: Certifications

a3 [ X |1 cerlify thal | am-autharized to submit this request on bahalf of the health care provider or consoriurm.

| declare under penalty of parjury that | have examined this form and attachments and to the besl of my

34 hnwdi-l:lge. information, and belief, all information contained in this form and in any attachments is true and
COMEC
I cerily undar panally of perury (hat the heallh cara provider or consortium has considarad all bids
racaved and seleclad the masi cosl-affective method of providing the requaestad sarvices, Tha "most cosl-

35 effective service” is defined as the *method that costs the least after consideration of the features, quality of
transmission, relabilily, and other factors that the heallth care prowider deams relevant lo choosing a meathod

of providing the required health care services.” 47 C. FR. Sec. 54.642{c),
I certify under penalty of perury that all Healthcare Connect Fund support will be used only for the eligible
. : ;
i program purposes for which suppor 2 intended
a7 | certify that the healih care provider or consoriium is not requesting support for the same service from both
the Tetecommumcations Program-and the Heallthcare Connect Fund,
| cetify that the healih care provider or consormm satisfies all of the requirements under Seclion 254 of the
a5 Telecommunications Act af 1996, as amendad, and applicable Commission rules, and undersiand thal any
letter fromy the:Administraior thal erronecusly commits funds for the beneldit of the applicant may be subject 1o
reCission.

a9 |1—.| | cartify that | have reviewed all applicabla requiremenis for the program and will comply with those
requiramenis.

| uriderstand that all documantation associated with this application, including all bids, conlracts, scoring

40 matrices, and other infnrmaliﬂnlaﬁsm:iated with the competitive bidding process, and all billing records for
aondices recalved, must be retaimed {or a pariod of at leasi five years pursuant to 47 CFR_§ 54648, or as
otherwise prescribed by the Commission’s rules,

41 Signature ] d2 Dale. 052372014

43 Prnted Name of Authorized Person  Gabnelle A Hudrigur-_-z

44 Title'Posilion of Authorized Person  IRHTE Assistant Progect Coodinator

45 Phone. (515)283-9361 Exl. 46 Email mdrlguezg@ihamlln&.ﬂfg

47 Emplover IRHTP 48 Emplover's FCC RN 0017393045

Persons willhally making lalse statermants on this form can be punished by fine or fordeiture under The Communicalions Act, 47
U5.C. Secs, 502, 503(k), or fine or imprisonment under Tille: 18 of the United Siates Code, 18 U.S.C. Sec. 1001.

FCC NOTICE FOR INDIVIDUALS REQUIRED BY THE PRIVACY ACT AND THE PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT
Fart 3 of the Commission's Rules authorize the FCC o reguest-the information an this form. The purpose of the information

FCC Farm 462



ig o determing your aligibilily for cartification as-a health care provider. The infocemation will be used by the Universal Senvice
Administrative Company andior ihe staff of the Federal Communications Commission, 1o evaluaie this form, o provide
informatian for anfarcameant and rubamaking procesdings and o maintaina corrant inveniory of applicants, health care providers,
billed enfities, and senvice prowviders. No authorization can be granted unless all information requested is provided. Failure to
provide all requested mniformaton will delay thea procassing of the application or resull in the application being retumed without
action, Information requested by this form will be available for public inspection. Your respanse is required o oblain the
requested authonzaticn.

The public reparting for this collection of information is estimated to average 2 hours per responsa, including the timea for
reviewing Instructions, searching easting data sourcas, gathering and maintaining the required data, and completing and
reviewing the callaction of infarmalion. Il yau have any commentis on this burden estimate, or how we can improve The collection
and reduce the burden Il causes you, please wiile 1o the Federal Communicatans Commission, AMD-PERM. Papearwark
Reduction Aclt Praject (3060-080:4), Washington, DC 20554, We will also accepd your comments regarding the Paperwork
Reduction Act aspects of this collection via the Internat if you send them to prai@fce.gov, PLEASE DO NOT SEND YOUR
RESPONSE TO THIS ADDRESS,

Remembar - You are nol reguired to respand o a callection of informalion sponsored by the Fedaral govemment, and the
governmant may not conduct or spansar this collection, unlass it displays a curmantly valid OMB control number o il wea fall bo
provide you wilh this notice. This collection has been assigned an OME control numbar of 3060-0804,

THE FOREGQING NOTICE 1S REQLIRED BY THE PRIVACY ACT OF 1974, PUBLIC LAW 83-579, DECEMBER 31, 1974, 5

LLE.C. BoZalel3) AND THE PAPEWORK REDUCTION ACT OF 19495, PUBLIC LAW 104-13, OCTOBER 1, 18395, 44 LL5.C
SECTION 3507,

FCC Farm 462



Block T: Additional Documentation
31 List all supporting documentation (Competitive bids. Contract, etc ) that is required to be submited with this form

Type of Documentation |
Contracl Document: ICN Contract May 2012 Agreement RFPO4.pdf
Competitive bids Document: 12-005 IRHTP - ICN Response (final).doc
Other (35% Letter) Document: 35% letter June 2014.docx

Other (Network Plan) Document: 17226 NetworkPlan-01 pdf posted.pdf
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Finding
Service Provider Involvement in Beneficiary’s Competitive Bidding Process

Criteria

1.

“To select the telecommunications carriers that will provide services eligible for
universal service support to it under this subpart, each eligible health care provider
shall participate in a competitive bidding process pursuant to the requirements
established in this subpart and any additional and applicable state, local or other
procurement requirements.” 47 C.F.R. § 54.603(a) (2008).

“Pursuant to sections 54.603 and 54.615 of the Commission’s rules, each eligible
health care provider must participate in a competitive bidding process and follow any
applicable state, local, or other procurement requirements to select the most cost-
effective provider of the services eligible for universal service support under the RHC
support mechanism.” In the Matter of Rural Health Care Support Mechanism, WC
Docket No. 02-60, Order, FCC 07-198, 22 FCC Rcd 20360, 20412, 9 100 (2007)
(Pilot Program Selection Order).

“Consistent with the Joint Board’s recommendation for eligible schools and libraries,
we conclude that eligible health care providers shall be required to seek competitive
bids for all services eligible for support pursuant to section 254(h) by submitting their
bona fide requests for services to the Administrator.” In the Matter of Federal-State
Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Report and Order, FCC 97-
157, 12 FCC Red 8776, 9133, 9 686 (1997) (1997 Universal Service Order).

“We note that vendors or service providers participating in the competitive bid
process are prohibited from assisting with or filling out a selected participants’ FCC
Form 465.” Pilot Program Selection Order, 22 FCC Rcd at 20405, 9] 86, n.281.

“To further prevent against waste, fraud, and abuse, we require participants to
identify, when they submit their Form 465, to USAC and the Commission any
consultants, service providers, or other outside experts, whether paid or unpaid, who
aided in the preparation of their pilot Program applications.... Identifying these
consultants and outside experts could facilitate the ability of USAC, the Commission,
and law enforcement officials to identify and prosecute individuals that may seek to
manipulate the competitive bidding process or engage in other illegal acts. To ensure
selected participants comply with the competitive bidding requirements, they must
disclose all of the types of relationships explained above.” Pilot Program Selection
Order, 22 FCC Rcd at 20415, 9 104.

“The competitive bidding rules also ensure that universal service support does not
disadvantage one provider over another, or unfairly favor or disfavor one technology
over another.” Federal Communications Commission, Pilot Program: Frequently
Asked Questions and Answers'

! See FCC’s website at http://www.fcc.gov/encyclopedia/rural-health-care-pilot-program#faq18.
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Condition

IAD examined documentation, including the FCC Forms 465, Requests for Proposal
(RFPs), bids received for the services solicited in the RFPs, and bid evaluation matrices
to determine whether the Beneficiary complied with the Rules governing the competitive
bidding process for FRNs 41446, 63415, 64723, and 68296. In addition, IAD inquired of
the Beneficiary and examined documentation to obtain an understanding of the RFP
development and bid evaluation process that was used for the Beneficiary’s Rural Health
Care Pilot Program (RHCPP) funded network.

The Beneficiary issued the following six RFPs for its RHCPP funded network:
(1) RFP 08-001 (Outside Plant Fiber) (USAC RFP#00);
(2) RFP 08-002 (Network and Site Electronics) (USAC RFP#01);
(3) RFP 09-002 (Quality Assurance Inspection Services) (USAC RFP # 02);
(4) RFP 10-001 (Broadband Lit services) (USAC RFP #03);
(5) RFP 12-004 (Outside Plant Fiber, Quality Assurance Inspection Services, and
Network Electronics) (USAC RFP #05); and
(6) RFP 12-005 (Meshed Ethernet Bandwidth Connectivity) (USAC RFP #04).

For RFP 08-001 (USAC RFP#00), the Beneficiary also requested Quality Assurance
Inspection Services but did not award a contract after evaluating the bids for those
services.

The Beneficiary selected lowa Communications Network (ICN) as the service provider
for RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP #04) (FRNs 64723 and 68296) and selected Access
Integration Specialists (AIS) to provide Quality Assurance Inspection Services for RFP
09-002 (USAC RFP # 02) (FRN 41446) and RFP 12-004 (USAC RFP #05) (FRN
63415).

The Beneficiary informed the Rural Health Care Program (RHCP) on May 29, 2008, that
ICN assisted in the development of the RHC Pilot Program application to the FCC,
assisted in the development of the RFPs, functioned as the project manager for the fiber
build-out and electronics, and staffed and evaluated the bids received.” On June 29,
2009, the Beneficiary informed RHCP that ICN also assisted in the development of the
initial and revised Quality Assurance Inspection Services REPs 08-001 and 09-002.°> The
Beneficiary also explained that Tony Crandell (AIS) assisted with the request for
proposal and bid evalution for the network plan when the Beneficiary prepared its
application for the RHCPP in 2007.* The Beneficiary confirmed that Tony Crandell
(AIS), Dave Swanson (ICN) and Art Spies (IRTHP) were the main persons responsible
for reviewing the bids received in response to the RFPs but Tony Crandell was excluded
from the bid evaluations for RFP 09-002 (USAC RFP # 02) and the quality assurance
section of RFP 12-004 (USAC RFP #05) and Dave Swanson was excluded from the bid

? Email from Arthur Spies, IRTHP, to USAC (May 29, 2008).

* Memorandum from Arthur Spies to RHCP, “Use of Vendors as Consultants and Project Funding for QA
Inspection Services RFP 002,” (June 29, 2009).

* Memorandum from Art Spies, ITRHP, to USAC (Oct. 2, 2013).
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evaluation for RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP #04).” The Beneficary further confirmed that
Tony Crandell (AIS) was not an employee with ICN, but has been contracted by ICN
“over the last six years for various projects such as developing scopes of work for various
ICN projects and ensuring ICN construction contractors met all of ICN and industry
construction standards and practices.”® IAD reviewed documentation from the
Beneficiary that indicates Art Spies (IRTHP), Dave Swanson (ICN) and/or Tony Crandell
(AIS) were part of the Beneficiary’s evaluation committee responsible for reviewing the
bid responses to the six REPs.”

IAD noted that Tony Crandell, owner of service provider, AIS, and a consultant to ICN,
participated in the development of RFP 08-001 (USAC RFP#00), RFP 08-002 (USAC
RFP#01), RFP 10-001 (USAC RFP #03), RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP #04), and sections of
RFP 12-004 (USAC RFP #05) (outside plan dark fiber and network electronics
sections).® In addition, Tony Crandell assisted in the evaluation of the service provider
bids received for the aforementioned RFPs. IAD also noted that Dave Swanson,
employee of ICN, participated in the development of RFP 08-001 (USAC RFP#00), RFP
08-002 (USAC RFP#01), RFP 09-002 (USAC RFP # 02), RFP 10-001 (USAC RFP #03),
and RFP 12-004 (USAC RFP #05).” Mr. Swanson also assisted in the evaluation of the
service provider bids received for the aforementioned RFPs.

AIS submitted two bids and was awarded contracts for the services solicited in RFP 09-
002 (USAC RFP # 02) and the Quality Assurance Services section in RFP 12-004 (USAC
RFP #05). IAD examined the contracts and noted that Tony Crandell (AIS) was also the
key individual that provided consultation services during the Beneficiary’s network
development, which included assisting with the development of RFPs 08-001 (USAC
RFP #00), 08-002 (USAC RFP #01), 10-001 (USAC RFP #03), 12-005 (USAC RFP
#04), and sections of RFP 12-004 (USAC RFP #05). IAD also noted that quality
assurance services were originally requested in RFP 08-001 (USAC RFP #00), but a
contract was not awarded for the quality assurance services after the Beneficiary
evaluated the bids received for RFP 08-001 (USAC RFP #00). Mr. Crandell was one of
the bid evl%luators for RFP 08-001 (USAC RFP #00) and assisted in the development of
this RFP.

ICN submitted a bid and was awarded a contract for the services solicited in RFP 12-005
(USAC RFP #04). ICN was also involved in the development of RFP 08-001 (USAC
RFP #00), RFP 08-002 (USAC RFP #01), RFP 09-002 (USAC RFP #02), RFP 10-001
(USAC RFP #03), and RFP 12-004."" Dave Swanson (ICN) also assisted in the bid
evalaution of the service provider bids received for these RFPs.

> Memorandum from Art Spies, IRTHP, to USAC (Mar. 13, 2014).

® Memorandum from Art Spies, IRTHP, to USAC (May 14, 2014).

7 See, e.g., Memorandum from Art Spies, IRTHP to USAC (Mar. 13, 2014).
: Memorandum from Art Spies, IRTHP, to USAC (May 6, 2014).

i
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The first FCC Form 465 was for RFP 08-001 (USAC RFP#00) and it was submitted to
the RHCP on July 28, 2008. The FCC Form 465 and the associated RFPs 08-001 (USAC
RFP#00) and 08-002 (USAC RFP#01) were posted on USAC’s website on July 31, 2008.
As noted above, the Beneficiary informed the RHCP on May 29, 2008, that ICN assisted
in the development of the RHC Pilot Program application to the FCC, assisted in the
development of the RFPs, functioned as the project manager for the fiber build-out and
electronics, and staffed and evaluated the bids received.'” On June 29, 2009, the
Beneficiary informed RHCP that ICN also assisted in the development of the initial and
revised Quality Assurance Inspection Services RFPs 08-001(USAC RFP#00) and 09-002
(USAC RFP # 02)." The Beneficiary did not identify Tony Crandell or AIS as a
participant in the Beneficiary’s competitive bidding process in either the May 29, 2008 or
the June 29, 2009 notification letter. However, the Beneficiary informed the RHCP of
AIS’s assistance in the development of the RFPs 10-001 (USAC RFP #03) and 12-004
(USAC RFP #05) and the evaluation of the bids received for those RFPs on April 11,
2011, and June 21, 2012, (which was after the competitive bidding process was
completed and a service provider was selected).'* In addition, the Beneficiary informed
the RHCP on April 19, 2012, that AIS assisted in the development of RFP 12-005
(USA1C5 RFP #04) prior to posting the FCC Form 465 on USAC’s website on April 27,
2012.

The Beneficiary informed IAD that AIS was not involved in the development of RFP 09-
002 (USAC RFP # 02) or in the Quality Assurance Services section of RFP 12-004
(USAC RFP #05) nor was AIS involved in the evaluation of the bids received for RFP
09-002 (USAC RFP # 02) or the Quality Assurance Services section of RFP 12-004
(USAC RFP #05).'® In addition, the Beneficiary informed IAD that ICN was not
involved in the development of RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP #04), or the evaluation of bids
received for RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP #04)."”

IAD examined the competitive bidding documentation for RFP 09-002 (USAC RFP #
02), and noted that another service provider submitted a bid of $192,214 and that AIS
submitted a bid of $169,800. AIS was awarded the contract for FRN 41446. IAD also
examined the competitive bidding documentation for RFP 12-004 (USAC RFP #05), and
noted that AIS was the only service provider to bid for the Quality Assurance Services
requested in RFP 12-004 (USAC RFP #05) and that AIS’ bid was for $12,000. AIS was
awarded the contract for quality assurance services for FRN 63415.

IAD examined the competitive bidding documentation for RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP #04)
and noted that ICN was the only service provider to bid for RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP

2 Email from Arthur Spies, IRTHP, to USAC (May 29, 2008).

"> Memorandum from Arthur Spies to RHCP, “Use of Vendors as Consultants and Project Funding for QA
Inspection Services RFP 002,” (June 29, 2009).

¥ Memorandums from Arthur Spies to USAC/FCC, ‘Evaluation, Scoring and Award IRHTP RFP10-001",
dated April 11, 2011 and ‘Evaluation, Scoring and Awards for IRHTP RFP12-004, dated June 21, 2012.

'S Memorandum from Arthur Spies to RHCP, ‘Disclosures’, dated April 19, 2012.

' Emails from Arthur Spies, received March 13, 2014 and May 6, 2014.

7 Memorandum from Art Spies, IRHTP, to USAC (May 6, 2014); Memorandum from Art Spies, IRTHP,
to USAC (June 7, 2012); Memorandum from Art Spies, IRTHP, to USAC (Apr. 19, 2012).
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#04) and that ICN’s bid offered Ethernet connectivity to 88 locations with up to 1
Gigabits per second access at a monthly cost ranging from $50,550 to $204,550
depending on the speed of access selected for each location. ICN was awarded the
contract for FRNs 64723 and 68296.

Because Mr. Crandell was involved in the development and execution of the IRHTP Pilot
Project, the development of RFPs 08-001 (USAC RFP#00), 08-002 (USAC RFP#01),
and 12-005 (USAC RFP #04), and the Beneficiary’s vendor selection process for RFPs
08-001 (USAC RFP#00), 08-002 (USAC RFP#01), 10-001 (USAC RFP #03), and 12-
005 (USAC RFP #04), and the Outside Plant — Dark Fiber Construction or IRUs and
Network Electronics — Spare Parts sections of RFP 12-004 (USAC RFP #05), Mr.
Crandell had extensive knowledge about the Beneficiary’s network and competitive bid
processes from his roles as a consultant to ICN and the owner of AIS. In addition,
because Mr. Swanson (ICN) was involved in the development and excution of all the
Beneficiary’s RFPs, with the exception of RFP 12-005 (USAC RFP #04), Mr. Swanson
similarly had extensive knowledge about the Beneficiary’s network and competitive bid
processes. The Beneficiary did not use a firewall mechanism to prevent AIS or ICN from
having an advantage in the competitive bid process for the requested services for FRNs
41446, 63415, 64723, and 68296. In addition, AIS and ICN’s extensive involvement in
the IRHTP Pilot Project and the development and vendor selection process for the
Beneficiary’s other RFPs may have disadvantaged one provider over another and
discouraged other service providers from submitting bids for the requested services that
were awarded to ICN and AIS. Further, ICN’s consultant, Tony Crandell, was involved
in the development and bid evaluation process for RFP 12-005, which resulted in the
selection of ICN. Therefore, the Beneficiary did not comply with the Rules governing
the competitive bidding process for FRNs 41446, 63415, 64723, and 68296 (criteria 1 to
6).

Cause

The Beneficiary did not demonstrate sufficient knowledge of the Rules governing the
competitive bidding process and did not have adequate controls or procedures in place to
prevent individuals with extensive knowledge of the Beneficiary’s network from gaining
a competitive advantage during the Beneficiary’s competitive bid processes. In addition,
the Beneficiary did not have adequate controls or procedures in place to ensure that
representatives or consultants of its service providers did not participate in the
competitive process for the requested services.

Effect

The monetary effect of this finding is $529,147. This amount represents the total amount
disbursed for the following FRNs:
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FRN Amount
41446 $142,290
63415 $8,160
64723 $28,517
68296 $350,180
Total $529,147

Recommendation

IAD recommends that USAC Management seek recovery of $529,147. The Beneficiary
must implement controls and procedures to ensure compliance with the Rules governing
the competitive bidding process, including ensuring that universal service support does
not disadvantage one provider over another or unfairly favor or disfavor one technology
over another.

Beneficiary Response

The Iowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program (IRHTP) through its Project
Coordinator, has reviewed the FCC rules cited, the background information provided, and
the conclusions, effect and recommendation by the USAC auditors regarding Service
Provider Involvement in IRHTP’s Competitive Bidding Processes and its purported effect
on competitive bidding and competitive bidding results. IRHTP does not agree that the
facts and circumstances presented involve any selective sharing of information that
tainted the competitive bidding process, created any undue competitive advantage to any
particular vendors, or skewed a competitive bidding result as to any of the contracts listed
above. As discussed herein, the circumstances as presented by the USAC auditors further
do not rise to the level of an infraction that should result in USAC Management seeking
recoupment of RFP funding under those contracts, as the findings propose.

As a threshold matter, none of the FCC rules cited by the USAC auditors provide notice
that the particular firewall that IRHTP put into place consistent with the FCC’s
competitive bidding rules was insufficient or failed to provide adequate insulation from
any potential for bid manipulation by program vendors. While FCC orders adopting the
rules discuss the need to keep potential vendors at arm’s length during the RFP
formulation and vendor selection process, that is what IRHTP did. The FCC rules,
combined with these orders, simply do not provide notice that IRHTP’s practical, good
faith application of that arm’s length requirement would be reviewed after the fact and
found to be insufficient. Without adequate notice of the specific firewalls that USAC —
or ultimately the FCC - would and would not deem sufficient, this after the fact second
guessing of the mechanisms used by IRHTP is highly problematic on a basic procedural
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fairness level. This is particularly true as IRHTP in fact disclosed all of its dealings with
potential vendors to USAC as part of its FCC Form 465 applications for funding,
including identification of the parties involved in each RPF’s formulation. Having this
information, USAC never before raised any issue as to how IRHTP went about its
competitive bidding process or questioned any of the vendor selection results prior to
funding them. As a result, it would be arbitrary and inequitable for USAC Management
to now seek recoupment of funding in this case, as the very disclosure requirements
USAC cites and that IRHTP complied with are for the purpose of USAC review of
competitive bidding to discover possible improprieties and to deal with them prior to
providing funding.

Specific Corrections or Clarification with respect to the Conditions:

1. IRHTP was not issued FRN 63415 as stated; rather the correct FRN number is
FRN 63145.

2. There were two competing bids for the quality assurance inspection services
portion of USAC RFP#02. These bids were closely scored with a lower price being the
most heavily weighted of the determinative factors. (See Art Spies memo, dated
September 16, 2009, showing the cumulative score of 94 for Adesta and 97.7 for AIS).
The attached affidavit of Art Spies discusses in detail how the RFP#02 was developed,
who reviewed the bids received and how the IRHTP Steering Committee members voted
in evaluating the competing bids. This affidavit demonstrates that there was a firewall
that prevented the winning bidder from participating in the RFP formulation or the award
process.

3 USAC RFP #05 included a section for a small project to add quality assurance
services for up to five sites that were not included in USAC RFP#02 due to several
additional rural hospital members joining after RFP#02 was bid. These additional sites
were required to be competitively bid in a separate contract rather than simply added to
the services of the existing bid RFP#02. The circumstances of the drafting of the quality
assurance portion of RFP#05 are detailed in the attached Arts Spies’ affidavit. IRHTP
believes that due to the very limited scope of this additional work, the limited number of
sites that were spread out across the state with more than 240 miles between each of
them, and the limited compensation associated with any award, there was only a single
bidder, AIS. The fact that only a single bid for quality assurance for those five sites was
received under those circumstances is not suprising. Futher, the cost of providing this
service under USAC RPF #05 was at the same cost per site as USAC RFP#02. If there
had been any insider knowledge or unfair competition or desire to circumvent the
purposes of the competitive bidding process, then the AIS bid could have come in higher
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for these additional sites than those in USAC RFP #02. The fact is that these additional
site services were provided at the same cost-effective level. (Art Spies memo, June 21,
2012 showing same cost for addition of four sites as original bid).

4 As the USAC auditors note, IRHTP received only one bid for USAC RFP#04,
which was for recurring connectivity service or circuit fees, at each participating and
eligible rural health care provider location. This bid was from the lowa Communications
Network (ICN), a fiber optic network owned, managed and operated by the State of lowa
by the lowa Telecommunciations and Technology Commission (ITTC). The bid was to
provide IRHTP member rural hospitals with Ethernet connectivity of up to 1GB to all 88
points listed on the RFP using “existing link-segments that emanate from the HCP’s
owned Alcatel-Lucent 7210 edge switch along the contructed hospital owned fiber link or
a leased “IRU” to a point currently located in an ICN Point of Presence.” (USAC
RFP#04). While theorectically it would have been possible for potential communications
service providers serving different communities within Iowa to collaborate and join
together and bid to provide connectivity service to these 88 points located all throughout
the state, the fact is that only one entity, the publicly owned lowa Communications
Network, had built and already was operating a statewide publicly owned fiber optic
network. ICN’s legal charter permits it to provide connectivity only to authorized users
under the Iowa Code: these authorized users include schools, hospitals, state and federal
government, National Guard armories, and libraries. ICN’s rates for this service are
published and known to any service provider or potential service provider in lowa. These
facts were not highlighted and apparently not considered by the USAC auditors and these
facts are consistent with what occurred when IRHTP bid the contact for connectivity for
88 participating rural hospitals throughout the state; namely that ICN was uniquely in the
best position to provide this service, not because of anything IRHTP did or did not do
with respect to competitive bidding, but because of its state charter, published rates and
its unmatched fiber network reach. Further, ICN was already providing these circuits to
53 participating hospitals as of May 2012 without program support for the circuits,
making ICN the obvious party to seek to continue to provide and expand that service. No
other entity responded to the RFP, apparently because no other entity or group of entities
believed themselves to be in a position to provide rural broadband connections where the
IRHTP specified they were needed for participating rural hospitals throughout Iowa at a
rate lower than the published rate that ICN offered in its bid response. Attributing
cupability to IRHTP for the lack of competitive bidders for RPF #04 when IRHTP had
nothing whatsoever to do with ICN’s unique status and market position in lowa would be
entirely arbitrary.

IRHTP has demonstrated that no employee of ICN was involved in drafting, reviewing or
evaluating RFP#04. The fact is that IRHTP did not have the technical ability within its
project management staff to draft RFP#04. Recognizing that, IRHTP turned to Tony
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Crandell of AIS to do the initial drafting of that RFP. Art Spies of IHA on behalf of the
IRHTP reviewed the draft and the Steering Committee approved awarding the bid to the
ICN. (See minutes from May 29, 2012 Steering Committee meeting). It is not contested
that IRHTP, in its Form 465 to USAC, disclosed the fact that Tony Crandell of AIS had
assisted in drafting the RFP. It is also a fact that USAC did not at the time or at any time
afterwards question or investigate the disclosure as potentially problematic.

The Federal Communications Commission has not prohibited stated owned and operated
systems from offering highly publicly beneficial broadband services, although lowa is
apparently one of the few states that has built out a statewide facility for the public safety
and health benefits it can confer on the citizens of the state. By law, there is a state
agency charged with running the ICN, and that state agency publishes the rates for
service for this purpose. Those rates are the rates ICN provided to IRHTP in responding
to RFP#04 and those rates would have been known in advance by any other potential
bidder for circuit connectivity services. The ICN, as an agency of the state, was simply
following its legal charter in providing an RFP response to IRHTP. The ICN plainly is
not a typical commercial “vendor.” To the extent that there was any commercial vendor
interested and available to provide comparable circuit connectivity services at 88
different sites throughout the state of lowa, it or they could have responded to the RFP.
ICN was the only provider who responded. To mechanically apply broad brush “rules”
and infer some competitive advantage was conferred on ICN by IRHTP’s use of Tony
Crandell of AIS as a limited purpose consultant for technical assistance on this single
RFP is simply unfounded speculation that ignores the unique non commercial nature of
the ICN and the high likelihood it would be the only bidder to provide Ethernet
connectivity to its backbone network at 88 different locations throughout the state.
Whatever “inside” knowledge one might surmise ICN had about IRHTP’s project would
have come through its earlier work with IRHTP documentation for the FCC Pilot
program, not through information theorectically provided by Tony Crandell. Further,
ICN uniquely knew the technical requirements of its own infrastructure, and that use of
the backbone infrastructure of ICN was expressly approved by the FCC in its grant of the
Pilot program application. Tony Crandell was a part time hourly project management
consultant to ICN with duties unrelated to the IRHTP and Mr. Crandell was not an
employee of ICN. Mr. Crandell’s company AIS has other clients. Tony Crandell also
performed what IRHTP viewed to be an entirely unrelated one time technical project for
IRHTP in drafting RFP#04 at IRHTP’s direction and under its supervision.

5. There were no contracts not subject to FCC competitive bidding processes and
there were no special arrangements or specific or even general understandings with
IRHTP or AIS or ICN as to how the RFPs that the USAC auditors reviewed were
structured, what pricing would be preferred, or as to any other matter in the subject RFPs
whatsoever. Neither AIS nor ICN personnel participated in the preparation of the RFPs
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that they were awarded, and neither reviewed or assessed their own or other party’s bids.
IRHTP did not discourage any potential bidders on any RFP, nor did it divulge additional
information to any potential RFP bidder. How the USAC auditors can find under the
circumstances that a competitive bidding advantage was conferred on any party, when
IRHTP followed the FCC rules and created a firewall it believed in good faith was
sufficient is not explained. As noted above, if there was a vendor that would come into
the circuit fee RFP#04 bidding process with any potential advantage, it would be the
ICN. But that would only be because the ICN was sufficiently built out so as to have a
fiber optic network point of presence in each county in the entire state of lowa and ICN
had published rates that other potential bidders could review and conclude on their own
as to whether they stood any reasonable chance of prevailing in a competitive bidding
situation in which the FCC has directed that cost efficiency is to be the most heavily
weighted factor in an award assessment. As a practical matter, the ICN “market”
advantage certainly would affect whether other entities determine it would be worthwhile
to compete against the state for this contract. But that is not any reason to determine that
IRHTP failed to follow the FCC’s competitive bidding rules.

The USAC auditors create undue inferences from the fact that ICN’s engagement with
IRHTP in its pilot program application having to do with its statewide backbone
operations and in some unrelated competitive bidding assistance for other RFPs conferred
unfair competitive bidding advantages on ICN. However, the USAC auditors failed to
consider the unique nature of the state owned ICN. ICN was and is the only entity that
has built out broadband fiber to all 99 counties in lowa. While no entity was prevented or
impeded from providing a competitive bid for circuit fee services, the reasonable
inference from the fact that only ICN bid is not because it had some unfair insider
network design or other informational advantage that chilled potential competition in
bidding. Rather, it was uniquely situated to provide the Ethernet connectivity the rural
Iowa hospitals banded together to seek as IRHTP. USAC Management should not adopt
the inference that IRHTP tampered with the circuit fees bidding process; IRTHP did not.
Certainly prior to seeking any recoupment from IRHTP of the funds paid in support of
the contracts, USAC should be required to do far more than merely offer an inference
when there are other far more likely explanations for the lack of bidders for last mile
circuit fee connectivity contract. There is no evidence of bid rigging, manipulation, or
fraud or abuse. Only if they could be established would there be any possible grounds for
seeking any recoupment.

6. Tony Crandell of AIS and Dave Swanson of ICN each have extensive knowledge
and experience with utilizing the lowa Communications Network to provide broadband
connections and services to authorized entities throughout the state. Each person
possessed this knowledge well before implementation of the FCC’s Rural Heath Pilot
Program or IRHTP’s bidding processes to participate in the Pilot Program. Simply
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because these individuals assisted IRHTP at points along the way with parts of the project
that did not involve them in a bidding vendor capacity does not prove that they had any
special knowledge of IRHTP’s plans or that any purported special knowledge of IRHTP’s
plans skewed competitive bidding in any way. IRHTP’s plan was contained in its FCC
Pilot program application, it was a matter of public record any potential bidder could
have consulted. IRHTP has at all times been transparent with USAC in disclosing its
relationships with everyone involved in the program in any way. USAC Management is
asked to consider all and not selective aspects of these circumstances when reviewing
these audit findings.

IRHTP’s other comments in response to the USAC auditor findings:

As described in the attached affidavit, IRHTP had a firewall to prevent potential
vendors from participating in the development of RFPs, the review of bids, and
making the various awards. While the USAC auditors suggest that the firewall
IRHTP used was inadequate to prevent tainting of the competitive bidding
process, all the auditors can point to as purported proof of their assertion is a lack
of competitive bids, a situation that can readily and more obviously be explained
by the nature of the ICN statewide, state owned network itself, not anything
IRHTP might purportedly have done to surpress or skew potential competition.

At all the times in question IRHTP had procedures in place to prevent any unfair
advantage to any potential bidder, including AIS and ICN. The ICN and AIS
personnel also were aware of the prohibition from including potential bidders
from the RFP drafting and review process from the beginning of the project due to
their experience in public bidding. As a state-owned entity, ICN itself is also
subject to competitive bidding requirements for its projects, so it would not have
expected to play a different role in this case. This is reflected in documentation
provided to USAC and the USAC internal auditors. (See disclosure materials
provided).

As required by USAC, for each RFP, IRHTP disclosed those individuals and
entities that participated in the development of each RFP, those persons or
companies involved in the bid review process, and those responsible for making
any award determination. Through each of the competitive bidding processes and
the FCC Form 466 award process, no USAC reviewer ever raised issues regarding
supposed inappropriate service provider involvement in any part of the
competitive bidding process. As USAC auditors note, the whole point of the FCC
disclosure requirement is to allow for USAC review of any potentially improper
influences prior to the award of funding. IRHTP should have some reasonable
right to rely upon USAC to timely notify it of any perceived concerns so that they
could be handled in a less draconian fashion than seeking after the fact
recoupment when the case for unfair competitive bidding has yet to be made as
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opposed to merely being asserted and relying solely on unproven inferences. To
attempt to recoup funding after the fact, USAC would have to prove its case
rather than rely on unproven inferences as well as demonstrate that the FCC’s
rules and published requirements plainly prohibited the fully disclosed
relationships discussed in the USAC audit findings.

e [RHTP’s application for FCC Rural Health Care Pilot Program funding plainly
and prominently indicated the project was a joint effort of IRHTP, the ICN as
statewide fiber optic backbone provider and a consortium of lowa, Nebraska and
South Dakota rural and urban hospitals. The application indicated the IRHTP
network would be built using the ICN backbone network infrastructure. There
was no other similar infrastructure available from any other vendor.

e Importantly, at the time of the FCC Pilot program application in May of 2007,
IRHTP was not seeking circuit fee service funding; that only became possible to
due to subsequent changes in the progam. However, at all times IRHTP was
following program requirements to seek the least cost means of providing the
supported rural broadband capability to rural hospitals. Thus, the FCC and the
public had a record of what IRHTP had done with ICN previously. The FCC
approved the ICN relationship and network structure by making the initial pilot
program award. When later there became a possibility of supported bridge
funding for circuit fees, IRHTP disclosed all relationships and followed the
competitive bidding rules. The USAC auditors would apparently only be
satisfied if another vendor for that contract had materialized and prevailed, and
that was not something IRHTP had any control over. The reasons why other
vendors did not materialize are apparent and have been explained. Holding
IRHTP financially responsible for the bidding results it did not preordain or
control is manifestly unfair.

e Because the ICN was the entity that formed the backbone of the state fiber
network, the ICN’s knowledge of its network and access to that network was
imperative for the success of the IRHTP pilot project. As discussed in this
submission and affidavit, the IRHTP firewall as to vendors for particular follow-
up RFPs was utilized throughout the RFP process. IRHTP in good faith believes
that its processes prevented any improper influence or competitive advantage in
any bidding process or bid award.

e The IRHTP firewall was utilized when Access Integration Specialists (AIS) was
bidding on the RFPs for Quality Assurance. AIS was not involved in the
development of these RFPs. AIS’ role with the IRHTP was as a consultant with
experience and knowledge of the technical details of the ICN and AIS’ role with ICN
was as an independent contractor consultant to provide program manager support on
an “as-needed” hourly basis. An Internet seach shows that AIS is a communications
consulting firm with Anthony Crandell as its principal. Mr. Crandell has indicated his
client list includes lowa Homeland Security, lowa National Guard, Cherokee
Community School District, among others.
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e All relationships between the parties were fully disclosed in all documentation
provided to USAC and the FCC. IRHTP enacted protocols to ensure there was no
improper influence or competitive advantage during the request, bidding, or awarding
process. Bids were awarded based on the most cost-effective awards offered by
providers with relevant capabilities and expertise and nothing else. USAC’s audit
finding comes to erroneous conclusions in its review of the information presented.
IRHTP respectfully disagrees with USAC’s Internal Audit finding and asks that on
USAC Management review, the conclusions and recommendations be altered to
reflect the facts in this case. Certainly the proposal that funds be recouped cannot
stand given that there was a firewall in place. To the extent that USAC auditors
believe that the FCC rules provide detailed notice as to what constitutes a sufficient
firewall in this instance, IRHTP contends that that determination is arbitrary and
capricious and will not survive review by the FCC.

The USAC auditor conclusions cannot and do not include any finding that the
program was asked to fund excessive costs or that any vendor receiving an award that
is questioned now lacked relevant experience or knowledge. Nor have the USAC
auditors done anything beyond merely suggesting there could have been some
prejudice to other potential bidders from what they assert was an insufficient firewall.
The punitive nature of an action to recoup funds for services provided would be
inequitable, particularly given that the ICN’s historic and unique state role was
disclosed and on the record at the FCC from the time IRHTP filed its application for
pilot program funding in May 2007. USAC was well aware of ICN’s unique position
as a statewide state owned backbone and connectivity provider. It was also aware
from reviewing and commenting on IRHTP’s Sustainability Report in 2009 that
IRHTP was assuming the use of ICN for network access and USAC knew that ICN
had had a long term role with IRTHP starting with the FCC Pilot program. To seek
full recoupment of the circuit fee discount and quality assurance discount under these
circumstances, where IRHTP in good faith attempted to comply with competitive
bidding rules and fully disclosed what it was doing and how it was doing it, would be
inequitable.

USAC Management Response
"Insert USAC Management's response"
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ATTACHMENT 5A
Affidavit of Arthur Spies



AFFIDAVIT OF ART SPIES

|, Art Spies, swear or affinm:

-

| am Arthur Spies, Senior Vice President for Member Services of the lowa Hospital Association.
| dlso serve as the lowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program (IRHTP) Project
Coordinator,

Fram my position as Project Coordinator, | have personal knowledge of the following facts.

Information on RFP Process for Quality Assurance Services

RFP 00 was fora liber build-out with a guality assurance investigation component included.
When bids came in for the quality assurance component the bids were top expensive for the
project, Because of the costs, none of the hids were accepted. There was recognition by IRHTP
staff and the IRHTP Steering Committee that the scope of the quality assurance portion of the
project would need to be changed to be feasible.

Tony Crandell, the owner of Access Integration Services, mentioned that he might be interested
m bidding on a more scaled back quality assurance REP il IRHTP decided in the future to issue
mne.

Dave Swanson works for the lowa Communications Network (1CN) as a business development
manager under the Business Services Division. The ICN is a state-owned, state-wide {iber optic
network, The ICN is subject to competitive hidding procedures, so Dive Swanson is familiar with
the competitive bidding requirements.

After Tony Crandell's diselosure, Dave Swanson and | recognized that Tony Crandell would have
to be excluded from any further discussion regarding any future quality assurance RFP,

After discussions with me, Dave Swanson wrote RFPO2 and | reviewed it

Between November 2008 when the Steering Commitiee rejected all bids for guality assurance and
when RFPO2 was issued and bids recerved, there was no communication between Tony Crandel]
and Dave Swanson or me regarding the guality assurance inspection RFP.

When bids were received for RFPOZ, Tony Crandell’s company AIS had submitted a bid.

The bids were reviewed during a meeting involving Dave Swanson; Kent Freise, Outside Plant
Lead. an 1N engincer; and me,

Tony Crandell had no notice of the meeting and did not participate,

Each participant separately scored the bids received in a scoring matrix (see email from Ar Spies,
w2209 and attachments).

The objective criteria for scoring the bids were included in the RFP,



Aftet the in-person meeting in which the bids were scored, but before the bids were approved, the
Steering Committee received copies of the bids received and the scoring matrixes.

USAC reviewed the RFP package and the objective eriteria Tor scoring the RFP,

USAL provides a review process for all 465 and 466 submissions that identifies deficiencies in
the information provided and communicates with me ina 14 day letier if there are any reguired
changes for approval of the required forms and documents submitied.

USAC uploaded the RFP onto its system after the RFP was approved. (see USAC letier, July 8,
2009y,

In addition, after the bids for RFP 02 were accepted, USAC also reviewed the 466 package, but
did not raise any issues or concerns regarding the process, bids received, bids awarded, or
disclosures filed,

I'he Steering Committee voting members voted by email on awarding the bid for RFPO2 {see
consolidated email responses and individual emails attached). Tony Crandell was not included in
the email chain.

lony Crandell was excluded from the discussions leading 1o the crafting of RFPOZ, the meetings
and discussions ohjectively scoring the bids received, and the Steering Commitiee's
recommendation lo approve an award under RFPO2,

AlS’s bid was selected based on ohjective criterla, such as the fsct that AlS could provide a lower
cost, mare fesponsive service because the services would be based out of lowa, whereas the other
bid was from a company in [Hinois that would be based out of state, be less responsive, and cost
more W administer,

Later in the process. a few hospitals that had previously declined to participate program sought to
be included and participation agreements on the praject were completed (see .. emails from
Jason Harrington and to Skiff Medical Center), Despite the small number of hospitals seeking o
b added to the existing service. the additional service had to e competitively bid.

Phere was recognition between Dave Swanson and me that Tony Crandell’s company, AlS,
wolld likely bid on the additional sites, so Tony Crandell was again excluded entirely from the
RFP process.

AlS did submit a bid Tor the additional sites in response to RFPOS. There were no ather bids
received. The Steering Committee approved it. (see June 21, 2012 Memorandum of Conference
Call Summvary and June 21, 2002 Memorandum o FCOUSAL)

Despite the time between the RFPs and the likelihood that few if any other companies would bid
on'such as small project, AlS's bid was at the same price per site as the previous AlS hid.



If there had been any competitive advantage or abuse in the process, AlS could have decided 1o
increase the cost of service for the additional sites or bid for the sites in a way that was adverse 1o

the project. but it did not.

Information on RFP work on Connectivity Services,

The initial Pilot program proposal/FCC application for IRHTP was for a capital build-out. The
proposal explained that the hospitals would be connected to the state-wide lowa Communications
Metwork (ICN) backbone to provide broadband service/connectivity 1o these rural hospitals.
Various service providers bid for and were awarded the capital built out contracts 1o connect rural
hospitils to the [CN netwaork,

The sustainability aspect of the project was for the hospitals 10 access the ICN and to pay
recurring circuit fees for the connections that had been built, {see lowa Rural Health
Telecommunications Program Sustainability Plan June 2009).

These circuit fees are required so the entire network can be functional and all hospitals can
communicate through the 1CN fiber backbone without the delay or potential security threats
posed by submitting health information through the Internet.

Circuit fees allow the participating hospitals to utilize the entire built out through the IRHTP
project.

USAC was aware that payment of recurring circuit fees to the 10N would be necessary for the
sustminability of the network as early as spring 2009 when the sustainability plan was proposed
mnd IRHTP made clear it would seek subsidies for the eireuit fees,

USAC negotiated regarding the wording of the sustainability plan and whether the project was
“public™ enough for the subsidies before approving the sustainability plan. (see IRHTP Steering
Committee Conference Call May 14, 2009 and email chain between At Spies and Daniel
Johnson and Barbara Sheldon from USAC).

USAC never notified IRHTP that the ICN would not be an appropriate vendor for the circuit fees
or that there would be an issue in using the ICN's approved rates set by the lowa State statutory
haard.

In February 2012, USAC sent notice that it would accept “bridge Tunding” proposals from Pilot
Praject participants to maintisin support for the participants to transition them into the Primary
Program/Rural Health Care support mechanism (sce email to Ant Spies notifying of FCCs public
motice DA 12-273)

IRHTF sought bridge funding to pay for a year of circuit (usage) fees for participating hospitals,
(see Art Spies better to Sharon Gillen).



Despite knowledge that the ICN was currently charging circuit fees and that the sustainability of
the project was based on payment of circuit fees to the ICN, IRHTP was required 1o
competitively bid this circuit fee contract. Bridge funding oceurred as a result of competitive
bidding circuit fees.

Based on the fact that the approved Pilot proposal had been Tor a capital build out utilizing the
ICMN as the backbone of the network and that the [CN circuil fees were an anticipated part of the
project. it was chvious and expected that the ICN would be among the potential bidders on the
RFF,

Because the ICN was likely o bid on RFP04, Dave Swanson of ICN and any other ICN employee
was excluded from the development of the RFP. Tony Crandell drafied RFPO4 with review and
oversight by Art Spies.

| disclosed Tony Crandell’s assistance with drafiing RFPM to USAL, (see April 19, 2012
Memorandum Disclosares),

Based on his extensive knowledge and experience working with the 1CN technology. 1CN has
from time to time used Tony Crandell as an independent contractor for project management on an
howrly basis.

Tony Crandell"s duties have been under the authority of the Operations and Engincering division
ol the ICN. He makes reports to and bills for services to a separate division of the ICN than Dave
Swanson.

Tony Crandell’s extensive knowledge of the technology already in use in the IRHTP project and
his general familiarity with the requircments of the competitive bidding provess were why IRHTP
choose 1o utilize his services as a consultant to assist with the cireuit connectivity RFP process, I
wirs necessary for IHRTP staff to have access to technical knowledge of the ICN technology 1o be
ahle to draft the technical specifications for the competitive bidding RFP 1o rely on the 10N
backbone structure for providing circuit connectivity and o effectively review the bids réceived.
There are very few individuals within the state that could provide consultation on the necessary
technical 1ssues.

| can attest that | did not discuss any aspect of the connectivity RFP at any point befare the award
of the contract to ICN with Dave Swanson or anyone else at 1CN,

RFPO4 was drafled to reflect the requirements for the network o function as proposed by the
IRHTP project and the previous build-out and nothing more.

Dave Swanson was nol included in the IRHTP meeting scoring the bid based on the public RFP

Critéria.



The ICN did bid on providing recurring broadband circuit fee service it was already providing 1o
the hospitals connected o the network, Its bid was consistent with the publicly available rates set
:|:I:r' the ICNs statutory body, the lowa Telecommunications and |'4:|:||n|.||1:|-g:.-' Commission (1TTC).
Tony Crandell and | reviewed the ICN bid and found that it met all the stated requirements for the
pruject contained in the RFP. (see May 29, 2012 Memomandum to IRHTP Steering Committee).
The Steering Committee reviewed and approved the ICN bid. (see May 29, 2012 Conference Call
SLIMArY

Because the ICN is 4 state entity, its circuil rles are open records

Whilethe ICN was the only entity that bid on RFPOJ, other entities could have provided bids, it
they were capable and had chosen 1o, with Tull knowledge of the 1ON's stated rates and W0ON's
network: resch. 1N gained no special insight or unfair sdvantage in bidding for the provision of
circuit fees due 1o Dave Swanson’s panticipation in previous unrelated IRHTP RFPY. As
|n'uulqmsl_',- noted 1CN already | Iml been providing this service without the subsidiary,

Lumpl:l:lv apari from Progra hu:ldm;, requirements, the 1CN was likely the only fiber network
Hl lowa capable of providing the service that the Pilo project sought to provide to lowa’s rural
haspitals, Nevertheless, recognizing for competitive bidding for discounted eligible services, the
LRHTP fellowed FOC rules and policies in cosuring that possible vendors did not have o seal at
the table in proparing, evaluating or swarding RFPs. Ironically, if there had been commercial
telecommunication companies capable and/or willing 1o provide these services on a cost effective
basis in the first place (o lowa rural communitics, then there Tikely would not have been the need

for the IRHTP to be formed 1o participate in the FCC's rueal healtheare Pilot project.

USAC Knowledge of IONs likely role in providing the discounted Connectivity Service.

As stated 1o the LSAC auditors and in the sccompanying material, USAC was aware of [CN s
pivital role in providing the fiber backbone 1o IRHTP participating hospitals. 1t was a eritical
aspeet of the Mol program, Only Inter was the program modified to allow discounted service
fees, USAC was aware of IRHTP's sustainability plan for circuit fees and costs in spring 2000
when the sustainability plan was filed. That plan made plain that 1CN was the likely provider of
connectivity (circuit fees) to s own backbone netwaork,

Similar fo other FCC Form 465 Requests for Services, IRHTE disclosed for REP #04 that Tony
Crandell of Al had assisted in drafiing the RFP, USAC was well aware of 10N"s historic
retaticnship with IRHTP starting with the Pilot program application approved by the FCC,
USAC never mised concern with 10N being avwarded the bid at any time,



| SWEAR OR AFFIRM THAT THE ABOVE AND FOREGOING REPRESENTATIONS ARE TRUE
AND CORRECT TOTHE BEST OF MY INFORMATION, KNOWLEDGE, AND BELIEF,

AA—~E penr
A Spies, IRHTP Proj vordimator
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Date !

State of lowa: Coonty of Palk
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{name(s) of personis) making statement),
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IRCITP

lowa's telehealth network
—

lowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program
Sustainability Plan June 2009

The lowa Rural Health Telecommunications Pragram (IRHTP) is a joint effort consisting
of a consortium of 80 lowa rural and urban hospitals, the lowa Hospital Association
(IHA) and the lowa Communications Network (ICN),

The lowa Hospital Association is functioning as the project coordinator and administrator
for IRHTF and is acting on behalfof the 80 lowa hospitals. The lowa Hospital
Association (IHA) is a voluntary institutional membership organization representing
hospital and health system interests 1o business, government and consumer audiences.
IHA informs and helps shape health policy: fosters new forms of health care delivery;
pathers and analyzes clinical, utilization and financial data and monitors health care
payment systems. Currently, all one hundred seventeen (117) short-term acute care lowa
hospitals are members of IHA. THA is a voluntary (501-¢ (6)) nonprofit corporation that
exists to serve the public by serving hospitals and integrated health systems. The
association and its membership are bonded by a common goal — the promotion,
attainment and maintenance of the health and well-being of Towa people and
communities. 'The mission of IHA is to represent lowa hespitals and support them in
achieving their missions and goals. 1HA"s vision is 1o be lowa’s most trusted, respected
and mfluential leader in health policy and advocacy as well as a valued resource for
information and education. The IHA works with member hospitals to improve delivery,
organization and management of health care services.

The lowa Communications Network (ICN) is a state owned common carrier providing
broadband services to a statulorily limited pool of eligible users on a state of the an
restricted access network, The ICN was ereated by lowa statute, (lowa Code Chapler
812) is funded by user fees and is governed by Chapter 7 (751) of the lowa Administrative
Code. The only authorized users of the ICN are hospitals and physician clinics, along
with educational entities (K-12 schools, colleges und universities), libraries, US Postal
Service, and state and federal povernment., The ICN fiber network is a statewide
network, with Points of Presence (POPS) in all 99 lowa counties. The ICN owns and
maintains many of the connections to the ICN network. 1CN's statutory authorization
allows the connection of lowa hospitals to the ICN for the provision of telemedicine and
health care services. Given its specific statulory mission and focus, the ICN was in a
unigue position to play the role of the IRHTP's technical advisor and 1o guide the design



and development of the RFPs so that the resulting last mile facilitics can seamlessly
interoperate with the ICN, There is no other backbone provider with a similar mission or
seope of functionality throughout lowa.

The FCC Rural Health Care Pilot Program will fund 85% of the cost for the fiber and
electronics build-out and implementation of any 20 years indefeasible right of use
(IRUs) contracts. The remaining | 5% will be paid for by each participating hospital,
Other users (ineligible providers) will pay 100% of the costs 1o conneet to the IRHTP
network and will pay a Fair share of the core electronics costs. Once the fiber and
electronics are installed, tested, documented and accepted, through an agreement between
IRHTP/IHA and the ICN, the ICN will maintain, operate and manage all fiber links and
transport systems. With the completion of the fiber and electronics build-out and
acceptance and payment by the hospitals and the FCC, the IRHTP project using FCC
Rural Health Care Pilot Program funds is complete.

With acceptance of the fiber link and transport systems IRHTP participating hospitals
initial use of the broadband network is anticipated to include simple point 1o point
connectivity. Potential applications developed and initiated by IRHTP panticipating
hospitals-and systems may include: transmission of various image files, PACS
consolidation, remote radiology reads, specialty consultations (e.g. cardiology,
dermatology and psychiatry), remote [CU and pharmacy monitoring (e-1C1, e-
pharmacy ), administrative (e.g. billing) and clinical data (e.g. EMR) transmission,

various patient portals, healthcare Intranet, clinical and non-clinical education and
training programs provided on a network-wide basis (distance learning) and consolidation
or centralization of various back office and IT functions (remote server hosting, remote
server back-up and storage, health IT service, centralized billing and sccounting).
Enterprise activitics of hospitals in the same system will initiate similar applications but
Just for their system hospitals.  As applications are initiated greater amounts of bandwidth
will be needed and used by participating hospitals.

Through an agreement with the ICN for administration, operation and maintenance of the
dedicated network, use of the network will be initiated by hospitals contracting with the
ICN for broadband service. The cost of maintaining the new last mile fiber connections,
network electronics, co-location fees and wavelength service fees will be covered by
standardized monthly connection and bandwidth fees. Under lowa statute, the monthly
circuit fees (rates) charged by the ICN for broadband usage must cover the costs of
operating and maintaining the dedicated health care network. Standardized circuit fees
based on broadband usage will provide a sustainable operational model for all members
of the consortium, The FCC Universal Services Rural Health Care Program may be used
by IRHTP eligible rural hospitals to help pay for circuit fecs. At minimum eligible rural
hospitals should be able (o 1ake advantage of the 25% discount for internet support but
hope that these circuit fees charged by [CN for broadband usage will be eligible for the
urban/rural discount model provided for telecommunications services. Even without this



RHCP support IRHTF rural hospitals circuit fees will be paid by the hospitals themselves
and do not constitute a barrier 1o sustainability,

There are three types of costs associated with the network which are:
e  Operation and maintenance of the fiber and network,
» Future replacement of the electronics, and
= Provision of circuits,

These costs are recognized as allowable costs and will be incorporated into each
hospital's payment by various third party payers (e.g. Medicare, Medicaid, commercial
insurance companies and health plans) for the care provided to patients. The IRHTP
program has 61 critical access hospitals that are reimbursed by Medicare at 101% of
allowable costs attributable to acute inpatient, outpatient and swing bed care.

The maintenance and operation costs are based on actual experience of the ICN in
maintaining fber and electronics. The monthly maintenance fees will be adjusied
annually based on actual experience of the IRHTP network, The monthly maintenance
fee 15 estimated o be $329 per connected user.

Funding for future replacement is achieved through depreciating the assets over their
useful life and funding (saving) the reimbursed depreciation expense.  The monthly
equipment replacement fee is $265. The lowa Hospital Association will administer the
cguipment replacement fund on behalf of the participating hospitals and other users.

The circuit fees were developed and based on the cost incurred by the ICN to provide
circuits. The fees are determined on the bandwidth used and the distance from the
network core. The longer the distance from the network core the higher the fee. In
January 2009, the lowa Telecommunications and Technology Commission (I'TTC), as
required by lowa statule, approved the following rate structure for any user of the IRHTP
network closest to the core.

lowa Communications Netwaork
January 20049

= 1.

Ethernet Circuit Fees — IRHTP Network

Service B/W - 0-

Ethernet Service 5 350 5 425 5 500 5 625 5 2150




Monthly fees for bandwidth, maintenance and equipment replacement will be collected
from each user of the network. The table on the next page summarizes the revenue and
expenses of the IRHTP network for the first ten years of operation.

lowa Rural Health Telccommunications Program
Revenue and Expense Projections

] L 2009 2000 2011 2012 2013 4 2015 2006 2017 201k
Metwark Hevenae
Fiber amd Electrimaes 35wy ST 242 358242 158,282 5350.2R2 515 262 15K 252 E154 2K2 2154 282 L3588 2%
M-;ﬂrmmn: |

Clirpuit Fees | AT217 4455950 5'-‘I!njl3_ 5ThAL 5313 576313 §Th.513 57,313 5™h, 311 50,313
Electiemics | LI 221 15 ZRTO2H 2ET 2K b R 2HT 2ET 028 X7 10K IR 0K IKT K
Tkl Revenue | S2U0EA? SES WA S1 221423 512214623 SRIZLARY SI22EA2 S1020G2Y  RI 2P AFY  SLEREARY R1PD) A

Metwork Expesse | . N . T ———

[her and Electranics | $A3.305 277342 S3EE2MT SIRE N SIH2EE SRSHORI SSSEONI SISEZRY SOSHIED  SASH2RZ
LS FITTE e e |

_ Ciccaitbees | 13917 445856 2 33030 5613 SPA3I3 SWAANE STR313 STABIY ST6 513 576313
Toanl Expense | §222323° S729098 S35 B34UR  SRMSS SO34585  SUUS  SUOAS05 LM SGE SO 505
Rvenue over SHRIA0 5222105 SRRTOME.  SIRTOZR SIETAOE SERTOFR SANTAGE  SJATARE SIATAE 2RI
Expenss

The table reflects 20 hospitals connected in 2009, 65 hospitals connected in 2010 and ¥4
sites in 2011,

The excess of revenue over expense each year will be the equipment replacement fund
administered by the lowa hospital Association on behalf of the participating hospitals.



MINUTES

IRHTP Steering Committee

Conference Call

May 14, 2004
2 = 2:45 pm
ITHA Board Room

Seott Curtis, Presiding

Present:
Scott Curtis, Steve Baumert, Martin Blind, Daryl Bouma, Jim Burkett. Rob Frieden, Fred Eastman, Joe
LeValley, Kim Norby, Jennifer Durst, Art Spics, Maureen Keehnle, Dave Swanson

% % 4 £ *

Revised Q A Inspection Services RFP

Art Spies summarized the proposed Outside Plant Quality Assurance Inspection Services RFP that is
seeking bids for supplemental on-demand inspection services for the 66 fiber build-out sites throughout the
State of lowa and an additional nineteen {19) sites with fiber or are utilizing IRUs for access,

These quality assurance inspections services (QAIS) supplied will be supportive in the form of
augmentation services to the ICN Outside Plant Section and the ICN Outside Plant Manager. The services
to be provided under this RFP are for quality assurance in the form of “spot-checking”, problem resolution,
and site coordination and completing the link-segment checklists.

A model for bidding purposes is provided in Annex A of the RFP. All supporting costs (such as per diem
and travel, communications, and administration) for the deployment of the site inspectors under this RFP
must be determined and included in an all inclusive hourly rate, hereinafier referred 1o as the “burdened
hourly rate.” This “burdened hourly rate.” is then applied 1o the cost models and submitted on Annex A-
{Cost Submittal Sheet). The calculated costs will result in a “firm fixed fee” for the specified number of
hours in the cost models to be accomplished over the three-vear project ending Dec 2011, Following
questions and discussion it was moved and seconded to approve the revised Outside Plant Quality
Assurance Inspection Services RFP. Motion Passed,



MINUTES

Needed Changes to the Alcatel - Lucent Award

The award to Aleatel — Lucent of $3,110.975 will need to be increased to reflect adding in DWDM optics
that were bid but not part of the initial award, reconfiguring the network, freight and the need to fund up
fromt the second year maintenance costs during the build out.  There are several issues concerning
equipment reconfiguration, the need to return try and buy equipment that won™t be used and determining
what level of maintenance we need that still need 1o be resolved and will change the actual cost of the
award.

Vendor participation and Licensing Agreements

Maureen Kechnle reported in developing the contract with Aleatel — Lucent each participating hospital will
need to sign a participation and lice sing agreement for the network software, Hospitals will be sent the
agreement/contract and the lorm ¢ 1 be retumed to IHA. Other vendors may also need a participation
lorm.

Shared Core Electronics Cos

The shared core electronies cost - i1l incresse due 1o fewer hospitals participating in the project, the
addition of the maintenance con! act for year two of the build-out and shifting of the DWDM oplics
equipment and freight costs to t 2 core from the “other cost™ category. Using Aleatel — Lucent figures the
total shared core electronics co (is $35,196. The fifteen percent hospital share would be $5.280. The
figures from last December we e atotal cost of $27,994 and the hospital share was $4,200. With final
figures for Aleatel - Lucent = |l being finalized, the core cost is also pending. _dnorher call af the sicering

commitiee will be schedwled vhen a final award figure the s Core coxly are known,
IRHTP Sustainability P* .n

The issue delaying FCC a proval of the IRHTP sustainability plan centers on circuit fee subsidization
under the existing FCC |'aiversal Service Rural Health Care Program. A monthly circuit fee will be
charged by the ICN to @ v user of the IRHTP network that is based on the bandwidth used and distance
from the core. Those {urther from the core will have a higher circuit fee. The difference in the fee closest
to the core and the fee based on the distance from the core for each user is the basis of the subsidy for
eligible rural providers.

IRHTP s sustainability plan includes a subsidy for the circuit fee. The USAC/FCC concern is that the
circuil fees were developed just for the IRH'TP health care users and the circuit fees are net available to the
public {anvone ¢lse). Information provided to USAC/FCC on April 10, 20049 demonstrated that there are
other authorized users of the ICN (e.g. K-12 schools, libraries, public and private colleges and universities,
state und federal government agencies) that could have access to the backbone service and rate structure if
they choose to utilize the IRHTP network, We are awaiting an answer from the FCC whether the number
and type of authornzed users is “public” enough to comply with the FCC Universal Service Rural Health
(Care Program requirements, 1t is hoped a positive answer will be forth coming soon.

i
B



MINUTES

An alternative strategy which USAC is willing to do i3 to drop the eircuit fee subsidy from the
sustainability plan, have the sustainability plan approved and proceed with the award process,

“ollowing discussion the consensus of the sieering commities was (o wait @ week fo see if the FOC will
mutke a decision and if not (o proceed with the alternate siratesy

The conference call ended at 2:45 pm.




Edl:lﬂ. Erika

From: Spies, Arthr J,

Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2014 11:41 AM

To: Eckley, Erika

Sub FW: Sustainability Plan

Attachments: lowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program.doc sustainability plan april 09.doc
Art Spies

Senior VP

lowa Hosplial Association

100 East Grand Avenua, Suite 100
Des Moines, 1A 50309-1800
Phaone: 515/253-9314

Fax; 515/283-9366

Email. spiesa@inaoniine org

From: Spies, Arthur .

Sent: Friday, June 26, 2009 10:38 AM

To: Daniel Johnson

Cc: Barbara Sheldon (bsheldo@rhec.universalservice.org)
Subject: RE; Sustainability Plan

Hi Daniel:

| have attached the IRHTP sustainability plan that will be part of the April — June 2009 quarterly report that will

be submitted by July 30, 2009,
Please let me know if the edits on page two to the paragraph we discussed will allow IRHTP to proceed with
obtaining FCl s,

Thanks for your assistance.

Ak

Art Bpics

Senior Vice President
lowa Hospital Association
100 E Crand Ave Suite 100
D Maoines, 1A SO304
(515) 288-1955

spicsaidihaonline ofs
Confdentiality Statement

This e-minil messupe, including any attachments. is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential ond
privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. 17 vou hiave received this message in
error, please advise the sender immediately by reply e-miil and delete this message.

From: Daniel Johnson [mailto:diohnson@ysac.org]
Sent: Friday, June 26, 2009 10:01 AM

To: Sples, Arthur 1,

Cc: Barbara Sheldon; Michelle Picou

Subject: RE: Sustainability Plan



Hi A,

I have to be careful. | am not trying to prescribe anything we have not spoken about, Please call me 1o discuss
the wording directly and | would appreciate a few minutes at any rate. | have been in out of the office this week
so | apologize for the delay.

Below is a paragraph from your sustainability plan as it appears in the April report. | think the last two
sentences is where you may want to make some changes to be more inclusive of ICN’s potential role in the
Primary RHC program. It may be stronger to state that: The FCC Universal Services Rural Health Care
Program may be by IRHTP rural hospitals where applicable (o help pay for circuit fees. Al a minimum we
should be able to take advantage of the 25% discount for internet support but hope that these circuit fees
charged by ICN for broadband usage will be eligible for the urban/rural discount model provided for
telecommunications services, Even without this RHCP support IRHTP rural hospitals circuit fees will be paid
by the hospitals themselves and do not constitute a barrier to sustainability.

I'hrough an agreement with the ICN for admmistration, operation and maintenance ol the dedicated network.
use of the network will be initinted by hospitals contracting with the [CN for broadband service. The cost of
maintaining the new lust mile fiber connections, network electronics, co-loeation fees and wavelength service
fees will be covered by standardized monthly conneetion and bandwidth fees. Under lowa statute, the monthly
circuit fees (rates) charped by the ICN for broadband usage must cover the costs of operating and malntaining
the dedicated health care network. Standardized circuit fees based on broadband usage will pravide a
sustminable operational model for all members of the consortium, The FCC Universal Services Rural Health
Clare Program may be used by eligible IRFITP rural hospitals w help pay for the circuit fees. The ICN (s an
eligible vendor under the FCC's Rural Healtheare program and currently recelves payments from the FOC
Liniversal Service Rural Healthenre Program.,

Sincerely,
Daniel

From: Barbara Sheldon [mailto:bsheldo@rhc, universalservice.crg]
Sent: Friday, June 26, 2009 10:14 AM

To: Daniel Johnson
Subject: FW: Sustainability Plan

Hi Daniel —

Any news ra-Art's Sustainability Plan? | have 466-As for him, and as soon as the FCC gives the go-ahead for the FY
straddie wiforms, | can start inputting them and working towards issulng an FCL

Thanks,

Barbara

From: Sples, Arthur 1. [mailbo: SPIESAs thaonline.org]
EEM' wmesaar. June 24, 2009 2:27 PM

Subject: RE: Sustainability Plan

| -am still waiting on the email that Daniel promised once he took a look at the sustainability plan in the latest
quarterly report. ...



Arl Spies

Senior Vice President

lowa Hospital Association
100 E Cieaned Ave Suite 100
s Maoinees, LA 50309
{515) 288-1955

apiesaimihaonling o
Confidentiality Statement

This e-mail message, including uny sttachments, is for the sole use of the imended recipientis) and may contain confidential and
privileged information, Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or disiribution is prohibited. 1T you hisve received this message in
error, pledse advise the sender Immediately by reply e-mail and delete this message.

From: Barbara Sheldon [ mailto; bsheldo@rhc universalservice org)

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2009 1:20 PM

To: Sples, Arthur 1.

Subject: Sustainability Plan

Hi fut -
What Is the status of your revised Sustainability Plan? Any more communications with Danigl?
Thanks

Kind regards,

Berrdara

Rural Health Care Filot Program
Voice: 973-581-7571

Fax: 973-599-6518

Email: bsheldod@ rhe. unjversalservice.org



SEM Arthur J.

From: USAC Rural Health Cate Pilot Pragram <rhe-donotreply@list.universalsenice grg >
sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2012 12:47 P
To: Spies, Arthur J.
Subject: FCC Motice on Pilot Praogram "Brdge Funding”
=

February 28, 2012

FCC Seeks Comment on Pilot Program "Bridge Funding”

The FCC s seeking camments on potential "bndge funding”™ for Pilot Program Progects that ére expected
l ko exhaust all commitbed funds before or during Funding Year 2012 (July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2013},
Comments are due April 18-and reply comments are due May 3.

The FOC's public nobwe (D& | 2-273), released February 2/, said that the bndge funding would mdintain
suppart for gualifying Pilot | rogram participants, on an interim basis, during FY 2012 to provide time to
estabhsh a process to tran- ton thorn into the Primary Program/Rural Health Care support mechanism,

A letter filed by USAC wit | the FOC February 17, 2012 esbimates that 484 individual health care
providers and 14 Pilot Projects will exhauest all funding™® before or during FY 2012 These 14 Pilol
Projects that would be & gible for the “bridge funding™ will be notifed individually about the Public
Motice

* “Exhaust all funding means having invoiced all available funds. Projects that will have received or
requested all available tunds to be committed before June 30, 2012 are not included in the 14 projects
that have exhausted (e, mvoiced) all available funds,




- IR(CJTP
IOWA HIOSPITAL —
ASSOCIATION

lowa's 2elote aith netwiork

Soptember 29, 2014

Sharon Gillett, Chiel

Wireline Competition Hurcau

Federsl Cammunications Commission
445 [2%51 8w

Worshrmptan, [3C 2001541

RE; W Docket Mo, (12-60)
DA 12-273

Ciood Moming:

The lowa Roaral Health Telecommunications Program (IRHTP) is pow in the process of committing
remaining award funds by June 30, 2002, The last RFP will competitively bid MRC Circuit Usage Fees,
Linfortunately, very litthe of the original award (o IRHTP will be left and we will need approximately
£54.800 1o pay for one month of usage fees.

In DA 12-273, the Wireline Compeliion Bureau (Bureau) seeks comment on whether to fund
Rural Health Care Pilot Program (Filot Program) participants who will exhaust funding allocated
to them before or during funding year 2012 (July 1, 2012-June 30, 2013), This funding would
maintain support for qualifying Pilot Program participants, on an interim basis, during the 2012
funding year o provide time o establish a process to transition them into the permanent Rural
Health Care support mechanism (RHC support mechanism). IRHTP supports the proposed use
of remaining uncommitted Rural Health Care Pilot Program funds to support the transition of
gualified Pilot Program participants fo the primary program.

The lowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program is interested in and respectully requests
funding from remaining uncommilted Pilot Program funds to at a minimum pay for one year of
usage fees (3657 800) This will assist IRHTP participating eligible hospitals transition to and
take advantage of the primary program rate subsidy.

Regards;

.4)“—%“-‘-

Art Spigs
IRHTP Project Coordinator

VAHD AR T AN, SUNTE MEL DES MOINES, L SHRMLERES | [* 515 28K 1955 F SIS ZRISS06 0 WY WAL LINE CHEL



IRCITP

lowea's telone aith network
MEMORANDUM
DATE: April 19, 2012
TO: Barbara Sheldon
FROM: Art Spies. IRHTP Project Coordinator
SUBJECT: Disclosures

Tony Crandell, Principal Associate, Access Integration Specialists developed and | reviewed RFP 122005
Meshed Ethernet Bandwidth and Connectivity. No other partics participated in the development or review
uof the RFP,

Per Camelia Rogers on April 19, 2012, any double dipping concems will be addressed at the 466 Award
level.

100 EAST GRANEY, SLUETE 1ML TES MOINES, 1A S0300TH3S | P SIS IRE 958 F S15.285.93660 | W% W LHAGNLINE ORG



IRCITP

lovwva's eelehealth netwf:rk
DATE:
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

May 29, 2012

IRHTP Steering Committee

Art Spies, IRHTP Project Coordinator

Connectivity Proposal

MEMORANDUM

Evaluation Scoring IRHTP RFP 12-005 Meshed Ethernet Bandwidth and

The 465 competitive bidding package for the IRHTP RFP 10-001 was filed and posted on April 27, 2002
The RFP requested bids o provide pricing and connectivity to integrate the sites listed in the IRHTP
network by providing up to | Gb's megabits of high speed Ethernet access, 1o a secure, dedicated, and

financially sound network.

IRHTP received one bid proposal by the May 25, 2012 deadline from the lows Communications Network.

An evaluation team including Tony Crandel] (Principal Associate Access Integration Specialistsand
IRHTP Project Manager) and Art Spies (IRHTP Project Coordinator) reviewed and scored the proposal
using the criteria from the RFP. The proposal met all mandatory requirements, The average score for the

reviewers s noted below,

lowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program

Proposal Scoring Table

HFP 12-005 Meshed Ethernet Bandwidth and Connectivity

Criterion _lowa Communications Network
Project Expertence 10
1l points |
_ Cost 30 points sn
Lirn=p of Project 24 poinis Hi
Vendor Capahilites 10
10 poinis
Iveriging anc Awdit 5
5 painis
Credibility 5 points 5
Total possible 100 paints 1K)

Based on the above evaluation and owr existing agreement to operate and maintain the IRHTP
network with the ICN, | recommend awarding the Meshed Ethernet Bandwidth and Conneetivity
contract to the lowa Communications Network.
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DATE: May 29,2012

TO: IRHTP Steering Committee

FROM: Art Spies, IRHTP Project Coordinator
SUBJECT:

MEMORANDUM

Evaluation Scoring IRHTP RFP 12-005 Meshed Ethemet Bandwidth and
Connectivity Proposal

The 465 competitive bidding package for the IRHTP RFP 10-001 was filed snd posted on April 27, 2012,
The RFF requested hids to provide pricing and connectivity to integrate the sites listed in the IRHTP
network by providing up to | Gb's megabits of high speed Ethemet access, to a secure, dedicated, and

financially sound network,

IRHTP received one bid proposal by the May 25, 2012 deadline from the lowa Communications Metwork,

An evaluation team including Tony Crandell {Principal Associate Access Integration Speciulists and
IRHTP Project Manager) and Art Spies (IRHTP Project Coordinator) reviewed and scored the propasal
wsing the criteria from the RFP. The proposal met all mandatory requirements, The average score for the

revicwers 1 noted below,

lowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program
Proposal Scoring Table
RFP 12-005 Meshed Ethernet Bandwidth and Connectivity

LCrilerion lown Communications MNelwork
Project Experience 10
1} points
Cost 30 poinds M
Cirwsp of Project 20 polims 20
Vendor Capabilitics QY
10 poinis
Invoicing and Audii 5
5 points
Credibility 5 points 5
Totul possible 104 points i)

Based on the above evaluation and our existing agreement to operate and maintain the IRHTP
network with the ICN, | recommend awarding the Meshed Ethernet Bandwidth and Connectivity

contract (o the lowa Communieations Metwork.
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 29, 2012

TO: IRHTP Steering Committee

FROM: Art Spies, Project Coordinator
SUBJECT: May 29, 2012 Conference Call Summary

Present: Scott Curtis, Mike Myer, Daryl Bouma, Dave Hickman, Dave Swanson, Jim Burkett,
Dean Hiles for Rob Frieden, Steve Baumert. Arl Spics

I'he meeting was called o order at 2:02 pm by Scott Curtis.

IRHTP RFP 12-005 Meshed Ethernet Bandwidth and Connectivity:

Mr. Spies referred the committee to the Evaluation and Scoring IRHTP RFP 12-005 Meshed
Ethernet Bandwidth and Connectivity memo noting only one proposal from the ICN was
received by the May 25, 2012 deadline. The proposal was reviewed by Art Spies and Tony
Crandell. The proposal was complete and met all of the mandatory requirements. The total cost
for one month’s circuit fees should not exceed 358,050, Following discussion, based on the
evaluation and IRHTP's existing agreement with the ICN 1o operate and maintain the IRHTP
network, i was moved and seconded to award the confract to the lowa Communications
Network, Motion passed.

Project Status:

o Mr. Spies noted all FCC funds of $373.079 must be committed by June 30, 2012,

® Six hospitals remain to be built out (Nevada, Belmond, Clarion, Dyersville, Alhia and
Decorah).

= There are 58 connected hospitals as well as lowa Radiology, Radiology Consultants of
lowa and THA.

®  The last RFP for fiber at lowa Falls and Omaha, QA inspections at 5 sites and electronics
is due Monday June 4. 2012. The next steering committee call will oceur after June 4,

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 2:15 pm.

00 EAST GRAMND, SLIFTE 100, TDES MOINES, 1A SOI000R25 | P SIS IRE (958 F 102859366 © WW W IHAOMNLINE ORCG



ATTACHMENT 5C

Memoranda and Emails regarding Quality
Assurance



EEi.&s,Arthurd.

To: ActSpees Daryl Bouma, D:i.uﬁ-Llnu.f.nn '
mWW Kim Norby, Hm: Nu.rn
kg Trachia, Randy Haskins; inqu
Subject: IRHTP QA Inspechion Services Coniract Award
Attachmaents: memo 8 13 0% proposal evaluation scoring and recommendation.doc; Executive
Summary doc adesta doc, WORK PLAN doc adesta doc. Annex A - Cost Submitial Shieet peclf
adesta paf, 20090916 (1) paf
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ASSOCIATION
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Ihew Cirarmigil o AT sive

Ciowonid Morming:

Attached s o memo with the scorimg of the two proposils reecived in response 1o the
Cuality Assurance Inspection Services REP as well as my recommendation, Also
attached are the cost submittal sheet, the excentive summary and work plan for Adesta
aml Access Integration Specialists proposals,

Please take o few minutes to review the memo and supporting documents from each
bid and respomd to this email by Friday September 18, 2009 indicating approval or
disapproval to award the QA Inspection Services contract to Aceess Inlegration
Specialists,

ITank vou for vour guick response,

AR~

Wl :‘\l'liL'h

Semor Vice Preesident, Member Services
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IRCITP

Towa's telehealth network
MEMORANDUM
DATE: Suptember 16, 2000
TO: FRUETP Steering Conmmmifice
FROM: A Spics, IRFITP Praject Coordinmtor
SUBJECT: Lvaluation Seoring A Inspection Proposals

The Ouality Assurimer Inspection Service REP has been rebid through the USACTCC competitive
hidding process which closcd Augist 6 Two beds were received Trom Adesia and Access Integration
Specialists, An evaluation team ncluding Pave Swanson (10N), Kent Frease (10N outside plant) and At
Spies reviewed each proposal aind svored cach proposal using the criterii from the BEP and fnchided
the following ible, The average of the three scores s noted below,

lowa Hural Health Telecommunications Program
Evaluation Seoring Table
REF 09-002 Chutsicde Mant Quality Assucanee lnspection Services

Criterion | Audesta — | Access Integration Specialists |
Projeel Experience |5 [ 13.7
_ LI pois L |
__Cost 40 phints | L | 2
Grasp ol Project 5 poines | 25 [ —
Vendor Capabilities b3 14
__ 1Spoms |
Invoicing and Auwdit 4.3 | 3
D poims I
Toual possible 100 points | w = 97.7

Based on the above evisluntion, | recommend awarding the (A Inspection Services confenet (o
Avcess Integration Specinlists.
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ANNEX A
COSTSUBMITTAL SHEET

REP 002
Costing Model One — Sivy Sy (60) Constroensd Sites
il mueeting s, (sellen resolifisn
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of 5 T Of wyabls 0 Yo Tonl TwoeYear e Fisod Cosn ol S 11300000

Totad three year i Fixed Comt (Cost Caleulation Cne + Cost Caledlation Twa)
§ 16980000  (This isthe evihuned cost)

il tesponses contmming andy an hourly ke Splis expeey™ will not be eonsnbened by
the TRITEE
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Attechmesl 2

Execubive Summeey
IRETE RFP 09-002

Adieid ]ﬂll![l.rl'llil'll‘l.'t Bl s ls"pl‘t] 15 el b dtribptsh all tsk= o stated and
revparresl iy BREP OU-RID AR pekerstamds e trprews wolth all o the reluirTmeTly s
statinl i the WY and proposed comtenct.

ALS g first s Fowgaimont a Profect Maspermest Giom ectaining highly skilled and
experienced wlveom indfmsoctone aite inspecties. These individuials sn: being
assembled for this specific project amd are dedicated solely o its timely accomplishmwn
Aithemy Crandedl, the prncipol ssaciae of AR, Brings o wealth of wlecom Prajoct
amigentenl experkenee to this projectand has demwrsteated his abili oo lead the 1emm
Each of the Site Inspectors reained for this project his perfirmed e very aim duties
s thicir evm imadevidunl compisdes and will being almost 150 years of combined smempy
i the praeet. Fieh peoposed siie inspector has previously pelonmed these duties
iruliependetitly as primsspatt il thelr own companies or for previoss ciplavess pnd do
il e oy IERELG OF prepamtion, bul wre neorgamiring undet ome projeel friomieer e
ehmstsinate and manage thet response, Each site fnspector bs experlenesd and qualificd 1o
ihe cxeent it shatld §Cbe necessary for any reson, could mesumee Dhe eode ol the
prmcipal op primary Quality Assimnee Progect Mandger aned contimue the paojeet watliou
iterruption. The proposed sile manapement tewm, as individuads sire sccustomed 1o
vperiling dndependently and seed only the overstzhi of & Froject Munager o cosidinae
e sehouube amd assdgoment: Fach teen members os vas eeperiende dwerking witk
hesth the eontractor and the et ey

il o e projoct manager, Wil assin indevidounls wospesiBe TRTETT ojects mothe
Hehd and will pre-conedinate the interface with the HCT lsstiasion of ageney s the
coniteimtar, b e tho, whisn all pepties cesemble for the sctepl work, tere i@ oo delay
f it tying what unigue csrcnmutsnges are speeific to the project or the proper puints
of contaet, The site inspectons ore used 1o working with contrnctors in o manner thiat will
ool olbisieuet progress o inderlere with the workbead, but rather they make themselves
availabke 1o obderve the work pradtices ond oo fm nimedizie conmeelton belween th
creww et the gotnd and e IR TP project coordinstor. The ceeeption wonld be i the

SR hepevior ohiserves o unsale praclico o conditian

AT il rainkedn  presence tn e Maines and will beasvadlabic toonhe TR TP Praed
cofrdinaior fog sveskly apdivies amd progeess reports aend any ather time gpon notificatjon
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TRHTP RFI t4-m0p2

Frescomatimetiog. The III'.I_I'I:'I' Propéct Lissrdinator will o Iy A lS gl the e orgssd
contretor of i piarLietlae site thas o LT Uesines b bhepdn conarmiting o the (] T
ks et commecen the LICT 6 the back bone nets il

S will ansign o Stie Inspectos from the peod ol svalatile personnel. 1w Site Inapeciar
el e AP Progect Manaper will review the proposed route w mhanitied by the
whrtabranir o the BN Uhasisle Mlant Manmager, The (0N Ourside Plan Mlaeuger will
privvide ol IRTITE apprisyaul éonsteibtion dratwing 1o dbe Site Dinpssetor st will Iered i
i ey pecubiar aspecls of the ole,

Pt Siite Brsipesitor will then wnevel to the it and meer witho the despenated TI0CT
rEpreseaititive 1o bispeet the cory o the TP s propeny e well Pkt revicw i
iterital rovie throteh the butldieg te the locsion ol the Prier FIP The Site Lusseet o
will phatow aph any purliculae seascey s appear Along e voute

e Sibe tnspevtor will then call the Conmactor sl imutually spmee o @ Uoitmctos s
Pownt G Coestat it i o mgmber of the constraction crew assigned 10 ik geticulan slte
Tl Sk Deigrenchinr will s with ths Porns OF Comaet 5 massally spreeable e 140
et v the vonle ard disciss the constrietion plan, The St Inspecier ol the
Conston s Mot OF Contiet will exclisge sotaleatom foltamtien sacl @ ol plione
o pdger welephone oumbert. The Sie Inspectior will physicolly walk the outside s
sevenling photopraplicully any pusnces aad indivations of patential prablems sech as
Proken pavement. erosion, orany other eomdition thal oxiss pittor o the contrselos’s
ok Igiongs -periorme] i il Mgt

Buring eonstruction, From that pabin on, the Stie fespector will spot-check the progees:
of e condnsction lo ersure that it B procecding o accondance with e conmtruction
phaik Inthe event that chamges e the plan ure pecessary, the S Inepecton well repore the
cipeumsiamess e the project maonuger wio will o teon coordinats witli the 107 Odands,
plant mamigeer il the IRHTP projest coondinator

When the Conmrictor bagms the congtniction oo the HUT" e property . the Site bngpoecton
with aut ns the HEP s titerfoee 10 twe conmtrietion cigw o cesure Sl Dospital operdtioen
ire tit allected by the constrtiction aethvity. Lhe Site tnspector will megt dadly with thy
HOT reprosentutive when the Comtiaeton 5 ofy 85e (0 ensuee thit contdruction is
progreising inoa manaer that Is satbafictory to the HCP

b Site Inspector will keep the JUN Chiaside Plant Managor pessted o oo s cafimed
terme thut e Contrmétor will be peady to makie entry it e BCMN s cable caull, T w it
ensure i FON porsonned woe oansebe belyre the gontnctos entess the vaph



Mg 5w 'Inﬂqu_'q.;l?r Wil_l Ry an dniby log detailing the weoek complercet oo el Rk
sepermuentt tha bes a5 assignisl. These reparts will be conmulidated weekly and will he
prevlad enel werk ol amecting between the IR Project Coordinator and A%

Phe Rile specior will ensiare it all red Hne changes i 1he constraction drspwinng e
reverdhed and forvarded w il 10N Ousside Plant Mansiger Rir rctusion i e sl

T

Thee Site bnspector will st as the enesite TRETP safety officor t emsre fit o’ Usisady
woninditions are allowed W persing

e st Dnspeetion will sedien the eontemttons jlin R resiotion o will cisone dod i
csatisfnetony o all purrics

Post-costrpetiug Taspeetbon, When the Contractor mdicates tar b o veudy For Dol
stidection, thie Sile Inspectior will coondinie a meuting betwern Uhe somirioes
representative and the HEP's reprosentative to complete the TR oceeptanee cheek s,
The Sive Inspector will koep deliiled notes of these meatings amd will be prepored 1o brel
P Propect Maager atl'or the IRFITP Progest Coonlinator whenever an iisus arise
Whont there bs satitial agebement of all partivs, the Site Inspector il bive the S0P aed
ihe OIS contractor mgn the chiccklia

Tha Site Inspector will then agam physieally walk the roue plyeographcally reeonbing
iy womirae lor = Tewlorof o wiwk

Docamentution of Project Hlomes. AL will certify o the IRITTP projeet conrdaiior tha
all reporied project Boues mssigeed oo Tokesegmmem were s and will provide
sriblimirting dociimentation

Previntions: ARS is mo awacd of awy need fe deviate froo ey of e seiuamemetin. os
paablished in the REP
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ANNEX A

COSTSUBMITTAL SHEET
RFP 09-002
Costing Muodel One - Sixty Six (66) Constrocted Sites
Coordination meetings, problem resolution
and resolution of admmvisirmtive issues on sike. B hiours

Site Comstruction Chality: Assuranee Spot-Checking 8 hours

Completion of Fimal Link-Sepment Checklist with contracior
und the HOT reprosentative. (May require dedicated (rovel) ¥ howrs

Ie=imspection [or relense ol retainage and the completion of
The Tinal site checklist

i Mav regquore dedicated travel) ¥ lusurs
Podal Howrs per constructed site 12 howrs

Cost Calenbaiion
Sixky six (66) sites (mes (5} 32 hours times (31 the burdencd hourly rate
ol $. equaks (=) o Total Three-Year Firm Fixed Cost ol %

Costing Model Two — Nineteen (16) On-Net Sites.

Completion of Modified Final Link-Segment Cheeklist with comeactior
and the HUP representative, 8 hours

Cost Caleulation
Mincteen ( 19) sites times (x) 8 hours times (%) the burdened hourly rate
al % equals (=) a Total Three-Year Firm Fixed Costof §

Tonal three vear lirm Fixed Cost (Cost Calculation One + Cost Caleulation Two)

% {This is the evaluaed cost)

I%d respenses comaining enly an hourds eate “plus expenses”™ will no be considered by
153 ] : h

the HRITE.

Fhee undersigned submits the wial of 8 as our Total Three-Year Firm Fixed Costs

for Quality Assurance Inspection: Services:

Nevwmer af Vierndeer:

Adelress:

By: . ;
Vendor's Anthorized Agent Signature:

Newer The Vendor's anthorized agens must xipn this sheer, Sheer One of One Sheet

)



The lowa Rural Health Telecommunications
Program (IRHTP) RFP Number 09-002

Executive Summary (Reference RFP, Section 3.10, Page 16)

Adesta, LLC (Adesta) presents our qualifications to supply supplemental on-demand
quality assurance inspachion services to the lowa Rural Health Telecommunications
Program (IRHTP}, in response to its Notice to Vendors of Request for Proposal
Solicitation No: 09-002.

Adesta is a systems integrator that brings innovative, flexible, and cost-efficient thinking
to the design, construction, and maintenance of stand-alone or integrated
communication networks and electronic security systems. For nearly two (2) decades,
we have offered commercial, industrial, and governmental clients an efficient single
point of contact for all their project issues. Adesta has deployed over 2 million fiber
miles in more than 150 metropolitan and rural areas, and completed over 1000
electronic security systems in the Uniled States, Europe, Asia, Central America, and the
Middle East. Throughout this time. we have developed and maintained stricl programs
o ensure the highest level of guality and safety standards for all projects.  We look
forwvard to the opportunity to provide the lowa Rural Health Telecommunications
Program access o our experienced site inspection services.

Adesta understands the services requesied will be on an on-demand basis o
supplement services of the ICN QOutside Plant Manager (ICNOMP). We have an
established project team to manage this project in Romeoville, IL.  This project team
has full authority, responsibility, and resources to conduct and complete the project
efficiently.  The project team and senior management monitor progress by collecting
and disseminaling information with reports, meetings. and inspections.  We have
selected appropriately qualified personnel from our Romeoville office to provide these
sile inspeclion services,

Each or all of the IRHTP's B2 sites will receive Adesta’'s same atlention lo detail
Whether spol-checking multiple sites or focusing in on one, the Adesta Site Inspector
(81) will act as the participating Health Care Provider's (HCP) construction
representative.

Open lines of communication will be established with the designated representative of
each HCP., All activities will be coordinated with the representative to ensure thal
contractor activities do not interfere with hospilal operations. Each S1 will provide
oversight for all activities taking place on the HCP’s property

Adesta Sls will monitor all construction activity on a daily basis as required by the
IRHTP. Working closely with the ICNOMP, the S| shall supervise the construction
efforts when entries are performed within new or existing fiber infrastructure, monitor the

QP08 Exgcuive Summary Page 1

Lise or discimure af data on the poge = sdbjiss] 10 he restnclion o (he ite page of i piopesal



The lowa Rural Health Telecommunications
Program (IRHTF) RFP Number 09-002

1.0 WORK PLAN (Reference RFP, Section 3.11, Page 16)
11 Level of Oversight

It is understood and agreed upon by Adesta that a minimum of 48 hours notice will be
given by the ICN Outside Plant Manager (ICNOSPM) prior to beginning work at any
site. Upon notice, Adesta will provide a pre-approved Site Inspector (S1) at that location
and notify the ICNOSPM who is assigned,

Before any construction activilies take place, the S| will become familiar with the link-
segment by driving or walking the route. All pre-existing conditions within and adjacent
to the staked route will be noted on the SI's construction drawings and photographed
with a digital camera

Open lines of communication will be eslablished with the designated representative of
each Health Care Provider (HCP). All activities will be coordinated with the
representative to ensure thal contractor activities do not interfere with hospital
operations. Each S1 will provide oversight for all activities taking place on the HCP's
property.

Adesta Sl's will coordinate closely with the OSP Contractor when obtaining permits and
easements for each link-segment. During the pre-construction process, the Contraclor
will submit a list of permits and easements to the SI, who will in turn verify this list with
the corresponding agencies. It is the OSP Contractor's responsibility to apply for the
appropriate permits and secure land easements before construction begins.

The safety of construction crews and the traveling public 1s of ulmosl importance to
Adesta. We recogmize the increased risk of accidents when performing roadside work,
and will do everything necessary to ensure the safety of the installation crews and the
motoring public. Before any installation takes place, the S, along with the IRHTP
Project Coordinator and the OSP Contractor, will conduct a safely meeting emphasizing
safely precautions and the importance of proper maintenance of traffic in accordance
with the Manual an Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).

While performing work within an HCP's property, the Sl will ensure that the same
precautions are implemented to protect both motorists and pedestrians in the area. The
S1owill verify that the proper measures to inform, redirect, and protect pedestrian traffic
are implemented,

If unsafe actions are witnessed, the S| will stop work immedialely and notify the IRHTP
Project Coordinator about such violations., Work will not resume until all violations have
been corrected. Adesta’s Sl's are highly trained and experienced in OSP projects, and

Qik-0bGp
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Rural Health Care Division

- Pilot Program
fedping Meep Awvrsdoaris Canmeceed

fittia eve 1 SAC oo henios. proorpoy!
100 3. Jaftersan Road Phgng: 1-800-220-5476

WEppary, WJ 07881

July 8, 2009

Mr. Art Spies

lowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program
100 E. Grand Avenue, Suite 100

Des Moines 1A 50309-1835

RE: Funding Year 2009 Service Request
HCP #17226 lowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program. RFP 02

Dear An:

The Rural Health Care Division (RHCD) of the Universal Service
Administrative Company {(LUSAC) reviewed the Form 465 and related
documents vou submitted for the Rural Health Care Pilot Program. and
determined that your project is eligible for posting, Your request lor service was
posted on the Rural Health Care Pilot Program web site on July 8, 2009, Your
Allowable Contract Date (ACD) is Angust 5, 2009, Form 465 is the first step in
applying for universal service support,

All reguests for "new service” support must comply with the competitive
bidding requirements, which require FCU Form 4635 be posted for bids on the
RHC Pilot Program web site for 28 days before reaching an agreement to
purchase services.

RHCD will post all Form 4655 and supporting scoping documents. Unless you
are exempi. you must wail 28 days before determining your most cost-effective
offer and selecting a vendor.

Ideally, potential bidders will contact you during the 28-day posting period, to
bid on rates and conditions of providing your requested service(s). It is not
necessary o wail for a bid: you may proactively contact service providers and
vendors, so you are ready 10 complete FOU Form 4664 and refated documents
as so0n as the 28-day posting period ends.



Next Steps
s Complete FCC Form 4664 and related documents.

s You must include a copy of the contract or service agreement with the serviee
provider with the FCC Form 4606A and related documeéntation,

a Once FOC Form 466A is complete, including the required documentation,
notify your coach. Failure to include all documents will delay processing of
vour application.

» The last step in the process is 1o complete FCC Form 467, It verifies that you
are receiving the approved service(s). Complete this form only afier you
receive @ Funding Commitment Letter from RHCD-Pilot Program,

Finally, in erder to ensure long term success of the rural health care networks
developed with Pilot Program funds. you must provide a sustainability plan to
USAC before receiving the Funding Commitment Letter. Y ou must update
your sustainability plan. as needed. in the quarierly reports. An established
network that does not appear sustainable may be found in violation of
program rules and could be required to repay Pilot Program funds.

Appeals

The RHCTY recognizes that some participants will disagree with our decisions, If vou

wish to file an appeal, vour appeal must be pestmarked no later than 60 calendar

his Posting: Notification Letter was issued. starting on the date at ithe top

of this letter. There are two appeal options;

Al

Write an RHCD Letter of Appeal explaining why vou disagree with the Posting
Notification Letter and what outcome you request, OR:

. Write an appeal directly 1o the Federal Communications Commission {FCC) —

skipping Option A— explaining why you disagree with the RHCD's decisions, The
FOC rules governing the appeals process (Part 34 of Title 47 of the Code of Federal
Regulations 54.719 - 54.725 as amended January 24, 2002 by FOC Order 01-376) are
available on the RHCD web site {www._rhe.universalservice.org). While you may
write directly to the FOCU without first presenting your appeal to the RHCD, you are
encouraged 1o write first to the RHCD so that we have an opportunity to review your
appeal and grant it iF appropriate.

Please follow these guidelmes when submitting a letter ol appeal 1o the RHCE;

I. Write and mail your letter to:

Letter of Appeal

Rural Health Care Division of USAC - Pilot Program
2000 1. Street Northwest, Suite 200

Washington, DC 20036



=

.

Phope: (B(0) 229-5476

Appeals may be submitted to the RHCD electromically, by fax or by e-mail. E-mail
submissions must be submitted to RUCPiloteusac.org. The RHCD will reply to
incoming e-mails to confirm receipt, E-mails can be submitted inany commonly used
word processing format, Appeals to the RHCD filed by fax must be faxed to 202-776-
008D, Appeals submitted by e-mail will be considered filed on a business day if they
are received al any time before 12:00 a.m. (midnight), Eastern Standard Time,
Similarly. fax transmissions will be considered filed on a business day if the complete
transmission is received @ any time before | 2:00 o.m.

. Please provide necessary contact information. List the name, address, relephone

number, fax number; and e-mail address (il available) of the person who can most
readily discuss this appeal with the RHCD,

. Identity the Project Name and Project HCP Number from this letter.

- Explain the appeal to the RHCD.. Please keep your letter brief and to the point. It

must identily a problem and why it is being appealed, RHCD sapport decisions are
made by applying non-discretionary program rules to information submitted by
applicants, so a letter simply stating, “We appeal the amount of suppont” provides no
mformation that could lead to a different decision. Please review the information
submitled, and explain precisely what altemate decision you believe RHCD should
have reached using that information. within program rules. Please provide
documentation to support vour appeal.

Undess you are liling the appeal via e-mail, vou must attach a photocopy of the Posting
Notifieation Letter you are appealing,

- The RICT will review all letters of appeal and respond in writing within 45 days of

receipt of the appeal. The response will either grant the appeal or will explain why the
appeal was not granted.

- I the participant disagrees with the RHCD s response, it may file an appeal with the

FCC within 60 days of the date the RHCD issued its decision in response to the
Project letter of appeal, The FCC address to which a Project may direct its appeal is:

Federal Commumications Commissien
CHTice of the Secretary

445 [2th Street, SW

Room TW-A325

Washington, [MC 20554

Documents sent by Federal Express or any other express mail should use the following
address:

Federal Communications Commission
Office of the Secretary
9300 East Hampton Drive



Capitol Heights, MD 20743
(8 AM - TPM ET)

The FCC will not aceept hand-delivered or messenger-delivered paper Nlings at its
headquarters. They will be accepted only at the follewing address:

Federal Communications Commission
Office of the Secretary

230 Massachusetts Avenue, NE, Suite |10
Washington, DC 20002
(BAM-—TPMET)

For security purposes, hand-delivered or messenger-deliverad documents will not be
accepted if they are enclosed inan envelope. Any envelopes must be disposed of before
entering the building. Hand deliveries must be held wogether with rubber bands or
fasteners,

Appeals may also be submitted 1o the FCC electronieally, either by the Electronic
Comment Filing System (ECFS) or by fax, The FCC recommends filing with the ECFS
Lo ensure timely filing. Instructions for using ECFS can be found on the ECFS page of
the FCC web site. Appeals to the FCC filed by fax must be faxed to 202-918-0187.
Electronic appeals will be considered filed on a business day if they are received at any
time before 12:00 a.m. {(midnight). Eastern Standard Time. Fax transmissions will be
considered filed on a business day if the complete transmission is received at any time
before 12:00 a.m.

Please be sure to indicate Docket Nos, 02-60 on all communications with the FCC. The
appeal transmission must also provide the rural health care provider (HCP) name and
HCP Number lrom the letter(s) being appealed. plus necessary contact information
including the name, address, telephone number, fax number, and e-mail address (if
available) of the person filing the appeal. Unless the appeal is made electronically via
ECFS, please include o copy ol the USAC letter being appealed.

IF you have questions or concerns, please contact the Customer Service Suppon Center
at 1-800-22%-3476, and ask for your coach, Hours of operation are 8BAM 1o 8PM,
Eastem Time, Monday through Friday,

Sincerely,

USAC, RHCD



IRHTF Steenng Committes vole un (A inspection Serwces Proposals

Fhe contract award to Access Integration Specialisis & acceptable from my point of view and thus
Approved

Jamas & Burkell Ji

Dhrector Technokogy Suppo
Aarn Hieallh

(605} 3226080 [voxt

(605 1224520 (Fax)

| am fine with your recommendation Thanks again for all your great
work.

Joe LeValley

Art, Please accept this e-mail as my approval to award the QA Inspection
Services Contract to Access Integration Specialist,

aincerely,

Rob Frieden
Genesis Health System

Art.
I approve moving ahead with the proposal from Aceess Integration Specialists.

Many thanks for vour continued great work on this eilort?
Seoll, _
Seon Curtis |[CURTISSmerevbealth.com|

AL | agree with your recommendation 1o award the QA Inspeclion Services conlracl 1o Access
Thanks Steve
Haumert. Steve [Steve Baumert@nmhs org |

| would approve of your award decisian
Fred Eastman

Art: I agree with your recommendation, Dave
Do Hickman [ HICKMAND @S merey health.com |

| approge

Martin Bling

Infarmation Systems Direcior
Virginia Gay Hospital and Chnics
308 Norin 9th Avenue

Vintan, lowa 52349

319 472 6470 Office

319 472 6438 FAX



Spies, Arthur J.

e e —————E = — — e ———
From: Jim Burkett [im_burkett@avera org)
Sent: Wednesday. September 18, 2009 0:47 AM
To: Spies, Arthur J
Subject: RE. IRHTP QA Inspection Services Canfract Award

At
The confract award to Access Integration Spec@alists is acceplable from my poinl of view and thus approved

Jamas A Burkett, Jr

Drector, Technolagy Suppodt
Aviera Heaih

1605) 322-6080 [vox)

(B05) 322-4520 [fax)

From: Spies, Arthur ). [mailto:SPIESAGihaonline.org]

Sent: Wednesclay, 16 September, 2009 02:41

To: Spies, Arthur 1.; Daryl Bouma; Dave Lingren; David Hickman; David Swanson; Patterson Don; Fred Eastman: Jirm
Burkett; LeValley Joe; Kim Morby; Morris, 1, Kirk; Lee Carmen; Blind, Martin: Myers Michael; Trachta Mike; Randy Haskins:
Raobert Frieden; Curtis Scott; Baumert, Steve

Subject: IRHTP QA Inspection Services Contract Award

Importance: High

IO HIOSITAL
ASSOCIATION

B L isstub bl by Fpaen
Ton iy = Bgmppeg

Crood Moming:

Attached is o memo with the seoring of the two proposals received in response 1o the
Craality Assurance Inspection Services REP as well a8 my recommendation. Also
mtached are the cost submittal sheet, the executive summary and work plan for Adesia
and Access Integration Specialists proposils.

Please take o few minutes to review the memo and supporting documents from cach
bid and respond to this email by Friday September 18, 2009 indicating approval or
disapproval to award the QA Inspection Services contraet (o Aceess Integration
Specialists,

Thank you lor vour quack response.

Ax-

Arl Spies



Spies, Arthur J.
e e —

From: LeValley, Joe [jlevalley@mercydesmaomes orgl
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2009 1015 AM

To: Sples, Arthur J,

Subject: RE IRHTP QA Inspection Services Contract Award

I am fine with your recommendation. Thanks again for all your great work.

Joe

From: Spies, Arthur J. [mailto:SPIESA@ihaonline.org]

Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2009 9:41 AM

To: Spies, Arthur J.; Daryl Bouma; Dave Lingreén; David Hickman; David Swanson: Patterson Don; Eastman, Fred: Jim
Burkett; LeValley, Joe; Kim Norby; Norrs, J. Kirk; Lee Carmen; Blind, Martin; Myers Michael; Trachta Mike; Randy
Haskins; Robert Frieden; Curtis Scott: Baumert, Steve

Subject: IRHTP QA [nspection Services Contract Avard

Importance: Hiah

[COWA HOSIPTTAL : " A
ASSOCIATION .

o S i R Eaagre
o L n gy EpEnd

Ciood Morning:

Attuched 1s a memo with the scoring of the two proposals received in response 1o the
Quality Assurance Inspection Services REP as well as my recommendation, Also
attached are the cost submittal sheet, the executive summary and work plan for Adesta
amd Access Intecgration Specialisis proposals.

Please take a few minutes to review the memo and supporting documents from cach
bid and respond to this email by Friday September 18, 2009 indicating approval or
disapproval to sward the QA Inspection Services contraet o Aecess Integration
Specialists,

Thank you for your quick response.

Ak

Art Spics
Senior Viee President, Member Services
siiesat o el e o




Spies, Arthur J.
= e

From: Rob Frieden [frieden@genesishealth com|

Sant; Wednesday, September 16, 20009 1103 AN

To: Spies, Arthur J.

Subject: Re: IRHTP QA Inspecton Sernces Contract Award

Art, Please accept this e-mail as my approval to award the QA Inspection Services Contract
to Access Integration Specialist,

Sincerely,

Rob Frieden
Genesis Health System

*»» "Sples, Arthur 1." <SPIESABihaonline.orgs 9/16/2009 9:41 AM »>>

£id:imageRdy . jpedB1CAIGR] , CORYAIIN]] cid: imageans. IpaERICAIGRT . CONYRIZE ]

Good Morning:

Attached is a memo with the scoring of the two proposals received in response to the Quality
Assurance Inspection Services RFP as well as my recommendation. Also attached are the cost
submlittal sheet, the executive summary and work plan for' Adesta and Access Integration
Specialists proposals.

Please take a few minutes to review the memo and supporting documents From each bid and
respond to this email by Friday September 18, 2009 indicating approval or disapproval to
award the QA Inspection Services contract to Access Integration Specialists.

Thank you for your quick response.



EElasf Arthur J.
S ST ———— e

From; Scolt Curtis [CURTISS@mercyhealth com)
Sent: Wednesday Seplember 16, 2009 1:14 PM
To: Baumert Steve: Blind, Martin, Bouma, Daryl, Burkett,  Jim Carmen, Lee Patterson Don

Easiman, Fred: Frieden. Robert, Haskins, Randy, Hickman, Dave; LeValley Joe. Lingren.
Dave; Myers Mrchael, Trachia Mike, Norby, Kim; Norris, J Kirk, Sples, Arhur J - Swansas

Cavid
Subject: Re IRHTF QA Inspection Services Contract Award
Attachments: SC Card ve!

A
Iapprove moving ahead with the proposal from Access Integrition Specialisis,

Many thanks for vour continued great work on this efTort!
Seoilt,

=== "Spies, Arthur L7 <SPHESA aibaonling org= 0971 6/09 9:4] AM >>>

3 =

Ciood Moming:

Anached i1sa memo with the seoring of the two proposals received in response o the
Quality Assurance Inspection Services RIP as well as my recommendation. Also
attached are the cost submittal sheet. the excentive summary and work plan for Adesta
and Access Integration Specialists proposals,

Please take o few minutes to review the memo and supporting documents from cach
bid and respond to this email by Friday September 18, 2009 indicating approval or
disapproval to award the QA Inspection Services contract to Access Integration
Specialists.

Thank vou for vour quick response.

Ak

Arnt Spies
Sentor Vice President, Member Services
Aptesined e ory



EEIEE. Arthur J.

Fram: Baumert, Steve [Steve Baumert@nmhs.ong

Sent: Wadnesday, September 16, 2000 427 PM

To: Spies, Arhur J

Subject: RE IRHTP QA Inspection Services Coniract Award

Art, | egree with your recommendation lo award the QA Inspection Services conlract 1o Access. Thanks Stave

From: Spies, Arthur 1. [mailto; SPIESA@ihaonline.org)

Sent: Wednesday, Scptember 16, 2009 9:41 AM

To: Spies, Arthur 1.; Daryl Bouma; Dave Lingren; David Hickman: David Swanson: Patterson Don; Fred Eastman: Jim
Burkett; LeValley Joe; Kim Norby; Norris, 1. Kirk; Lee Carmen; Blind, Martin; Myers Michael; Trachta Mike; Randy Haskins:
Robert Frieder; Curtis Scott; Baumert, Steve

Subject: IRHTP QA Inspection Services Contract Award

Importance: High

IOWA HOSPITAL 5
ASSOCIATION &

B APl Aasm =l

1k = A AN

. Vv Sy e mr b i

Crood Moming:

Attached is a memo with the seoring of the two proposals reccived in response Lo the
Cuality Assurance Inspection Services RFP as well as my recommendation. Also
attached are the cost submittal sheet. the executive summary and work plan for Adesta
and Access Integration Specialists proposals

Mlease take a few minutes to review the memoe and supporting documents from cach
hid and respond to this email by Friday September 18, 2009 indicating approval or
disapproval to award the QA Inspection Services contract to Access Integration
Specialists,

Thank vou lor vour quick response

Ax-

Arl Spies
Sentor Vice President. Member Services
spesa ol haonling org



Spies, Arthur J.

————== S — EE—— =
From: Easlman, Fred [feastman@mercydesmoines org)
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2008 208 PM
To: Spees, Arthur ). Daryl Bouma, Dave Lingren, David Hickman; Dawid Swanson: Patierson Don:

Jim Burkett, LeValley Jog; Kim Norby: Noreis, J. Kirk; Lee Carmen; Blind, Martin; Myers
Michael; Trachia Mike, Randy Haskins: Rober Frieden, Curtis Scolt: Baumert, Steve
Subject: RE. IRHTP QA Inspecticn Services Cantract Award

I wiould approve of your award dacisian
Fred Eastiman

From: 5mes, Arthur 1. [mailto:5PIESA@ihaonline.org]
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2009 9:41 AM

To: Spies, Arthur J.; Daryl Bouma; Dave Lingren; David Hickman; David Swanson; Patterson Don; Eastman, Fred: Jim
Burkett; LeValley, Joe; Kim Norby; Norris, 1. Kirk; Lee Carmen; Biind, Martin: Myers Michael; Trachta Mike: Randy
Haskins; Robert Frieden; Curtis Scott; Baumert, Steve

Subject: [RHTP QA Inspection Services Contract Award

Importance: High

IOWA HOSITTAL :
ASSOCIATION & il s

B R b B
Ima Cparags ma Fawieaed

Good Morming!

Attached s o memo with the scoring of the two proposals received in response to the
Chuality Assurance Inspection Services REP as well as my recommendation. Also
attached are the cost submittal sheet, the exccutive summary and work plan for Adesia
and Acecess Integration Specialists proposals.

Please take a few minutes o review the memao and supporting documents from cach
bid and respond to this email by Friday September 18, 2009 indicating approval or
disapproval to award the QA Inspection Services contract to Access Integration
Specialists,

Thank vou lor vour quick responsce.

Arl Spics
Semor Viee President, Member Services
spiesad thavnline org
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EEiusl Arthur J.
—_————— e e ——
From: Martin Biind [mblind@vaghinc.com)
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2000 338 P
To: apies, Arthur J., "Daryl Bourna', "Dave Lingren’, ‘David Hickman®, ‘Daved Swanson'. Patierson

Don; 'Fred Eastman’, "Jim Burkett', LeValley Joe, "Kim Norby', Norrs, J. Kirk: ‘Lea Carmen’:
Myers Michael. Trachta Mike, ‘Randy Haskins', ‘Roben Fneden’. Curtis Scott. Baumern, Steve
Subject: RE: IRHTP QA Inspechon Services Confracl Award

I Appriee

Marin Blind

Inlgrmation Systems Direglor
Virginia Gay Hosmial and Climcs
5049 Morth Oih Avenue

Yinton, lowa 52340

319 472 BA70 Otfice

B 4T B439 FAX
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From: Spees, Arthur 1, [mailto: SPIESA@ihaonline. org]

Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2009 9:41 AM

To: Spies, Arthur 1.; Daryl Bouma; Dawe Lingren; David Hickman; David Swanson; Patterson Don; Fred Eastman; Jim
Burkett; LeValley Joe; Kim Norty; Narris, 1. Kirk; Lee Carmen; Blind, Martin; Myers Michael; Trachta Mike; Randy Haskins;
Robert Frieden; Curtis Scott: Baumert, Steve

Subject: I[RHTP QA Inspection Services Contract Award

Importance: High

IOWA HOSPITAL
ASSOCIATION

Ciood Morming:

Antached is o memo with the seoring ol the two proposals received in response 1o the
Cuality Assurance Inspection Services REFP as well as my recommendation. Also
attached are the cost submittal sheet, the executive summary and work plan for Adesta
and Access Integration Specialists proposals.

Please take o few minutes to review the memo and supporting docoments from each
bid and respond to this email by Friday September 18, 2009 indicating approval or



v
Spies, Arthur J.

— == e —————————
From: Dave Hickman [HICKMAND@mercyhealth com)
Sent: Thursday, Seplambear 17, 2005 326 PM
To: Kam Norby, Robert Frieden, Norris, J. Kirk, Spies, Arthur J.. Dave Lingren, David Swanson;

Jim Burkett, Fred Eastman; LeValley Joe, Curtis Scott. Randy Haskins, Baumert, Steve, Daryl
Bouma, Lee Carmen; Blind, Martin, Myers Michae!, Trachta Mike: Patterson Don
Subject; Re IRHTP QA Inspection Services Cantract Award

Art: I agree with your recommendation. Dave

¥»» "Spies, Arthur 1." <SPILSA@ihaonline.orp> B9/16/09 9:41 AM 35

[cid:imagedad , jppERlCAI6E] . CORBI28 | [cid: imagedds . {pa@BICAIGE] . COBIN228]

Good Morning:

Attached 15 a memo with the scoring of the two proposals received in response to the Quality
Assurance Inspection Services RFP as well as my recommendation. Also attached are the cost
submittal sheet, the executive summary and work plan for Adesta and Access Integration
speclalists proposals,

Please tike a few minutes to review the memo and supporting documents from each bid and
respond to this email by Friday September 18, 2889 indicating approval or disapproval to
award the Q& Inspection Services contract to Access Integration Speclalists.

Thank you for your guick respanse.

[cid:imagensd. inp@B1CA3GE1 . CORIB220]




-

Spies, Arthur J.

e —— e = s e —— e e e ——
From: Carmen, Lee [lee-carmen@uiowa edu)
Senl: Thursday, September 17, 2008 410 PM
To: Spies, ArthorJ
Subject: IRHTF 34 Inspection Services Contract Award

I approve. Lee

From: Spies, Arthur 1, [mailte:SPIESA@Ihaonline.org]

Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2009 9:41 AM

Toi Spies, Arthur 1.; Daryl Boumna; Dave Lingren; David Hickman; David Swanson; Patterson Don; Fred Eastman; Jim
Burkett; LeValley Joe; Kim Norby, Norms, 1. Kik; Lee Carmen; Blind, Martin; Myers Michael; Trachta Mike: Randy Haskins;
Hobert Frieden; Curtis Scott; Baumerl, Stewe ’

Subject: IRHTP QA Tnspection Services Contract Award

Importance: High

Ciood Morning:
Attached is o memo with the scoring of the two proposals received in response o the Quality Assuranee
Inspection Services REFP as well as my recommendation. Also attachied are the cost submittal sheet, the
executive summary and work plan for Adesta and Aceess Integration Specialists proposals.
Please take a few minutes to review the memo and supporting documents from cach bid and respond to
this email by Friday September 18, 2009 indicating approval or disapproval te award the QA Inspection

Services contract 1o Aceess Integration Specialists,

Thank you for vour quick response,

AR

An Spies
Semor Vice President. Member Services

spied i Bl fra ovre

THHEE Corared Qe | Saine TR0 ] Des Mloiies, 1A SO3R-TH35 i STR2RK19ES | I SR 28300 800 | www fhaonl ing ore

Comliden tinliey Sl
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Spies, Arthur J.

From: Mike Myers [mmyers@vmbospital com)

Sent: Friday, September 18, 2009 6:27 AM

To: Spies, Arthur J.

Subject: RE IRHTP QA Inspection Services Contracl Award

| agres with your decision | vole yes an the selecton!

From: 5pes, Arthur 1, [maiito:SPIESA@ihaanline.org]

Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2009 9:41 AM

To: Spies, Arthur 1.; Daryl Bouma; Dave Lingren; David Hickman; David Swanson; Patterson Don; Fred Eastman: Jim
Burkett; LeValley Joe; Kim Norby; Norris, ). Kirk; Lee Carmen; Blind, Martin; Myers Michael; Trachta Mike; Randy Haskins:
Robert Frieden; Curtis Scott; Baumert, Steve

Subject: IRHTP QA Inspection Services Contract Avard

Importance: High

[OWA HOSPITAL
ASSOCIATION

Ciood Moming:

Attached s a memo with the scoring ol the two proposals received in response 1o the
Quiality Assurance Inspection Services REP o5 well as my recommendation. Also
mtached are the cost submittal sheet, the exceutive summary and work plan for Adesia
and Access Integration Specialists proposals.

Please take a Few minutes to review the memo and supporting docoments from each
bid and respond (o this email by Friday September 18, 2009 indicating approval or
disapproval to award the QA Inspection Services contract to Aceess Integration
Specialists.

[hank vou for vour guick response.
Ak

Art Sples

Senior Vice President, Member Services
spivsa il online.ory




Eckley, Erika

From: Spies, Arthur ).

Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2004 10:45 A
To: Eckley, Erika

Subject: FW: IRHTP

Art Spies

Senior VP

lowa Hospital Associalion

100 East Grand Avenue, Sutte 100
Des Maines, 1A 50309-1800
Phone: 515/283-8314

Fax: 515/283-9366

Email: spiesa@ihacnline org

From: Jason Harrington [mailtozjharrington@lakeshealth.org|
Sent; Thursday, March 11, 2010 8:49 AN

To: Spies; Arthur J.

Subject: REZIRHTP

Art:

| appreciate it. We had something come up that recently precipitated this in attempting to push some images between
Spirit Lake and Spencer, Anything you can provide by way of information would be great,

lason

Jason C. Harringtan
President and CEDQ

Lakes Regional Healthcare
Phone: (712) 336-8795
Fax: (¥12) 336-B620

From: Spies, Arthur 1. [mailto:SPIESA@ihaonling.org]
Sent: Wednesday, March 10, 2010 4:51 PM

To: Jason Harringlon

Subject: RE: IRHTP

Hi lasan:

The short answer is yes. We bid Spirit Lake and would only have to adjust the contractors award to add Lakes Regional
Healthcare. 1will have ta lock the final costs up and send them to you,

We will move on this as quickly as you desire.
Art Spics

Senior Vice Preswdent
lown Hospital Association



P00 E Grsend Aove Saiite 100
s Maonmies, 1A S03H
(5151 2881955

apiesandihnonline. org
Comfidentialing Statcment

Flais gemail mssage, ineluding any attschments, 15 for e sole use of the intended recipientis ) and may contmin confidential and
privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, diselosure or distribution is prohibited. I you lisve received this message in
ermor, please advise the sender immediately by reply e-mail and delete this message.

From: Jason Harrington [mailte:jharmngton@ lakeshealth,ong]
Sent: Wednesday, March 10, 2010 3:59 PM

To: Spies, Arthur J.

Subject: IRHTP

Ark:

Hope this finds yvou well. Wantad to check with you on the status of the IRHTP process. When | was in Spencer, we
signed on to be part of the grant application and were supportive of the program. Unfortunately, Lakes Regional
Healthcare passed at the opportunity before | arrived and | am wondering whether there are now any options for being
a part of the program?

If not, no problem-and | understand we Tailed to commit during that time. However, if there is an opportunity that may
present itselfl, I'd at [east like to discuss it.

Please let me know either way,
Jason

lason C. Harrington
President and CED

Lakes Regional Healthcare
Phane: {¥12) 336-8795
Fax: (712) 336-8620



E-:Iﬂe:. Erika

From: Spies, Arthur J,

Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2014 10:51 AM
To: Eckley, Enka

Subject: FW.IRHTP Participant Agreement

Art Spies

Senior VP

Icwra Hospital Association

100 East Grand Avenue, Sure 100
Des Moines, |A S03059-1800
Phone: 515/283-8314

Fax: 515/2B3-0365

Email: spiesa@lihaonhnge org

From: Spies, Arthur 1.

Sent: Thursday, May 13, 2010 2:29°F1
To: jmevey@skiflmed com

Subject: IRHTP Participant Agreeme L

IOWA H JSPITAL
ASSOC ATION

Hi Jim:

I received Skiff Medical Center’s IRHTP participation agreement, We will begin work
to acded vou back into the program.

Thanks,
Art Spics

Senior Viee President. Membership Services
spicsai haonline org

Jii E Cernmd Sve | Soine W | Des Sobnes, Dy S080F0-PH3E | e ST IHE D958 | [0SR 200G | wowacilesndine org
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IRCITP

lowa's tebehesith network
MEMORANDUM
DATE: Jume 21, 2012
TO: IRHTP Steering Committee
FROM: Art Spies, Project Coordinator
SUBJECT: June 20, 2012 Conference Call Summary

Present: Scott Curtis, Mike Myers, Daryl Bouma, Fred Eastman, Steve Baumert, Art Spies,
Dave Swanson. Tony Crandell

The meeting was called to order at 4:01 pm by Seott Curlis,
Approval of awards:

Outside Plant Dark Fiber Construction or IRL bids

The bids would provide last mile fiber optic connections from consortium hospitals to the closest
appropriate ICN Point of Presence (POP). Ant Spies send an email 1o the commitice members from Dave
Peters with Alegent Health, The email stated: “After much discussion and reflection regarding possible
Alegent participation with IRHTP project to obtain connectivity into Omaha, we've decided 1o not pursue
the proposed project at this time. Our concemns include cost, the availability of fiber routes in Coungil
Bluits, and the nature of the obligations which we feel Alegent would be expected 1o shoulder for
connectivity within Omaha.” The requirements for the fiber build in Council Bluffs/Cmaha for Alegent
Berpan Mercy Medical Center in Omaha have now been withdrawn. The bids. for the lowa Falls build
were reviewed, Fellowing divcussion it was moved and seconded to approve an award to Unite Private
Networks LLC in the amount of §163,163 for an IRV at lowa Falls. Motion passed,

Quality Assurance Inspection Services

The bid will provide quality assurance inspection services i the field 1o oversee the quality control of
Outside Plant (OSP) vendars installing fber optic facilities or Indefeasible Right of Use (IRU) services al
Spirit Lake, Newton, Clarion, and Belmond, The build in Council Bluffs/Omaha has been withdrawn by
Alegent Bergan Mercy Medical Center in Omaha. The evaluation and scoring of the bid for the remaining
four sites was reviewed. Following discussion it was moved and seconded to approve an award fo
Aeccess Inspection Services for the remaining four sites for $9,600. Motion pavsed.

MNetwork Electronics and Spare Parts

The bids proposed Course Wave Division MultiplexingDense Wave Division Multiplexing
(CWDM/DWDM) hardware to connect multiple facilities in the Council Bluff'Omaha arca in a ring
topology and various networking hardware and components as stocking spare parts to enable the IRHTP
network 1o pravide the highest network availability and uptime possible. Due to Alegent Bergan Mercy
Medical Center withdrawing from the project, the requirements of chapter 5 (Course Wave Division
Multiplexing/Dense Wave Division Multiplexing (CWDM/DWDM) hardware 10 conneet multiple
facilities in the Council Bluffs/Omaha area-in a ring topology) have been withdrawn. Only one bid was

10 EAST GRAND, SUITE 100, DES MOINES, LA S0G09-F835 | |* 5152881935 F SE5.2B3.0066 | WWW IHADNLINE ORG
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: June 21, 20122
TO: FOC / LSAC
FROM: Art Spies, Project Coordinator
SUBJECT: Evaluation, Scoring and Awards for IRHTP RFP 12-004

The 465 competitive bidding package for the IRHTP RFP 12-004 was fled and posted on May 4, 2002
The RFP requested outside plant fiber construction or IRL bids to complete dark fiber connections to two
health care facilities, Quality Assurance Inspection Services (QA1S) for outside plant or IRL) installations,
CWDM/IYWDM hardware, and spare pans for previously purchased network electronics. A bidder
conference call was held on May B, 2012 and & response to questions received was posted 1o the THA
wehsite on May 14, 2012,

IRHTP received six bid proposals by the June 4, 20012 deadling as Tollows.

Dutside Plant Dark Fiber Construction or TRU bids {3)
o Communication Innovators
«  Communication Technologies, 1L.1.C
»  Linite Private Networks, LLC (IRL}
Cranlity Assurance Inspection Services (1)
s Access Integration Specialisis
MNetwork Electronics and Spare Parts (2]
s Aleatel — Lucent (hid both)
»  ‘Walker and Associntes INC {(hid only CWDM/DWDM hardware)

An evaluation team including Tony Crandell {Principal Associate Access Integration Specialists), Dave
Swanson (1CN} and Art Spies (IRHTP) reviewed and scored the outside plant and network electronics
propasals using the criteria from the RFP, An evaluation team including Dave Swanson (1CN) and Art
Spies (IRHTP) reviewed and scored the quality assurance inspection services proposal using the criteria
from the RFP, A matrix with average score for each bid and recommendations follow,

The IRHTP Steering Committee met on June 20, 2012 by telephone conference call to review all
of the bids submitted, Juest a3 the conference call was beginning an email was received from Alepent
Bergan Mercy Medical Center in Omaha. The email stated: “After much discussion and reflection
regarding possible Alegent participation with the IRHTP project to obtain connectivity into Omaha, we've
decided 10 not pursue the proposed project at this time.” Based on the email, the requirements for the
chapter 3 fiber build in Councll Bluffs /\Omaha, chapter 4 for QA inspection services for the Council
Biluffs/Omaha site and the chapter § Coarse Wave Division Mualtiptexing/Denve Wave Division
Muftiplexing (CWDMDWDM) hardware fo connect multiple fecifities in the Council Bluffs/Omuha
ared in o ring topology have been withdraws,

HOB EAST CrRAMI), SUTTE 100, TS MOINES, LA OIS TREE | 1" SIS 2HE 1935 F SIS2R3.0306 | WOWW IHACMLIME CHG
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Outside Plant Dark Fiber Construction or IRU bids
Provide bast mile fiber optic connections from consortium hospitals 1o the closest appropriate 1CN Poini
of Presence (POF). The Council Bluffs/Omaha site has been withdrawn,

Fiber Constrection ar 1R Site Bids

Site Unite Private Networks, Communication Communication
. o LLE Innovators Technologies
lowa Falls $163,163 (IRU) 5180,382 5242428
{constructed fiber) {constructed fiber)
Alegent Mercy CB to $189,310 (IRU) 5160,860 5192425
Alegent Bargan Mercy {constructed fiber) {constructed fiber)
Omaha
RFF 12-004 Ouitside Plant Dark Fiber Constroction or TRL
Avernge Score
Criterian inike Communication | Communication Unite Communication Communkcation
Private Inngvators Technologies Private Innovators Technologies
Metworks, Metworks,
LLC LLE ]
Location lowa Falls lowa Falls lowa Falls Council Councl Bluffs Councll Bluffs
Bluffs 1o to Omaha to Omaha
Cmaka
Project 15 15 15 15 15 15
Experlence
15 points
Cos 40 ai a5 26.7 33.3 a0 26.7
poings
Grasp of 25 25 25 Z5 25 25
Project 25
palnts
Vendor 15 15 15 i5 15 15
Capabilities
15 pairits
Inwolcing 5 5 5 -] 5 5
and Audit
5 peints
Tatal 100 933 a6.7 33,3 104 Be.7
possibie 100
Points

Based on the review and score The IRHTP Steering Committee made an award to Unite Private
Networks LLC in the amount of S163,0163 for an IRL @t Iowa Falls,

Dhuality Aszsurance Inspection Services
Provide Quality Assurance Inspection Services in the field 1o oversee the quality control of Outside Plant
{OSP) vendors installing fiber optic facilities or Indefeasible Right of Use (IRU) services ot Spirit Lake,
Newton, Clarion and Belmond. The Council Bluffa/Omaha site has been withdrawn, The bid (rate per
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hour and hours) were the same as the initial bid $75/ hour x 32 hours = 52,400 per site for a total of

$9.600.

RFP 12-004 Outside Plant Quality Assurance Inspection Services

Average Score
Criteriun Access Integration Specinlisis
Project Expericnci 15
|5 poinis
Cost M poinis 40
Cirisp of Project 25 points 25
Vendor Capahilifies I5
|5 points
Ivericing wnd Awdit 5
3 points
Toval possible 100 paints 100

Based on receipt of one bid, the review and score the IRHTP Sicering Committee made an award to
Access Inspection Services for a total of 59,600,

Network Electronics and Spare Parts
Proposes Course Wave Division Multiplexing/Dense Wave Division Multiplexing (CWDM/DWIDM)
hardware to connect multiple facilities in the Council Bluffs/Omaha area in a ring twpology and various
networking hardware and components as stocking spare parts to enable the IRHTP network to provide the
highest network availability and uptime possible. The requirements of chapter 5 (Course Wave
Division Muoltipleving/Dense Wave Division Multiplexing (CWDM/DWDM) hardware s connect
multiple facilities in the Council Blaffs/Omaha aren in a ring topology) have been withdrawn and only
one bidl was submitted for the spare parts.

RFFP 12-(04 Network Electronics and Spare Parts

Average Score
Crilerion Abcatel — Lucent Alcatel — Lucent USA, Wallker umd Walker and
LISA, Inc Inc. Assuciates [NC Associates TNC
Metwork Electronics Spare Parls Metwork Spare Parls
Chapier 5 Chapler 6 Electronicy Chapier 6
Chapter 5
Project Experignce ¥ 15 L Mo hid
15 points
Cost 40 points 40 : o bid
Cirasp of Project 25 743 i Mo hid
pointy
Yendor Capabilitics . 15 ¥ Mo hid
15 parinis i
It imge and A ucin L 5 i M big
5 pointy
Totul possible 100 ¥ Eil1} " Mo hid
parints .

*The requirements of Chapter 5 have been withdrawn.

Based on receipt of one bid, the review and score the IRHTP Steering Committee made an award o
Aleatel — Lucent for spare parts in the amount of 3165897,




ATTACHMENT 5D

Disclosure Memoranda



IRCITP

awa's telehialth netwark
MEMORANDUM
DATE: June 30, 2009
TO: Barbara Sheldon
FROM: At Spies IRHTP Projeet Coordinator
SUBJECT: Use of Vendors as Consultants and Project Funding for QA Inspection

Services RFP 002

The only vendor IRHTP used to develop the initial and revised Quality Assurance Inspection
Services scoping documents/request for proposal (RFP) to the FCC Rural Health Care Pilot
Program was the lowa Communications Network (ICN).  [CN staff is currently

functioning as the project manager by developing various fiber build-out and clectronics RFPs,
evaluating the bids received, assist the IRHTP steering commitice make the awards and will
monitor the build-out, serve as a contractor contact for build-out issues and will certify the build-
oul and installation 1s complete. The ICN will not bid on the revised Quality Assurance
Inspection Services RFP 002,

Following is a list of 25 IRHTP hospitals receiving FCC Rural Health Care Program funding in
2008, The IRHTP project funded by the FCC Rural Health Care Pilot Program is only for capital
costs lor the hiber and electronics build-out and not ongoing circuit fee and/or intemet costs.
After the IRHTP project is completed and hospitals are connected to the 1CN, each hospital will
have to make a decision whether to maintain what they have or switch to the ICN. At that point
a change in FCC Rural Health Care program support will oceur,

IRHTP Hospitals Receiving FOCC Rural Health Care Program Circuit and Internet
Subsidy

Hegyg Memorial Health Center

sioux Center Community Hospital & Health Center
Floyd Valley Hospital

Orrange City Health Systems

Merrill Pioneer Community Hospital

Avera Holy Family Health

Osceola Community Hospital/Avera Health

Central Community Hospital

Adair County Memorial Hospital

Audubon County Memorial Hospital

Davis County Hospital

Y EAST GRANLL SUFTE 100, CRES MOINES, 1A SES-1835 | 1" 1528001955 F SES2H1 9366 | WOWWIHAGMLINE ORG
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lowa's tedeioalih nerwork
MEMORANDUM
DATE: April 11,2011
TO: LISACFOC
FROM: Art Spies, IRHTP Project Coordinator
SUBJECT: Evaluation, Scoring and Award for IRHTP RFP 10-001

The 463 competitive bidding package for the IRHTP RFP 10-001 was filed and posted on December 10, 2010,
The RFP requested bids to provide a 20 years broadband it service IRU between a point of presence on
the IRHTP network in northwest lowa to Avera Health and Sanford Health in Sioux Falls, South
Dakota, A bidder’s conference call was held on December 22, 2010, IRHTP received three bid proposals by
the January 17, 2011 deadline from Long Lines, Mid-continent Communications and SDN Communications.

An evaluation team including Dave Swanson (ICN), Tony Crandell (ICN consultant) and Art Spics

{IRHTP) reviewed and scared each proposal using the criteria from the RFP, The signed vendor

evaluation scoring matrix for each reviewer and an agpregate matrix is attached. Based on the

review and score, the IRHTP steering commitiee on February 24, 2011 approved an award to SDN
Communications, The minutes of the steering committee conference call are attached.
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lowa's teleluaiih network
MEMORANDUM
DATE: April 19, 2012
TO: Barbara Sheldon
FROM: Art Spies, IRHTP Project Coordinator

SUBJECT: Disclosures

Tony Crandell, Principal Associate, Access Integration Specialists developed and | reviewed RFP 12-005
Meshed Ethernet Bandwidth and Connectivity, No other parties participated in the development or review
of the RFP.

Per Camelia Rogers on April 19, 2012, any double dipping concerns will be addressed at the 466 Award
level,
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: April 27, 2012

TO: Barbarg Sheldon

FROM: Art Spies, Project Coordinutor
SUBJECT: Disclosures

Dave Swanson with the lowa Communications Network (ICN) developed IRHTP RFP 12-004
Chutside Plant — Dark Fiber Construction or IRUs, Quality Assurance Services, CWDM/DWDM
Systems and Network Efecironics — Spave Parts. The ICN will not bid on anv part of the IRHTP
12-006 RFP.

ICN staff has functioned as the project manager by developing various fiber build-out, quality
assurance and electronics RFPs, evaluating the bids received, assisting the IRHTP steering
commitice make the awards and has monitored the build-outl, served as & contractor contact for
build-out issues and has certified the build-out and installation is complete,

LY EAST GRARND, SUITE 1000 EES MOINES, |A SEMS-1835 | 1" SIS2ER 1955 F SES.ZRL0366 | WWWIHAONLINE. ORG
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: June 7, 2012
TO: USACIFCC
FROM: Art Spies, IRHTP Project Coordinator
SUBJECT: Evaluastion, Scoring and Award for IRHTP RFP 12-005

The 4635 competitive bidding package for the IRHTP RFP 12-005 was filed and posted on April 27, 2012,
The RFP requested bids 1o provide seeks pricing and connectivity to integrate the sites listed into the IRHTP
network; providing up o | Gh/s megabits of high speed Ethernet access, to a secure, dedicated, and
linancially sound network.,

IRHTP received one bid proposal by the May 25, 2012 deadline from the lowa Communications Network

An evaluation team ineluding Tony Crandell {Principal Associate Access Integration Specialists) and Ant
Spies (IRHTP) reviewed and scored cach proposal using the criteria from the RFP. The signed vendor
evaluation scoring matrix for each reviewer and an agpregate matrix are attached. Based on the
review and score, the IRHTP steering committee on May 29, 2012 approved an award 1o the lowa
Communications Network. The minutes of the steering committee conference call are attached.
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NOTICE TO VENDORS

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL
IRHTP RFP 12-005

Meshed Ethernet Bandwidth and
Connectivity

Mr. Art Spies

Senior Vice President

Iowa Hospital Association

100 East Grand Avenue, Suite 100
Des Moines, IA 50309
spies@ihaonline.org

The Iowa Rural Health Telecommunications
Program (IRHTP) will be receiving sealed
bid proposals for RFP 12-005 until

3:00 p.m. CDST, May 25, 2012.

IRCITP

lowa's telenecalth network

Healthcare
without limits ..
faster
more reliable
co$t effective




Meshed Ethernet Bandwidth and Connectivity

THIS REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL CONSISTS OF FIVE CHAPTERS, THREE ANNEXES, AND
FIVE ATTACHMENTS:

CHAPTER TITLE
1 Administrative Issues
2 Contractual Terms

Technical Specifications
4 Testing Process and Procedures

Evaluation Process and Criteria

Annex A Network Maps and Information
Annex B List of HCP owned Link-Segment Locations
Annex C List of HCP Owned Switch Locations
Attachment 1 Bid Proposal Compliance Form
Attachment 2 Authorization to Release Information
Attachment 3 Bid Proposal Submittal Form
Attachment 4 Certification Letter Format
Attachment 5 USAC Competitive Bidding Process
IR TP
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General Information
Iowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program
RFP 12-005

1.0 Introduction. @ The lowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program IRHTP is a
consortium of public and private hospitals seeking to solve the problem of isolation travel and
limited resources that constrain health care deliver in rural lowa and its surrounding region To
achieve this goal IRHTP will leverage the expertise of the lowa Hospital Association IHA as a
health care collaborator the capabilit of the lowa Communications Network ICN in
administering telecommunications services and the Federal Communications Commission Rural
Health Care Pilot Program in providing the funds to develop a statewide dedicated health care
network Previous RFPs and purchasing processes executed b IRHTP have established last mile
fiber connections or IRU Capacit Agreements to health care facilities in lowa and South

akota This RFP seeks pricing and connectivit to integrate the sites listed into the IRHTP
network providingup to 1 b s megabits of high speed Ethernet access to a secure dedicated and
financiall sound network

Specificall the IRHTP is seeking bid proposals to provide pricing for Ethernet connectivit
between consortium hospitals in increments of 3 Mbs 6 Mbs Mbs 1 Mbs 2 Mbs 5
Mbs and 1 bs

Current and Proposed System Information  Architecture. Previous outside plant RFPs were
issued b the IRHTP consortium to provide a dark fiber path from consortium hospitals to an ICN
Point of Presence POP  These dark fiber paths known hereafter as links-segments that emanate
from the HCP s owned Alcatel-Lucent 21 edge switch along the constructed hospital owned
fiber link or a leased IRU to a point currentl located in a [CN Point of Presence terminating in a
HCP owned Alcatel 16 2 See Annex B List of current Link segments

Bandwidth Procurement. The lowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program is soliciting
proposals from ualified fiber optic network providers to cost out the various bandwidth circuits
re uired to connect all of the IRHTP link-segments into a full meshed Ethernet network ranging
in increments from 3 Mbs tol bs It is the intent of the IRHTP to establish Evergreen
automaticall renewing 2  ear contracts with the vendor The bandwidth procured will take an
HCP to an destination point re uested on the IRHTP Network

Vendor Must Reuse E isting FCC USAC funded Infrastructure FCC USAC guidance
stipulates that the successful vendor must use the FCC USAC funded infrastructure to include HCP
owned and constructed fiber IRU s and the health care provider HCP owned electronics The
successful vendor ma relocate the HCP owned e uipment from the ICN endpoints as desired

Must Bid All Points. A vendor must bid Ethernet connections to all of the  points listed on this
RFP Bids that are received with missing end points will not be evaluated

Responsible Party For Payment of Accounts. The lowa Hospital Association will be the
responsible part on behalf of IRHTP and the individual HCP s to pa  endor for the charges
assessed under this RFP

IR TP
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CHAPTER 1
ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES

RFP 12-005

1.0 General. The Rural Health Care Program of the Universal Service Fund USF which is
administered b the Universal Service Administrative Compan USAC is a support program authorized b
Congress and designed b the Federal Communications Commission FCC to provide reduced rates to rural
health care providers HCPs for telecommunications services and Internet access charges related to the use
of telemedicine  tele-health The Iowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program IRHTP and the lowa
Hospital Association IHA received approval to proceed with the connection of = Iowa hospitals to the
Iowa Communications Network using newl constructed or existing fiber optic cable facilities IRHTP is
seeking bid proposals for meshed Ethernet bandwidth and connectivit at  health care locations throughout
the State of lowa

1.1  Notice. This pro ect is sub ect to the USAC procurement rules The IRHTP will submit a USAC
Form 465 RFP and supporting documentation to USAC who will review the documentation and will post
the RFP on the USAC website All RFPs will be open for response and bidding for a minimum of twent
eight 2 da s after the posting After documents are posted to the USAC website the following process
will commence

1.2 Schedule and Submission of Proposal.

121 uestions and Answers  endors are invited to submit written uestions and or re uests for
interpretation consideration acceptance concerning this RFP on or before4 pm C ST Frida May ,
2012. endors with wuestions concerning this RFP ma submit uestions in writing via email to Art Spies
at spiesa ihaonline org Oral uestions will not be accepted and verbal communications shall not
override written communications Onl written communications are binding on IRHTP If the uestions
re uests for clarifications or suggestions pertain to a specific section of the RFP the page and section
number s must be referenced IRHTP will prepare a written response to all pertinent uestions
submitted b endors and will post uestions and responses on the lowa Hospital Association web
page www ihaonline org b the close of business on Frida May 11, 2012. The IRHTP s written
responses will be considered part of the RFP If the IRHTP decides to adopt a suggestion the IRHTP
will issue an amendment to the RFP

122  The IRHTP assumes no responsibilit for verbal representations made b its consortium
members and representatives unless such representations are confirmed in writing b the IRHTP and
incorporated into this RFP

123  Changes and Amendments In the event it becomes necessar for IRHTP to amend add to or
delete an part of this RFP the amendment will be posted on the IHA website _ endor s bid proposal
must include acknowledgment of all addenda issued b IRHTP If the IRHTP amends the RFP after
the closing date of receipt of proposals the IRHTP ma in its sole discretion allow endors to amend
their bid proposals in response to the IRHTP s amendment

124  Receipt of Bid Proposals Bid Proposals must be received at IHA s office no later than3  pm
C ST Monda May 25, 2012. This re uirement is a mandatory re uirement and is not a minor
deficiency sub ect to waiver by the IRHTP. No bid proposals will be accepted after the date and time
specified A late bid proposal shall be returned unopened to the endor Additionall no bid proposal
will be accepted b telephone electronic mail or facsimile The bid proposals must be mailed (with
mailing in sufficient time to arrive on or before this deadline re uirement) or be delivered as

follows:
Mailing Address eliver To
Iowa Hospital Association Iowa Hospital Association
Attn Mr Art Spies Attn Mr Art Spies
1 East rand Ave Suite 1 1 East rand Ave Suite 1

es Moines Towa 5 3 es Moines ITowa 5 3

If bid proposals are delivered by mail service, e press courier, delivery service or company, or in
person, it shall be the sole responsibility of the Vendor submitting the proposal to insure that such
delivery ta es place prior to the aforementioned deadline. There shall be no waiving of the deadline

et
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due to missed deliveries on the part of the Vendor, Vendor s delivery staff or Vendor s choice of
delivery service(s). Deliveries made directly to IHA must be placed with the IHA staff person able to
accept such delivery.

125  BidProposal Opening Bid Proposals will be opened at3 pm C ST on May 25,2012 The
bid proposals and the evaluation documents created b the IRHTP will remain confidential until the
evaluation committee has evaluated all bid proposals submitted in response to this RFP and the IRHTP
has issued a notice of award The bid proposals submitted and the evaluation documents created b
the IRHTP ma be available for inspection sub ect to FCC and USAC guidelines or other applicable
law onl after the selection process is complete

1251 Failure to compl with or suppl an and all information re uested to accompan
bid proposals ma be cause for re ection of the proposal as non-compliant

1252 All bid proposals shall be firm for a period of da s to allow the evaluation
committee to full evaluate all proposals and make an award deemed to be in the best interest
of IRHTP

1253 B submitting a bid proposal the endor agrees to the terms and conditions
contained within this RFP

1.3  Proposal Submission Format.

131 Bid Proposals shall be printed on 5 x 11 paper The proposals should be in 3-ring binders
with appropriate tabs for reference The original bid proposal must be in a package CLEARL
MAR E _IRHTP_RFP 12-005 Proposal on the outer envelope or wrapping This is necessar to
insure that the response package is handled properl for verification against the RFP deadline Lack
of notation of the RFP number ma affect the receipt timing and affect the evaluation process  endor
should consider this item as a critical factor when submitting a response

132 To achieve a uniform review process and the ma imum degree of comparability,
proposals shall be organi ed in the following manner:

1321 Title page that includes the sub ect of the bid proposal the RFP number being
responded to 12-005 name of endor address name of designated contact person telephone
number facsimile telephone number E-mail address for endor s contact person and if
applicable the cellular telephone number of contact person and the date

1322 Completed Bid Proposal Compliance Form (Attachment 1).

1323 Completed Authori ation to Release Information Form (Attachment 2).
1324 Completed Bid Proposal Submittal Forms (Attachment 3).

1325 Completed Certification Letter format (Attachment )

133  Number of Copies  endors shall submit one 1 with original blue-ink signatures and three
3 copies in addition four 4 soft copies of the bid proposal shall be provided on 4 C s using
Microsoft ord and Excel if proposal contains spreadsheets

1. Clarification of Proposals and Obtaining Information. IRHTP reserves the right to contact a

endor after submission of bid proposals for the purpose of clarif ing a bid proposal to ensure mutual
understanding This contact ma include written uestions interviews site visits and a review of past
performance if the endor has provided goods or services to the IRHTP or its consortium members USAC
or the ICN or re uests for corrective pages in the endor s bid proposal This information ma be used to
evaluate the endor s bid proposal However the information received from the endor shall not be considered
in the evaluation of a endor s bid proposal if the information materiall alters the content of the bid proposal
IRHTP reserves the right to obtain information concerning an  endor or an proposal from an source and
to consider such information in evaluating the endor s bid proposal

1.5 aiver of Deficiencies. IRHTP reserves the right to waive minor deficiencies in a bid proposal if in
the udgment of IRHTP the consortium s best interest will be served The decision as to whether a deficienc
will be waived or will re uire the re ection of a bid proposal will be solel within the discretion of IRHTP
There is no guarantee or assurance that an deficienc will be deemed minor and that a deficienc will be
waived Each endor is specificall notified that failure to compl with or respond to an part of this RFP
re uiring a response ma result in re ection of the bid proposal as not responsive

et
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1. Cost of Bid Proposal. IRHTP is not responsible for an costs incurred b a endor which are related

to the preparation or deliver of the bid proposal or an other activities carried out b the endor as it relates

to this RFP The costs of preparation and deliver of the bid proposal are solel the responsibilit of the
endor

1. Bid Proposal Obligations. The contents of the bid proposal and an clarification thereto submitted
b the successful endor shall become part of the contractual obligation and incorporated b reference into
the ensuing Contract

1. Bid Proposals Property of IRHTP. Except as otherwise stated herein all bid proposals become the
propert of the IRHTP and shall not be returned to the endor unless all bid proposals are re ected In the
event all bid proposals are re ected endors will be asked to send prepaid shipping instruments to the
IRHTP for return of the bid proposals submitted In the event no shipping instruments are received b the
IRHTP the bid proposals will be destro ed b the IRHTP Additionall the evaluation documents created
b the IRHTP will be destro ed in the event all bid proposals are re ected Otherwise at the conclusion of
the selection process the contents of all bid proposals ma be placed in the public domain and be opened to
inspection b interested parties sub ect to appropriate FCC USAC and federal procurement regulations

1.9 Re ection and Dis ualification of Bid Proposals.

1 1 IRHTP reserves the right to re ect an and all bid proposals in whole and in part received in
response to this RFP at an time prior to the execution of a written Contract Issuance of this RFP in
no wa constitutes a commitment b IRHTP to award the Contract This RFP is designed to provide

endors with the information necessar for the preparation of competitive bid proposals This RFP
process is for IRHTP s benefit and is intended to provide IRHTP with competitive information to
assist in the selection of goods and services

1 2 The IRHTP ma re ect a bid proposal outright and not evaluate the proposal for an one 1
of the following reasons

1 21 Failure of endor to deliver the bid proposal b the due date and time

1 22 Failure to include the Bid Proposal Compliance Form signed b an officer of the
endor submitting the bid proposal Attachment 1

1 23 Failure to include the Authorization to Release Information Form Attachment 2
1 24 Failure to include a completed Bid Proposal Submittal Form Attachment 3

1 25 The endor states that a technical re uirement cannot be met

1 26 The endorsresponse materiall changes a technical re uirement

1 2 The endor sresponse limits the rights of the IRHTP

1 2 The endor fails to respond to the IRHTP s re uest for information documents or
references

1 2 The endor s exceptions to the contract terms and conditions described in Chapter 2
and Attachment 1 Contractual Terms and Conditions materiall changes the terms and
conditions of that section or the re uirements of this RFP

1 21 The endor provides misleading or inaccurate responses

1 211 The endor s proposal is materiall unbalanced

1 212 The endor cannot certif operational readinessb 1 une2 12
1.10 Public Records and Re uests for Confidentialit

11 1 The release of information b IRHTP to the public is sub ect to appropriate FCC USAC

federal procurement regulations and other applicable provisions of law relating to the release of
records in the possession of the IRHTP  endors are encouraged to familiarize themselves with these
provisions prior to submitting a bid proposal All information submitted b a endor ma be treated
as public information b IRHTP unless the endor properl re uests that information be treated as
confidential at the time of submitting the bid proposal. In the event the Vendor mar s each page of
its bid proposal as proprietary or confidential without adhering to the re uirements of this
Section, the IRHTP may re ect the bid proposal as noncompliant.

et
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11 2 An re uests for confidential treatment of information must be included in a cover letter with

the endor s bid proposal and must enumerate the specific grounds which support treatment of the

material as confidential and must indicate wh disclosure is not in the best interests of the public The

re uest must also include the name address and telephone number of the person authorized b the
endor to respond to an in uiries b IRHTP concerning the confidential status of the materials

11 3 An documents submitted which contain confidential information must be marked on the

outside as containing confidential information and each page upon which confidential information

appears must be marked as containing confidential information The confidential information must be
clearl identifiable to the reader wherever it appears All copies of the proposal submitted as well as

the original proposal must be marked in this manner Failure to properly mar information as
confidential shall relieve the IRHTP from any responsibility if the information is viewed by the
public, a competitor, or is any way accidentally released.

11 4 Inaddition to marking the material as confidential material where it appears the endor must
submit one 1 hard cop printed of the bid proposal from which the confidential information has
been excised This hard cop of the proposal MUST be clearl marked as Excluding Confidential
Materials In addition to a hard cop the endor must also include an electronic cop of the non-
confidential portions of the proposal on C -ROM using Microsoft ord and Excel as appropriate
The confidential material must be excised in such a wa as to allow the public to determine the general
nature of the material removed and to retain as much of the document as possible The excised
version must be submitted with the cover letter and ma be made available for public inspection This
submittal is a mandator re uirement and is not sub ect to waiver Failure to mark the confidential
items and to provide the re uired one 1 cop with confidential information excised shall be defined
as allowance for the entire proposal to be treated as a public record

11 5 The endors failure to re uest in the bid proposal confidential treatment of material
pursuant to this Section and the relevant laws and administrative rules will be deemed b IRHTP as a
waiver of an right to confidentialit which the endor ma have had

1.11 Restrictions on Gifts and Activities. No gifts or other activities will be accepted

1.12 Restriction on Communication. endors should funnel all communications thru the Pro ect
Coordinator in order to receive the highest ualit response from the consortium Please refer to Chapter 2
section 1 2 2 regarding uestions and answers

1.13 Nonmaterial and Material Variances. The IRHTP reserves the right to waive or permit cure of
nonmaterial variances in the bid proposal if in the udgment of the IRHTP it is in the IRHTP s best interest
to do so Nonmaterial variances include minor informalities that do not affect responsiveness that are
merel a matter of form or format that do not change the relative standing or otherwise pre udice other

endors that do not change the meaning or scope of the RFP or that do not reflect a material change in the
services In the event the IRHTP waives or permits cure of nonmaterial variances such waiver or cure will
not modif the RFP re uirements or excuse the endor from full compliance with RFP specifications or
other contract re uirements if the endor is awarded the contract The determination of materialit is in the
sole discretion of the IRHTP

1.1  Copyrights. B submitting a bid proposal the endor agrees that IRHTP ma cop the bid proposal
for purposes of facilitating the evaluation or to respond to re uests for public records The endor consents
to such cop ing b submitting a proposal and warrants that such cop ing will not violate the rights of an
third part ~ IRHTP will have the right to use ideas or adaptations of ideas which are presented in the
proposals In the event the endor cop rights the bid proposal the IRHTP ma re ect the bid proposal as
noncompliant

1.15 Conflict Between Terms. IRHTP reserves the right to accept or re ect an exception taken b the endor
to the terms and conditions of this RFP  Substantial variations between the endor s terms and conditions and
those contained in this RFP ma be grounds for re ection of the endor s bid proposal as non-responsive and
non-compliant

1.1  Release of Claims. ith the submission of a bid proposal endor agrees that it will not bring an
claim or have an cause of action against IRHTP or it s consortium members based on an misunderstanding
concerning the information provided herein or concerning IRHTP s failure negligent or otherwise to
provide the endor with pertinent information as intended b this RFP

1.1  Construction of RFP with Laws and Rules. Changes in applicable laws and rules ma affect the
award process or the resulting Contract  endors are responsible for ascertaining pertinent legal
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re uirements and restrictions  endors are encouraged to visit the USAC Rural Health Care Pilot Pro ect
website http www usac org rhe-pilot-program and the FCC website
http  www fce gov cgb rural rhep html orders

1.1  RFP Copy. Copies of the RFP will be available on the USAC Rural Health Care Pilot Program web
site at http  www usac org rhe-pilot-program tools search-postings aspx In addition the RFP will also be
available to vendors via the Iowa Hospital Association web site at http www ihaonline org  click on
members and groups and then click on IRHTP ~ endors ma also re uest a cop of the RFP electronic cop
b contacting the lowa Hospital Association 515 2 -1 55 cop re uested will be issued via e-mail

1.19 Downloading RFP from the Internet. The RFP Amendments and all responses to endor

uestions will be posted on the lowa Hospital Association web site at http www ihaonline org  endors are
advised to check the IHA website periodicall for amendments to this RFP as endors will not automaticall
receive Amendments and responses

1.20 Definition of Contract. The full execution of a written contract shall constitute the making of a
contract for services and no endor shall ac uire an legal or e uitable rights relative to the contract services
until the Contract has been full executed b the successful endor and the IRHTP

1.21 Award Notice and Acceptance Period. The IRHTP will send an Award Notice to all endors
submitting a timel bid proposal Negotiation and acceptance of the contracts shall be completed with the
successful endor no later than sixt 6 da s after the Award Notice If an apparent successful endor
fails to negotiate and deliver the executed contract b that date the IRHTP ma in its sole discretion cancel
the award and award the contract to the next highest ranked endor The IRHTP reserves the right to
continue negotiations after sixt da s if in IRHTP s sole discretion IRHTP deems it to be in the best
interests of IRHTP to do so

1.22 No Minimum Guaranteed. The IRHTP anticipates that the selected endor will provide services as
re uested b the IRHTP The IRHTP will not guarantee an minimum compensation will be paid to the
endor or an minimum usage of the endor s services

1.23 Criminal History and Bac ground Investigation. The IRHTP reserves the right to conduct criminal
histor and other background investigations of the endor its officers directors shareholders or partners
and personnel retained b the endor for the performance of the Contract

1.2  Suspension and Debarment. IRHTP ma review all vendors responding to this RFP to validate them
against the FCC s Suspension and  isbarment list http universalservice org sl about suspensions-

debarments aspx
Persons who have been convicted of criminal violations or held civill liable for certain acts arising from

their participation in the Schools and Libraries Support Mechanism are sub ect to suspension and debarment
from the program

FCC rules provide that there are two stages to this process First when the FCC becomes aware that a person
has been convicted of a crime or udged civill liable for certain acts arising out of that person s participation
in the program the FCC suspends that person from activities related to the program The FCC issues a public
Notice of Suspension and of Proposed ebarment The notice of suspension informs the suspended person or
other interested part that that the have 3 da s to oppose the proposed debarment The second stage of this
process is the actual debarment The FCC will absent extraordinar circumstances provide notice of a
decision to debar within ~ da s of receiving an information from the person proposed for debarment

R TP
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CHAPTER 2
CONTRACTUAL TERMS
RFP 12-005

2.1  Contractual Terms Generally.

211 The Contract which the IRHTP expects to award will be based upon the bid proposal
submitted b the successful endor endor awarded the Contract and this solicitation The Contract
between the IRHTP and the endor shall be a combination of the specifications terms and conditions of
the Re uest for Proposal the offer of the endor contained in its bid proposal written clarifications or
changes made in accordance with the provisions herein and an other terms deemed necessar b the
IRHTP

212 endors should plan on negotiated terms being included in an Contract awarded as a result
of this RFP  All costs associated with compl ing with these re uirements should be included in an
pricing uoted b the endor

213 B submitting a bid proposal each endor acknowledges its acceptance of these
specifications terms and conditions without change except as otherwise expressl stated in the
appropriate section of the Bid Proposal Compliance Form Attachment 1 If a endor takes
exception to a provision it must state the reason for the exception and set forth in Attachment 1 of its
bid proposal the specific Contract language it proposes to include in place of the provision
Exceptions that materiall change these terms or the re uirements of the RFP ma be deemed non-
responsive b the IRHTP in its sole discretion resulting in possible dis uvalification of the bid
proposal The IRHTP reserves the right to either award a Contract without further negotiation with the
successful endor or to negotiate Contract terms with the selected endor if the best interests of the
IRHTP would be served

2.2 Additional Cost Items Not In Contract. IRHTP is unaware of an additional Contract terms that
would add cost Notwithstanding should an Contract items arise that would cost additional monies those
costs shall be borne b the endor

2.3 Additional Vendor Information. The FCCs Fourteenth Order on Reconsideration CC ocket No

6-45 FCC -256 1131 stipulated that telecommunications carriers are no longer re uired to be
Eligible Telecommunications Carriers ETCs to participate in this program All non-traditional
telecommunications service providers ma participate Service providers intending on responding to this
RFP must secure a Service Providers Identification Number SPIN from USAC See the USAC website for
details on how to secure a SPIN

2. Bid Proposal Security Performance Bond. Not Re uired
2.5 Vendor must ac uire USAC SPIN and provide on Bid Proposal Compliance Form

2. Debarment, Suspension and Other Responsibility Matters. The endor and all of its sub-
contractors shall certif that the compan or corporation is not presentl or within the last three ears
debarred suspended proposed for suspension declared ineligible or excluded from covered transactions b

an government agenc or has not been reported to or uestioned b a consumer protection office regarding
its business practices or it or its officers or directors are not presentl or within the last three ears indicted
for or otherwise criminall or civill charged b a government entit for the commission of a public offense
related to its business or has not within the last three ears had an government transactions terminated for
cause or default or within the last three ears has been terminated from or denied extension of a contract for
an of the reasons above in addition to the endor s failure to maintain compliance of contract specifications
or has failed to bargain or negotiate in good faith conflicts not clearl specified or contained in the contract

et
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MANDATOR

CHAPTER 3
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

RFP 12-005
NET OR REQUIREMENTS

3.0 Mandatory Re uirements. The purpose of this Section is to identif the mandator re uirements
and conditions a bid proposal must fulfill before an consideration will be given Each mandator
re uirement re uires a positive response b providing confirmation of compliance and information
describing how the endor doesn t meet meets or exceeds the mandator re uirement VENDOR MUST
RESPOND TO ALL SECTIONS (AND SUB-SECTIONS) OF CHAPTER 3 TO HAVE ITS BID
PROPOSAL CONSIDERED.

3.1
3 2
33
3 4
35
3.6
3

3

3

3 1
3 11
3 12
3 13

endor shall provide the following general background information of endor

Name address telephone number fax number and e-mail address of the endor including all
d b as or assumed names or other operating names of the endor

Form of business entit 1ie corporation partnership proprietorship limited Liabilit
Compan

State of incorporation if a corporation If a limited liabilit compan state of formation

Identif and specif the location s and telephone numbers of the ma or offices and other
facilities that relate to the endor s performance under the terms of this RFP

Local office addresses and phone number
Number of emplo ees
T pe of business

Name address and telephone number of the endor s representative to contact regarding all
contractual and technical matters concerning this proposal

Name address and telephone number of the endor s representative to contact regarding
scheduling and other arrangements

Identif the endor s accounting firm

The successful endor will be re uired to register to do business in lowa If alread
registered provide the date of the endor s registration to do business in lowa

endor must provide the following legal or administrative information

3 131 uringthe last five 5 ears describe an damages or penalties or an thing of value
traded or given up b  endor under an of its existing or past contracts as it relates to
services performed that are similar to the services contemplated b this RFP and the resulting
Contract If so indicate the reason for the penalt or exchange of propert or services and
the estimated account of the cost of that incident to the endor

3 132 uring the last five 5 ears describe an order udgment or decree of an Federal
or State authorit barring suspending or otherwise limiting the right of the endor to engage
in an business practice or activit

3.1 Lin -Segments.

311

A link-segment is generall defined as the fiber optic facilit beginning at the health care

providers HCP Alcatel-Lucent 21 edge switch and continuing on until terminated on the Alcatel-
Lucent 16 2 aggregation switch currentl at a designated ICN aggregation point

312

Each link-segment constructed or provided as part of this pro ect is engineered and tested for

a minimum of one gigabit of throughput from the local hospital to the specified ICN aggregation

point

et
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3.2 Handoff. Methodolog of the handoff will be negotiated with the successful vendor at contract signing
3.3 Vendor Re uirements.

331 The endor must submit a detailed overview of the proposed network and how the vendor
proposes to implement the installation testing and handoff of the new service

332 The endor must detail the process on how the HCP will accomplish an incremental change
of bandwidth and the respective change in billing process

333 endor must fulfill all of the re uirements of chapter 4 Testing Process and Procedures
334 The endor must detail the process for issuing reimbursements for lost service

335 All installation charges resulting from the implementation of this RFP 12- 5 and all other
fees and taxes or other charges other than the monthl cost per increment must be imbedded
in the monthl rate IRHTP will pa no other costs other that the costs submitted on the 12-

5 Bid Submittal form

3. Local Hospital. IRHTP has designated a local on-site coordinator at each participating hospital The
on-site coordinator has designated the location of the fiber termination within the building An service turn-
up must be coordinated with this on-site coordinator

3.5 Change Orders. The vendor must submit a firm fixed price for each site bid for each increment listed
on the Bid Submittal Form There are no funds set aside or budgeted for contingencies or change orders

3. Value Engineering. If the vendor determines that there exists an opportunit to increase the value of
the network b modif ing or changing the design as was depicted in the bid submission narrative the IRHTP
will consider that change even though the change ma increase overall cost The IRHTP is not bound to
accept an  alue Engineering proposals Examples of a alue Engineering is but not limited to A
Innovative Bandwidth Capacit Pricing Plan

et
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CHAPTER
TESTING PROCESS AND PROCEDURES
RFP 12-005

.0 Connections shall terminate on endor provided e uipment located at the respective HCP end points
and the ICN POP s

.1 The existing IRHTP network is a combination of ph sical La er and 1 fiber backbone and
wavelengths La er 2 3 carrier Ethernet transport and IP MPLS switches and La er 3 logical IP services
core routers As the first mile extension of the IRHTP network this access network must adhere to
established architectural parameters and services frameworks In particular to provide consistent access to
the IRHTP network access circuits must be a combination of these same elements of La er and 1
connectivit and La er 2 transport capabilities ithout all of these elements the access circuit will not
function correctl with the IRHTP network

The IRHTP network is configured to provide sufficient throughput and gatewa routing capabilities
Ethernet traffic ma enter the network at an authorized transport switch and be carried through the IRHTP
network for deliver to the destination

In addition to ade uate ph sical space conditioned power environmental control and controlled securit the
HCP end points will also provide at its expense and not a part of this RFP an Alcatel Lucent 21 edge
switch

The transport connection itself must provide a minimum of 1 bs of bandwidth Each individual HCP will

order a specified amount of s mmetrical Ethernet service the desire in increments of 3 Mbs 6 Mbs
Mbs I Mbs 2 Mbs 5 Mbsorl bs An transport technolog chosen must be capable of passing
21  LAN tags through the access connections and the IRHTP network

The customer interface from the AL 21 edge switch at the HCP end points shall be a copper cable
connectedtoal 1 1 Ethernet port with a minimum bandwidth throughput configurationof 1 b's

Switching decisions at the edge switch will be made based on currentl configured LAN s

.2 Test and Acceptance. endor will be re uired to coordinate all testing of circuits with the appropriate
parties

endors are re uired to full describe their service performance level agreements in their bid submissions
These service performance agreements must minimall meet the criteria explicitl defined in the RFP
re uirements Service and performance level details will be considered material criteria for awarding
contracts

As specific contracts are awarded under this program a testing and acceptance process as outlined below will
be performed b the ICN on behalf of IRHTP for each specific contract awarded based on the information
provided in the proposal of the winning endor s

This testing and acceptance process will be consistent with customar and normal industr procedures and
practices used to validate and verif the technolog used to deliver the re uired bandwidth and the needs of
the users of the access connections

Upon the successful verification of service performance criteria as outlined in the bid via completion of the
testing and acceptance process a formal acceptance document will be issued to the bidder b the IRHTP

endors ma invoice IRHTP for services as described in Attachment 3 of the RFP on a monthl basis
If the vendor has alread tested a link segment that is in operation he need not retest said link segment

The RFC 2544 standard established b the Internet Engineering Task Force IETF standards bod is the de

facto methodolog that outlines the tests re uired to measure and prove performance criteria for carrier

Ethernet networks The standard provides an out-of-service benchmarking methodolog to evaluate the
IRTP
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performance of network devices using throughput back-to-back packet loss and latenc tests with each test
validating a specific part of an SLA This methodolog defines the frame size test duration and number of
test iterations Once completed these tests will provide performance metrics of the Ethernet network under
test

In order to ensure that an Ethernet network is capable of supporting a variet of services suchas olP
video etc the RFC 2544 test suite supports seven pre-defined frame sizes 64 12 256512 1 24 12
and 151 b tes to simulate various traffic conditions Each frame size will be tested

.3 Test and Accept Documentation Process:

1 Notification of circuit availabilit will be sentb  endor to IRHTP test and accept resource
2 IRHTP Ticket Number will be issued
3 ithin 3 business da s IRHTP will arrange for a circuit test date Notification will be sent via email to
endor contact provided in RFP response
4 After a formal notification has been sent to the IRHTP the IRHTP test and accept technician will be
dispatched to verif circuit compliance to RFC 2544 testing criteria
5 IRHTP will have 1 business da s to test and accept or den the above test findings
6 The ender tester shall have two additional attempts to correct an non-compliance issues with the circuit
before IRHTP will decline the circuit all together without an obligations
Upon acceptance or denial of an circuit the IRHTP will notif the endor contact listed in RFP response
of the results via e mail within 5 business da s of test results

Service Capabilities and Configurations.

.1 Service Availability, Pac et Loss and Latency. Availabilit shall be defined as the percentage of
total time that service is operative when measured over 3 da calendar month 2 hour period

Ethernet service will be considered inoperative when service is degraded to a level in which the packets are
not passed between the customer side of the la er 2 switch located at the HCP end point and the IRHTP side
of the la er 2 switch at the selected ICN POP

. .2 The end-to-end availabilit test standard for Ethernet service specified for the connectionis 5

The response time b the endor shall be no greater than 3 hours from notification b the network operator
or the end point IT department of a service interruption

endor shall provide proactive notification and update the network managers hourl on progress attempts to
fix the incident  endor shall also provide IRHTP with an escalation contact list
Performance is noted in terms of packet loss and latenc

Packet Loss Ratio is defined as the percentage of in-profile Ethernet frames not reliabl delivered between
the HCP la er 2 edge switch to the ingress egress point of the IRHTP Network la er 2 switch over a given
measurement interval

. .2 Pac et Loss Ratio shall be no more than 0.5 when tested end to end.

Latenc is defined as the average time it takes a packet to travel from the customer la er 2 edge switch to the
ingress egress point of the IRHTP network la er 2 switch over a given measurement interval

. .3 Latency shall be no more than 0 micro seconds when tested end to end.

These re uirements will be explicitl included in the contract with the successful vendor s

Regulatory Approval. endor acknowledges that it has all relevant local state and federal
regulator approval for all services features e uipment discounts and promotions proposed

. .5 Disaster Recovery endor shall provide in their RFP response a detailed written outline of relevant
infrastructure s stems and contingenc processes in place to provide disaster recover capabilities for the
Services offered in their bid response

et
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Installation Intervals endor shall state the installation timeline for each location where Ethernet
connections are proposed IRHTP re uires that the installation interval for connectivit not exceed 3 da s
from contract signature  endors shall indicate guarantees and or remedies provided to IRHTP if the
installation intervals are exceeded In the event a fiber optic cable must be extended into an ICN POP or
HCP end point vendor shall incorporate the estimated time re uired to extend fiber optic service to the

endor s location within the re uired 3 da period All ICN POPs and HCP end points will provide a
minimum 2 inner duct alread in place to the public RO  at no charge to the endor

Maintenance and Monitoring Maintenance and monitoring shall be provided ona x24 x 365
bases

Networ Operations Center (NOC  endor shall describe in detail their NOC capabilities that will
be utilized in providing support for the Ethernet connections the are bidding

Included in this information shall be hours of operation skill levels and responsibilities of staff trouble ticket
s stem level of proactive monitoring end user notification capabilities and an other relevant information
deemed appropriate for the anal sis of the endor s bid

. .9 Out of Service Credits. endor agrees to credit the HCP in the amount of three times the prorated
monthl charge based on hours of non compliance down time not to include advance notice planned outages
for maintenance for service outages calculated on a thirt -da month 2 hours

A service outage is defined as an outage of service of thirt minutes or more for an twent four-hour
periods
Issuance of credit process should be described in detail b endor in the RFP response

. .10 Service Level Agreements endor shall include their written SLA for the service proposed As a
minimum describe the guaranteed la er 2 circuit loss itter and latenc allowances within the Service Level
Agreement and how that level of service explicitl complies with the specification criteria outlined in the
RFP Service and performance level details will be considered material criteria for awarding contracts

. .11 Scalability IRHTP re uires the abilit to scale up or down the bandwidth without penalt during
the entire twent 2 ear Agreement contract period For bid evaluation purposes the period for an
changes in bandwidth either up or down will be in periods of not less than 3 da s for each increment The
base level bandwidth however shall not decrease below 3 Mbps during the 2 - ear contract period

If the bandwidth is temporaril increased above 3 Mbps it ma be decreased back to the 3 Mbps base
level within the re uired timeline window stated above at the discretion of each HCP or IRHTP

endor shall include in their response whether or not their implementation and billing s stem can
accommodate this flexibilit and if so what a Non Recurring Charges NRC ma appl and b what the
order and implementation timelines are to accommodate incremental bandwidth changes both up and down
The endor must be capable of billing for the incremental bandwidth changes both up and down over the
3 Mbps base level increment ona 3 -da billing ¢ cle

. .12 FAILURE TO MEET STANDARDS Failure to meet the aforementioned testing and installations
standards will result in an immediate termination of the contract

. .13 Vendor Support To assure each location receives appropriate levels of service and account
leadership describe how ou will support each location

IRHTP re uires an account team committed to providing ualit service and prompt response at all times
Provide the roles and responsibilities of each account team member pre and post sale in a hierarchical
format including their management staff Phone numbers pager numbers fax numbers email and postal
addresses should be included on the hierarch for escalation purposes Account team members should
include ata minimum a billing representative an order representative a technical support representative
and a management level representative

.1 Vendors Pro ect Manager. endor will assign a Pro ect Manager to the pro ect that will act as the
Single Point of Contact for IRHTP The Pro ect Manager will manage the overall pro ect ordering
IR TP

(=" - —

Page 14 of 61



provisioning installation testing turn-up trouble-shooting and bill reconciliation Pro ect Manager
should have a minimum of 1- ear experience managing pro ects of this t pe

.15 Vendor agrees. endor must make a positive statement agreeing to meet all of the aforementioned
testing process and procedures

R TP
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CHAPTER 5
EVALUATION CRITERIA

RFP 12-005

5.1 Award Process.

511 An evaluation committee assigned b personnel within the IRHTP will review the bid
proposals The evaluation committee will consider all information provided when making its
recommendations and ma consider relevant information from other sources

512 The evaluation committee will make its recommendation to the IRHTP Pro ect Coordinator
indicating the committee s choice The IRHTP Steering Committee will select the endor to
receive the award The IRHTP Steering Committee is not bound b the evaluation committee s
recommendation All endors submitting Bid Proposals will receive notification of the award

513 All applicable contracting re uirements imposed b this RFP and Iowa law shall be met b the
endor The successful endor must in a timel manner enter into a Contract with the IRHTP
to implement the service contemplated b this RFP Failure of a successful endor to agree to
the terms of a Contract within a timel manner ma be grounds for the IRHTP to award to the
next compliant endor

5.2 Evaluation Criteria

521 A Bid Proposal will not be evaluated if all of the Mandator Re uirements identified in Chapter 3
and Chapter 4 are not met and or fulfilled

522 The IRHTP ma award a Contract to the most responsible endor meeting the re uirements of
this RFP and which in the sole discretion of the IRHTP provides the best value to the pro ect
after considering price and compliance with the provisions of Chapter 3

523 The IRHTP will award onl one contract

5.3 Evaluation Criteria Scoring Total of a possible 100 points
5.3.1 Cost Brea down (Vendor must bid all sites) 50 points
5.3.2 Vendors certified ability to provide service upon contract signing. 50 points

5.3.2.1.0verall Pro ect E perience
IRHTP will take into consideration the number of like construction pro ects
completed thus far b the vendor

5.3.2.2. Grasp of the Pro ect and Design
Contractor demonstrates a clear understanding and grasp of the pro ect
Response is clear]l written and organized

5.3.2.3. Vendor s Capabilities
endor has the necessar manpower and resources to accomplish the
ork on schedule Technical abilit

5.3.2. . Credibility
endor s current reputation with established organizations within the industr will be
evaluated

5.3.2.5. Vendor Agrees To:
a.  Submit invoices in accordance with USAC and IRHTC re uirements
b Proactivel engage with the final audit team at no additional cost

et
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ATTACH ENTS
SACR RAL HEALTH CARE PILOT PRO RA PROCESS

RFP 12-005
Competitive Bidding Requirement Overview

Vendor Eligibility

e thenon-ec in costs o desi n,en ineein , ate ials, and const ction o ibe
acilities and othe b oadband in ast ct e

e thenon-ec in costso en ineein , nishin i.e.,asdelive ed o the
an act e ,andinstallin netwo e i ent

e the ec in andnon-ec in costso o e atin and aintainin the const cted
netwo once the netwo is o e ational and

e ca ie- ovidedtans ission se vices and the costs o s bsc ibin tos ch acilities
and se vices.

IIIEEJ'I'I"



riortore eiving nyR C upport Ilvendor mu t omplete ertii tion t tingt ey
will omplywit R C rule ndu e undingonly ort e purpo e intended mple
templ teo t i ertii tioni v il ble ordownlo d i ertii tion ouldbe
ubmittedtot e roe t Coordin tor

S o R fo Po o O

Rurl elt Cre ilot rogrm roet etil

e Sevices e estedin o ate..

a tici atin entities [

oect oo dinato sna e, location, and contactino ation

ate ostedto SA website

Allowable ont act ate

Po fo

Ate SA ostsa o ects Description of Services Requested & Certification Form
(Form 465) and associated supporting information, all vendors may view the information and
provide bids.

The open competitive bidding process is a minimum of 28 days from the date USAC posts a Form 465 on
USAC's website. During this minimum 28-day window, vendors may contact the Project Coordinator (or
alternate point of contact (POC), if specified) to submit a bid for their service needs. RHCPP Participants
must evaluate all bids and select the most cost-effective service or facility provider available. In selecting the
most cost-effective bid, in addition to price, the FCC's 2007 Rural Health Care Pilot Program Selection Order
requires Participants to consider non-cost evaluation factors that include prior experience, including past

performance; personnel qualifications, including technical excellence; management capability, including
solicitation compliance; and environmental objectives (if appropriate). Additional discussion of the cost
effective standard can be found in paragraphs 78 to 79 of the 2007 Rural Health Care Pilot Program Selection

Order. Project Coordinators may conduct bidding rounds that exceed 28 days and may have multiple rounds
of selection.

Vendors can search for requests for services on the RHCPP Search Postings page.

NOTE: Vendors or service providers participating in the competitive bid process are
prohibited from assisting with or filling out a selected participants' service request (e.g.,
FCC Form 465 and related materials).

Sign a contract for service

Vendors may enter into a contract with Participants after the minimum 28-day posting requirement
has been met.

It is the Participant's responsibility to determine the most cost-effective service and select an eligible vendor
before signing a contract. Participants that enter into an agreement before completion of the 28-day
posting requirement are in violation of the FCC's competitive bidding rules for the Rural Health Care
Pilot Program and will not receive support.

In addition:

R TP
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() Vendors participating in competitive bidding process are prohibited from assisting or filling out the
RHCPP Participant's Form 465 see footnote 28 of the 2007 RHCPP Selection Order.

(2) Vendors must complete an RHCPP certification. This requirement is found in paragraph 9 of the
2007 RHCPP Selection Order. The template for this certification is available for download.

() Vendors must retain records for 5 years. This requirement is stated in footnote 277 of the 2007
RHCPP Selection Order.

Receive Funding Commitment etter

hen USAC has approved a request for service support (the Internet Service Funding Request and
Certification Form 466-A, and associated attachments), USAC will send the Project Coordinator and the
vendor a Funding Commitment etter (FC ).

The FC indicates that the project is eligible for the support specified in the letter contingent upon submitting

a Connection Certification Form (Form 467).

Funding Commitment etter Contents

The FC includes the following information

hatto o

ealth are Provider ( P) umber, a unique five-digit code assigned to each Pilot pro ect
P ontact ame (person designated as the Pro ect oordinator)
P ame and ddress of the pro ect location supported
ervice Provider dentification umber ( P )
Vendor ame
Funding ear
opy of pproved etwor ost or sheet
ist of sites where service is being provided
ype of ervice greement (e.g., contract, tariff)

ligible upport tart ate first date the pro ect can receive support based on the Description of
Services Requested & Certification Form (Form 465)

upport nd ate, last day service is eligible for support during the funding year
stimated onths of upport

on- ecurring upport mount

onthly ecurring upport mount

stimated otal upport mount

Funding equest umber, a unique five-digit code assigned by for each pro ect, vendor,
and service combination.

pproved etwor ost or sheet tems

hen ou Receive the FC

Vendors should validate the SPI on the FC . This ensures that future support provided by the vendor is
credited to the correct SPI . If the SPI is incorrect, please contact the Rural Health Care Pilot Program at
-800-229-5476.

Health care provider support can only be provided after the vendor receives the Support Ac nowledgement
etter from USAC.

IR TP
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Receive Support ¢ nowledgement etter

USAC sends a Support Ac nowledgment etter to the Project Coordinator (PC) and vendor.

After receiving the Connection Certification Form (Form 467), USAC creates a Support Ac nowledgement
etter, which is sent to the PC and vendor.

The Support Ac nowledgement etter provides a detailed report of the approved service(s) and support
information.

Health Care Provider HCP Support c¢ nowledgement etter Contents

The HCP Support Acknowledgement Letter includes the following information:

e Funding Year: 2007, 2008, etc.

e  Pilot Project Number (Also known as a HCP Number): unique five-digit number assigned to each
Pilot Project

e Funding Request Number: a unique five-digit code assigned by USAC for each Pilot Project,
vendor and service combination.

e Billing Account Number: account code for a Pilot Project credited with USF support

e Pilot Project Name: name of project being supported

e Pilot Project Address: address of the project being supported

e Pilot Project Mailing Organization and Address if different than above

e Service Provider Identification Number (SPIN) — number issued by USAC to a vendor
e Vendor name: name of vendor providing service or equipment to project

e Service: type of service or equipment provided

e  Support Start Date: first date HCP can receive support based on the Description of Services
Requested & Certification Form (Form 465)

e Support End Date: last day service is eligible for support during the funding year
e  Support Date: month and year for support amount
e  Support Amount: support for the month ($)

e Total: total support for the funding year ($)

This letter verifies that a Form 467 has been received. The support is credited to the Billing Account Number
shown on the Support Acknowledgement Letter. A sample Support Acknowledgement Letter is available for

download.
What to Do When You Receive the Support Acknowledgement Letter

The Support Acknowledgement Letter will be sent to the PC and vendor when the Connection Certification
Form (FCC Form 467) is processed by USAC.

Once the vendor receives the letter, it can bill the project for services completed. The entity that receives the
bill and pays for the service is defined as the "billed entity."

USAC requests that vendors check the SPIN on the Support Acknowledgement Letter to make sure it is
correct.

Participants should check that the service provided was actually working or installed and is being billed for
the time period on the Support Acknowledgement Letter. Be sure that the Billing Account Number listed on

R TP
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the letter is the same Billing Account Number attached to the service and PC location or PC mailing

organi ation and address. This ensures support is credited to the entity paying for the service. If you are
unsure whether the Billing Account Number is correct or if you find an error on the Support
Acknowledgement Letter, please contact the ural Health Care Pilot Program at 476 and do not
start applying program discounts.

Send invoice to SA

Once the vendor provides the service and invoices the project, the Project Coordinator (PC) for each Pilot
Project is responsible for approving invoices for the vendor s use. These invoices are based on the approved
Funding Commitment Letter. The vendor then signs and returns these pre filled invoices to USAC.

The Project Coordinator shall also confirm and demonstrate to USAC that the selected participant s
percent minimum funding contribution has been provided to the service provider for each invoice. USAC
also will review invoices to ensure network deployments are proceeding according to the Participants
network plans.

Where and When to Send nvoice
Project Coordinators can mail or fa USAC a copy of the _ HCPP Invoice:

Universal Service Administrative Company
ural Health Care Program
S. efferson oad
hippany, N 7

a umer 7 6 4 (to the attention of the project coach)
i onthl nvoicing cle

Invoices received from the st through the th of the month will be processed by the  th of the month.
Invoices received from the 6th through the st of the month will be processed by the th of the following
month.

Example

If an invoice is received anuary it will be processed during the first five days of February. If an invoice is
received February , it will be processed by February . The date the invoice is received by USAC will be
used to determine when the invoice will be processed, not the date mailed by the project coordinator. Once
an invoice is processed by USAC, it will take about  days to issue payment. If payment has not been
received within 4 days of invoicing USAC, please call 476 to be sure the invoice was received
and is being processed.

nvoice ormatting

USAC has designed a sample invoice format that project coordinators and vendors may use in the HCPP.
The _ HCPP Invoice consists of a header and individual invoice line items for each Pilot Program service
credited. Support amounts are based on monthly submissions of actual incurred e penses.

ote

USAC has developed an administrative process to streamline the invoice submission and approval process.
Please contact the Project Coordinator for additional information on this process.

IR TP
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endor Letterhead

Certification of  endor
I, name of corporate officer , on behalf of
endor name (SPIN ) certify and swear under the penalty of

perjury, that to the best of my knowledge, information and belief, all federal ural Health
Care Pilot Program support provided to us will be used only for eligible Pilot Program
purposes for which the support is intended, as described in the Pilot Program Order ( C

ocket 6 FCC 74 ,released November 7), and consistent with related
FCC orders, section  4(h)( )(A) of the Telecommunications Act of 4, as amended,

and Parts 4.6 et e ofthe FCC s rules.

(signature)

Name

Title

ate

NOTA 1 B :
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A DA Y RA D LL
I, Tony Crandell, swear or affirm:
ackground
y name is Anthony ene Crandell and I am the sole proprietor of Access

Integration Specialists (AIS), which I formed in late
I have no criminal history and have never been charged with a crime beyond a
speeding ticket.
I served in the National uard from 6 through 6.

4. I worked in law enforcement from 6 to 77. I was the Chief of Police for the
City of Lamoni from 6 to 7 and the Chief eputy for ecatur County from

7 to 77.

I then worked for the State of Iowa as a project manager beginning in 7 in the
communications division of eneral Services and then for the lowa
Communications Network (ICN) under the lowa Telecommunications and
Technology Commission once it was formed in 4.

6. This e perience provided me with e tensive knowledge of and e perience with
Iowa s broadband networks.

7. I retired from state public service in as a Senior Systems esign ngineer.
I then did project management work for erit esources, the epartment of
Homeland Security, and the lowa National uard. I also did FP drafting as part
of my work with Homeland Security.

In GCN and AIS entered into a three year contract. I was contracted to



perform project management services as needed and requested by ICN as an
independent contractor.

This included work on ICN s accounting billing system and coordinating the
installation of telephone systems for the epartment of Human Services.
From  7to , | continued working with the lowa National uard on a
voluntary basis as a coordinator for the state search and rescue committee and

gave communications seminars for Homeland Security.

Scope o Work With owa Rural ealth elecommunication rogram
R

I did not assist with the application for ural Health Care Pilot Program funding
in 7.

After the award was made in , my technical e pertise and assistance was
requested and I assisted Art Spies, Project Coordinator for I HTP, with drafting

and evaluating the following equests for Proposal ( FPs):

o FP (Outside Plant Fiber) (USAC FP )

o FP (Network and Site lectronics) (USAC FP )

o FP (Broadband Lit services) (USAC FP )

o FP 4 (Outside Plant Fiber and Network lectronics sections only)

(USAC FP )
o FP ( eshed thernet Bandwidth Connectivity) (USAC FP

4).



4.

hile USAC refers to me as a consultant, I did not consider myself as such

because the network design was already in place. I was the drafter for the above
identified FPs.
In fact, 1. Spies and the Steering Committee reviewed the FPs and had the
final say on their content.
The bids received for the uality Assurance Inspection Services for FP
(USAC ) were too e pensive and therefore, no evaluations were performed.
AIS did not bid on this FP.
I HTP determined it would have to submit another FP for uality Assurance
Inspection Services that better identified the needs of the project.
I inquired whether AIS would be prohibited from bidding on a second uality
Assurance Inspection Services FP.
To my understanding, r. Spies discussed this inquiry with the USAC coach,
Barbara Sheldon, and s. Sheldon not see a problem with AIS bidding as long as
I did not assist with the drafting of the second FP ( FP ).
The USAC coach and r. Spies were fully aware of AIS s relationship with ICN
and my e perience and knowledge of the ICN network from my prior work
e perience with the state and as an independent contractor.
That e perience had little relevance to FP ,as FP used a

burdened hourly rate approach where I HTP identified the number of sites and
hours of work. The bidder then simply had to provide its burdened hourly rate,
which included all e penses. ee FP Sections ., . ,and .

4



(describing the burdened hourly rate requirements). eea o Anne Ato FP
(providing a model form for all bidders to complete).

This approach was entirely different than the uality Assurance Inspection

Services request in  FP (USAC FP ), which was more of a general

request that did not identify the hours or type of work required.

FP was available for review to all bidders on upon request. ee
FP at .
I did not assist with drafting FP ( uality Assurance Inspection Services)

(USAC FP  )northe uality Assurance Inspection Services section of FP

HSALC FP ), which also used the burdened rate approach.

A S idding
Based on the USAC coach s representation concerning the propriety of a bid from
AIS on a second uality Assurance Inspection Services FP, AIS bid on FP
(USAC FP ).

uring this time, I continued to work with I HTP and r. Spies on the other

FPs we were drafting and evaluating.

e did not discuss FP (USAC FP ) while the bidding was open.
I also did not discuss FP (USAC FP ) with ICN.
AIS was awarded the contract F N 6 4 over one other bidder.
AIS scored lower than the other bidder on project e perience and vendor

capabilities. It scored higher on cost and invoicing and audit compliance.

4 4



4

I had no knowledge of how my bid for FP would be considered as the
bids for FP (USAC ) were never evaluated and FP used a
different submission calculation.
Because I had bid and won the contract on FP (USAC FP ), Ialso
did not participate in drafting or evaluating the uality Assurances Services
section of FP 4 (USAC FP ).
AIS was the only bidder for the uality Assurances Services section of FP

4 (USAC FP ).
AIS bid the same price as it had for FP (USAC FP ).

AIS won the contract for F N6 4 .

idding
In drafting FP (USAC FP ), FP (USAC FP ), FP
(USAC FP ), limited sections of FP 4 (USAC FP )

(e cluding the uality Assurance Services section), and FP (USAC FP

4), my role was to provide independent technical e pertise that adequately
identified the needs of the project.
In evaluating the aforementioned FPs, I objectively considered the factors
outlined in each FP.
I did not draft or evaluate the bids for these FPs in my capacity as an
independent contractor for ICN.

hile these FPs were pending, ICN and AIS had no conversations related to the



44,

46.

47.

FPs.
At no point did ICN attempt to influence my decision on how to draft and
evaluate the FPs I was working on.

y work as an independent contractor for ICN during this time in no way
influenced my drafting or evaluation of the FPs.
ICN s role, in providing the backbone network infrastructure, was contemplated
by the application for the Pilot Program funding, which was filed by the lowa
Hospital Association (IHA) and ICN.
The application, like many others, requested a waiver from the competitive
bidding requirements due to lowa s unique statewide network and ICN being the
obvious cost effective choice.
The FCC denied these waiver requests reasoning that the competitive bidding
process was necessary to ensure that the identified service providers were the
most cost effective.  ee Pilot Program Selection Order at
I HTP complied and conducted competitive bids for all FPs.
Unsurprisingly, ICN was the only bidder for FP (USAC FP 4).
It was awarded F N6 6.

AIS did not do any workon F N 6 6 as an independent contractor.
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NOTICE TO VENDORS

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL
IRHTP RFP 08-001

Outside Plant Fiber Optic Cable Project at
95 Health Care Locations Throughout the
State of Iowa

Mr. Art Spies

Senior Vice President

Towa Hospital Association

100 East Grand Avenue, Suite 100
Des Moines, 1A 50309
spies@ihaonline.org

The Iowa Rural Health Telecommunications
Program (IRHTP) will be receiving sealed
bid proposals for RFP 08-001 until

3:00 p.m. CDST, September 12, 2008.

IRC]TP

lowa's telehcalih network

Healthcare
without limits..
faster
more reliable
cost effective




Outside Plant — Fiber Optic Cable and IRU

THIS REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL CONSISTS OF FOUR CHAPTERS, THREE ANNEXES, AND SIX
ATTACHMENTS:

CHAPTER TITLE
1 Administrative Issues
2 Contractual Terms
3 Technical Specifications

Part I — Outside Plant Fiber Installation

Part I1 — Quality Assurance Inspection Services

4 Evaluation Criteria, Part [ & 11

Annex A Site Maps and Information
(Detailed Site Information on a separate Compact Disc)

Annex B Detailed Outside Plant Installation Specifications
Parts 1-8
Annex C Link-Segment Completion Checklist
OSP Checklist
Attachment 1 Contractual Terms and Conditions, Part I & 11
Attachment 2 Bid Proposal Compliance Form
Attachment 3 Authorization to Release Information
Attachment 4 Bid Proposal Submittal Form, Part [ & 11
Attachment 5 Indefeasible Right of Use (IRUs), Part |
Attachment 6 USAC Competitive Bidding Process
Ir!_IiII'I'I"

i sy
[ ]
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General Information

Iowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program

RFP 08-001

Introduction. The Iowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program (IRHTP) is a consortium of public and
private hospitals seeking to solve the problem of isolation, travel, and limited resources that constrain health
care delivery in rural Iowa and its surrounding region. To achieve this goal, IRHTP will leverage the
expertise of the Iowa Hospital Association (IHA) as a health care collaborator, the capability of the lowa
Communications Network (ICN) in administering telecommunications services, and the Federal
Communications Commission Rural Health Care Pilot Program in providing the funds to develop a statewide
dedicated health care network. The goal is to use proven technology to connect approximately 95 mostly
rural hospitals, with 1,000 megabits of high speed Ethernet access, to a secure, dedicated, and financially
sound network.

Specifically, the IRHTP is seeking bid proposals to provide last mile fiber optic connections from consortium
hospitals to the closest appropriate ICN Point of Presence (POP) to establish a statewide health care network.

Overview. This project is a “site by site” approach for infrastructure build-out for the proposed project.
The contractor is responsible for all the right-of-way (ROW) procurement and the resolution of ROW issues.
Indefeasible Right of Use (IRUs) will be considered as an alternative to construction, but as an optional
response.

Other major duties of the contractor include acquiring city and county permits, securing all outside plant
materials to complete the project, submitting red-lined construction drawings per site, documenting all fiber
testing, and coordinating other related issues with the consortium’s project manager. Contractor is
responsible for all One-Call notifications.

The IRHTP has prioritized the build-out areas into what it considers a logical statewide workflow to meet the
consortium’s needs within the time permitted. The contractor will, however, receive latitude to proceed in a
fashion maximizing its ability to economically mobilize and deploy its resources for the good of IRHTP. The
project plan divides work to be performed into merged areas. Seventeen merged areas are developed and
represent the natural break between the access portion of the network and the aggregation/core network. The
project plan assumes the contractor will start and complete several merged areas in fiscal year 2008 with the
majority of the merged area outside plant work completed in FY 2009.

Installation of edge network electronics and Coarse Wave Division Multiplexing (CWDM) access systems
will follow the completion, testing, and acceptance of each fiber link-segment within the merged area. The
installation of core electronics is not dependant on access portions of the network being completed. It is
expected the procurement, testing, and installation of the core network electronics will proceed in parallel
with the installation of sites in each merged area.

RFP Organization. Vendors Please Note! Chapter 3 of this RFP is comprised of two parts: Part One is
the technical specification for the procurement and installation of fiber optic cable facilities. Part Two is the
technical specification for the Quality Assurance inspection services, overseeing and monitoring the
installation of the fiber optic facilities being procured under Part I. Vendors may submit proposals for both
Parts One and Two. However, a Vendor cannot be awarded both Parts. A Vendor submitting a bid for Part II,
will not be awarded a contract if the Vendor has any business relationship with the Vendor awarded Part I of
this RFP.

Types of Proposals. The Iowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program is soliciting proposals from
qualified fiber optic network providers to furnish and install additional fiber optic cable extensions to the
existing lowa Communications Network (ICN).

Type One Proposal — One inclusive price to provide statewide end to end fiber optic cable connectivity from
each of the hospital endpoints to the designated ICN Point of Presence.

Type Two Proposal — One inclusive price to provide all of the end to end fiber optic cable connectivity within
each or selected merged areas. Vendor must accommodate and account for all sites within that merged area.
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Type Three Proposal — A vendor may offer a “site by site” bid. IHA will consider these bids on an individual
basis. However, IHA is not required to accept a “site by site” low bid when the inclusion of that bid causes
the total price for a merged area to be higher than that of vendor bidding the entire merged area.

Network Procurement. The RFP process will allow the consortium to receive competitive offers for fiber
facilities from independent telephone companies, local exchange carriers, cable operators, municipalities, and
others. These competitive offers will be weighed against constructing a new link-segment connection from
each hospital to the fiber backbone. The RFP process coupled with leveraging the State of lowa’s current
networking assets will ensure an economically reasonable statewide healthcare network. Indefeasible Right
of Use (IRU) will be considered on a case-by-case basis as an alternative to the construction of some link-
segment facilities.

Network Topology. The proposed network design assumes a fiber build-out from the rural healthcare
providers’ (HCPs) facilities to the ICN’s closest appropriate Point of Presence (POP

Annex A. The ICN has prepared basic route and facility documents that describe ICN POPs, potential fiber
routes, and fiber access at each health care location. The compiled information is available on CD and is
refereed to as ANNEX A within this RFP. Vendors may request a copy of ANNEX A for purposes of
assembling responses to this RFP. All requests for CDs are to be directed to Art Spies at (515) 288-1955 or
spiesa@ihaonline.org.
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CHAPTER 1
ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES
RFP 08-001

1.0 General. The Rural Health Care Program of the Universal Service Fund (USF), which is administered
by the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC), is a support program authorized by Congress and
designed by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) to provide reduced rates to rural health care
providers (HCPs) for telecommunications services and Internet access charges related to the use of
telemedicine & tele-health. The Iowa Rural Health Telecommunications Program (IRHTP) and the Iowa
Hospital Association (IHA) received approval to proceed with the connection of 95 Iowa hospitals to the
Iowa Communications Network using newly constructed or existing fiber optic cable facilities. IRHTP is
seeking bid proposals for an Outside Plant Fiber Optic Cable Project at 95 health care locations throughout
the State of lowa.

1.1  Notice. This project is subject to the USAC procurement rules. The IRHTP will submit a USAC
Form 465, RFP, and supporting documentation to USAC who will review the documentation and will post the
RFP on the USAC website. All RFPs will be open for response and bidding for a minimum of twenty eight
(28) days after the posting. After documents are posted to the USAC website, the following process will
commence:

1.2 Schedule and Submission of Proposal.

1.2.1  Vendors Conference. A Vendors Conference will be held on Tuesday, August 12, 2008 at
9:00 a.m. Central Daylight Saving Time (CDST), at the lowa Hospital Association offices located at
100 East Grand Avenue, Suite 100, Des Moines, lowa. Vendors are encouraged to attend the
vendors conference to help gain a full understanding of the project.

1.2.2 Questions and Answers. Vendors are invited to submit written questions and/or requests for
interpretation/consideration/acceptance concerning this RFP on or before 4:00 p.m. CDST, August 15,
2008. Vendors with questions concerning this RFP may submit questions in writing via email to Art Spies
at spiesa@ihaonline.org. Oral questions will not be accepted, and verbal communications shall not
override written communications. Only written communications are binding on IRHTP. If the questions,
requests for clarifications, or suggestions pertain to a specific section of the RFP, the page and section
number(s) must be referenced. IRHTP will prepare a written response to all pertinent questions
submitted by Vendors and will post questions and responses on the lowa Hospital Association web
page, www.ihaonline.org by the close of business on August 19, 2008. The IRHTP’s written responses
will be considered part of the RFP. If the IRHTP decides to adopt a suggestion, the IRHTP will issue
an amendment to the RFP.

1.2.3  The IRHTP assumes no responsibility for verbal representations made by its consortium
members and representatives unless such representations are confirmed in writing by the IRHTP and
incorporated into this RFP.

1.24  Changes and Amendments. In the event it becomes necessary for IRHTP to amend, add to or
delete any part of this RFP, the amendment will be posted on the IHA website. Vendor’s bid proposal
must include acknowledgment of all addenda issued by IRHTP. If the IRHTP amends the RFP after
the closing date of receipt of proposals, the IRHTP may, in its sole discretion, allow Vendors to amend
their bid proposals in response to the IRHTP’s amendment.

1.2.5  Receipt of Bid Proposals. Bid Proposals must be received at IHA’s office no later than 3:00
p-m. CDST September 12, 2008. This requirement is a mandatory requirement and is not a minor
deficiency subject to waiver by the IRHTP. No bid proposals will be accepted after the date and time
specified. A late bid proposal shall be returned unopened to the Vendor. Additionally, no bid proposal
will be accepted by telephone, electronic mail or facsimile. The bid proposals must be mailed (with
mailing in sufficient time to arrive on or before this deadline requirement) or be delivered as
follows:
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1.3

Mailing Address: Delivery To:

Towa Hospital Association Towa Hospital Association
Attn: Mr. Art Spies Attn: Mr. Art Spies

100 East Grand Ave. Suite 100 100 East Grand Ave. Suite 100
Des Moines, Iowa 50309 Des Moines, lowa 50309

If bid proposals are delivered by mail service, express courier, delivery service or company, or in
person, it shall be the sole responsibility of the Vendor submitting the proposal to insure that such
delivery takes place prior to the aforementioned deadline. There shall be no waiving of the deadline
due to missed deliveries on the part of the Vendor, Vendor’s delivery staff or Vendor’s choice of
delivery service(s). Deliveries made directly to IHA must be placed with the IHA staff person able to
accept such delivery.

1.2.6  Bid Proposal Opening. Bid Proposals will be opened at 3:00 p.m. CDST on September 12,
2008. Vendors may attend the bid opening if they wish, but no price information or any other
information contained in any bid will be made public at that time. The bid proposals and the evaluation
documents created by the IRHTP will remain confidential until the evaluation committee has evaluated
all bid proposals submitted in response to this RFP and the IRHTP has issued a notice of award. The
bid proposals submitted and the evaluation documents created by the IRHTP may be available for
inspection subject to FCC and USAC guidelines or other applicable law only after the selection
process is complete.

1.2.6.1 Failure to comply with or supply any and all information requested to accompany bid
proposals may be cause for rejection of the proposal as non-compliant.

1.2.6.2 All bid proposals shall be firm for a period of 60 days to allow the evaluation
committee to fully evaluate all proposals and make an award deemed to be in the best interest
of IRHTP.

1.2.6.3 By submitting a bid proposal the Vendor agrees to the terms and conditions
contained within this RFP.

Proposal Submission & Format.

1.3.1  Bid Proposals shall be printed on 8.5” x 11” paper. The proposals should be in 3-ring binders
with appropriate tabs for reference. The original bid proposal must be in a package CLEARLY
MARKED “IRHTP _RFP 08-001 Proposal” on the outer envelope or wrapping. This is necessary to
insure that the response package is handled properly for verification against the RFP deadline. Lack of
notation of the RFP number may affect the receipt timing and affect the evaluation process. Vendor
should consider this item as a critical factor when submitting a response.

1.3.2  To achieve a uniform review process and the maximum degree of comparability,
proposals shall be organized in the following manner:

1.3.2.1  Title page that includes the subject of the bid proposal, the RFP number being
responded to (08-001), name of Vendor, address, name of designated contact person,
telephone number, facsimile telephone number, E-mail address for Vendor’s contact
person (and, if applicable, the cellular telephone number of contact person) and the date

1.3.2.2  Completed Bid Proposal Compliance Form (Attachment 2).

1.3.2.3  Completed Authorization to Release Information Form (Attachment 3).

1.3.2.4 Completed Bid Proposal Submittal Forms (Attachment 4 Part I and/or Part II).
1.3.2.5 Completed Indefeasible Right of Use (IRU) Form (Attachment 5).

L
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1.3.3  Number of Copies. Vendors shall submit one (1) with original blue-ink signatures and three
(3) copies; in addition four (4) soft copies of the bid proposal shall be provided on (4) CDs using
Microsoft Word and Excel, if proposal contains spreadsheets.

1.4  Clarification of Proposals and Obtaining Information. IRHTP reserves the right to contact a
Vendor after submission of bid proposals for the purpose of clarifying a bid proposal to ensure mutual
understanding. This contact may include written questions, interviews, site visits, and a review of past
performance if the Vendor has provided goods or services to the IRHTP or its consortium members, USAC,
or the ICN or requests for corrective pages in the Vendor’s bid proposal. This information may be used to
evaluate the Vendor’s bid proposal. However, the information received from the Vendor shall not be
considered in the evaluation of a Vendor’s bid proposal if the information materially alters the content of the bid
proposal. IRHTP reserves the right to obtain information concerning any Vendor or any proposal from any
source and to consider such information in evaluating the Vendor’s bid proposal.

1.5  Waiver of Deficiencies. IRHTP reserves the right to waive minor deficiencies in a bid proposal if, in
the judgment of IRHTP, the consortium’s best interest will be served. The decision as to whether a deficiency
will be waived or will require the rejection of a bid proposal will be solely within the discretion of IRHTP.
There is no guarantee or assurance that any deficiency will be deemed minor and that a deficiency will be
waived. Each Vendor is specifically notified that failure to comply with or respond to any part of this RFP
requiring a response may result in rejection of the bid proposal as not responsive.

1.6  Cost of Bid Proposal. IRHTP is not responsible for any costs incurred by a Vendor, which are related
to the preparation or delivery of the bid proposal, or any other activities carried out by the Vendor as it relates
to this RFP. The costs of preparation and delivery of the bid proposal are solely the responsibility of the
Vendor.

1.7 Bid Proposal Obligations. The contents of the bid proposal and any clarification thereto submitted
by the successful Vendor shall become part of the contractual obligation and incorporated by reference into
the ensuing Contract.

1.8 Bid Proposals Property of IRHTP. Except as otherwise stated herein, all bid proposals become the
property of the IRHTP and shall not be returned to the Vendor unless all bid proposals are rejected. In the
event all bid proposals are rejected, Vendors will be asked to send prepaid shipping instruments to the IRHTP
for return of the bid proposals submitted. In the event no shipping instruments are received by the IRHTP,
the bid proposals will be destroyed by the IRHTP. Additionally, the evaluation documents created by the
IRHTP will be destroyed in the event all bid proposals are rejected. Otherwise, at the conclusion of the
selection process, the contents of all bid proposals may be placed in the public domain and be opened to
inspection by interested parties subject to appropriate FCC, USAC, and federal procurement regulations.

1.9 Rejection and Disqualification of Bid Proposals.

1.9.1  IRHTP reserves the right to reject any and all bid proposals, in whole and in part, received in
response to this RFP at any time prior to the execution of a written Contract. Issuance of this RFP in
no way constitutes a commitment by IRHTP to award the Contract. This RFP is designed to provide
Vendors with the information necessary for the preparation of competitive bid proposals. This RFP
process is for IRHTP’s benefit and is intended to provide IRHTP with competitive information to
assist in the selection of goods and services.

1.9.2  The IRHTP may reject a bid proposal outright and not evaluate the proposal for any one (1)
of the following reasons:

1.9.2.1 Failure of Vendor to deliver the bid proposal by the due date and time.

1.9.2.2 Failure to include the Bid Proposal Compliance Form signed by an officer of the
Vendor submitting the bid proposal (Attachment 2).

1.9.2.3 Failure to include the Authorization to Release Information Form (Attachment 3).
1.9.2.4 Failure to include a completed Bid Proposal Submittal Form (Attachment 4).
1.9.2.5 The Vendor states that a technical requirement cannot be met.

1.9.2.6 The Vendor's response materially changes a technical requirement.

1.9.2.7 The Vendor’s response limits the rights of the IRHTP.
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1.9.2.8 The Vendor fails to respond to the IRHTP’s request for information, documents, or
references.

1.9.2.9 The Vendor’s exceptions to the contract terms and conditions described in Chapter 2
and Attachment 1 (Contractual Terms and Conditions) materially changes the terms and
conditions of that section or the requirements of this RFP.

1.9.2.10 The Vendor provides misleading or inaccurate responses.
1.9.2.11 The Vendor’s proposal is materially unbalanced.
1.10 Public Records and Requests for Confidentiality.

1.10.1 The release of information by IRHTP to the public is subject to appropriate FCC, USAC,
federal procurement regulations, and other applicable provisions of law relating to the release of
records in the possession of the IRHTP. Vendors are encouraged to familiarize themselves with these
provisions prior to submitting a bid proposal. All information submitted by a Vendor may be treated
as public information by IRHTP unless the Vendor properly requests that information be treated as
confidential at the time of submitting the bid proposal. In the event the Vendor marks each page of
its bid proposal as proprietary or confidential without adhering to the requirements of this
Section, the IRHTP may reject the bid proposal as noncompliant.

1.10.2  Any requests for confidential treatment of information must be included in a cover letter with
the Vendor’s bid proposal and must enumerate the specific grounds which support treatment of the
material as confidential and must indicate why disclosure is not in the best interests of the public. The
request must also include the name, address and telephone number of the person authorized by the
Vendor to respond to any inquiries by IRHTP concerning the confidential status of the materials.

1.10.3 Any documents submitted which contain confidential information must be marked on the

outside as containing confidential information, and each page upon which confidential information

appears must be marked as containing confidential information. The confidential information must be
clearly identifiable to the reader wherever it appears. All copies of the proposal submitted, as well as

the original proposal, must be marked in this manner. Failure to properly mark information as
confidential shall relieve the IRHTP from any responsibility if the information is viewed by the
public, a competitor, or is any way accidentally released.

1.10.4 In addition to marking the material as confidential material where it appears, the Vendor must
submit one (1) hard copy (printed) of the bid proposal from which the confidential information has
been excised. This hard copy of the proposal MUST be clearly marked as “Excluding Confidential
Materials”. In addition to a hard copy, the Vendor must also include an electronic copy of the non-
confidential portions of the proposal on CD-ROM using Microsoft Word and Excel as appropriate.
The confidential material must be excised in such a way as to allow the public to determine the general
nature of the material removed and to retain as much of the document as possible. The excised version
must be submitted with the cover letter and may be made available for public inspection. This
submittal is a mandatory requirement and is not subject to waiver. Failure to mark the confidential
items and to provide the required one (1) copy with confidential information excised shall be defined
as allowance for the entire proposal to be treated as a public record.

1.10.5 The Vendor’s failure to request in the bid proposal confidential treatment of material pursuant
to this Section and the relevant laws and administrative rules will be deemed by IRHTP as a waiver of
any right to confidentiality which the Vendor may have had.

1.11 Restrictions on Gifts and Activities. No gifts or other activities will be accepted.

1.12 Restriction on Communication. Vendors should funnel all communications thru the Project
Coordinator in order to receive the highest quality response from the consortium. Please refer to Chapter 2,
section 1.2.2 regarding questions and answers.

1.13 Nonmaterial and Material Variances. The IRHTP reserves the right to waive or permit cure of
nonmaterial variances in the bid proposal if, in the judgment of the IRHTP, it is in the IRHTP’s best interest
to do so. Nonmaterial variances include minor informalities that do not affect responsiveness; that are merely
a matter of form or format; that do not change the relative standing or otherwise prejudice other Vendors; that
do not change the meaning or scope of the RFP; or that do not reflect a material change in the services. In the
event the IRHTP waives or permits cure of nonmaterial variances, such waiver or cure will not modify the
RFP requirements or excuse the Vendor from full compliance with RFP specifications or other contract

IR(JTP
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requirements if the Vendor is awarded the contract. The determination of materiality is in the sole discretion
of the IRHTP

1.14 Copyrights. By submitting a bid proposal, the Vendor agrees that IRHTP may copy the bid proposal
for purposes of facilitating the evaluation or to respond to requests for public records. The Vendor consents
to such copying by submitting a proposal and warrants that such copying will not violate the rights of any
third party. IRHTP will have the right to use ideas or adaptations of ideas, which are presented in the
proposals. In the event the Vendor copyrights the bid proposal, the IRHTP may reject the bid proposal as
noncompliant.

1.15 Conflict Between Terms. IRHTP reserves the right to accept or reject any exception taken by the
Vendor to the terms and conditions of this RFP. Substantial variations between the Vendor’s terms and
conditions and those contained in this RFP may be grounds for rejection of the Vendor’s bid proposal as non-
responsive and non-compliant.

1.16 Release of Claims. With the submission of a bid proposal, Vendor agrees that it will not bring any
claim or have any cause of action against IRHTP or it’s consortium members based on any misunderstanding
concerning the information provided herein or concerning IRHTP’s failure, negligent or otherwise, to provide
the Vendor with pertinent information as intended by this RFP.

1.17 Construction of RFP with Laws and Rules. Changes in applicable laws and rules may affect the
award process or the resulting Contract. Vendors are responsible for ascertaining pertinent legal
requirements and restrictions. Vendors are encouraged to visit the USAC Rural Health Care Pilot Project
website: http://www.usac.org/rhc-pilot-program and the FCC website,
http://www.fcc.gov/cgb/rural/rthep.html#forders.

1.18 RFP Copy. Copies of the RFP will be available on the USAC Rural Health Care Pilot Program web
site at http://www.usac.org/rhc-pilot-program//tools/search-postings.aspx. In addition the RFP will also be
available to vendors via the lowa Hospital Association web site at http://www.ihaonline.org. Vendors may
also request a copy of the RFP by contacting the Iowa Hospital Association (515) 288-1955 (copy requested
will be issued via e-mail).

1.19 Downloading RFP from the Internet. The RFP, Amendments, and all responses to Vendor
questions will be posted on the lowa Hospital Association web site at http://www.ihaonline.org. Vendors are
advised to check the IHA website periodically for amendments to this RFP as Vendors will not automatically
receive Amendments and responses.

1.20 Definition of Contract. The full execution of a written contract shall constitute the making of a
contract for services and no Vendor shall acquire any legal or equitable rights relative to the contract services
until the Contract has been fully executed by the successful Vendor and the IRHTP.

1.21 Award Notice and Acceptance Period. The IRHTP will send an “Award Notice” to all Vendors
submitting a timely bid proposal. Negotiation and acceptance of the contracts shall be completed with the
successful Vendor no later than sixty (60) days after the Award Notice. If an apparent successful Vendor
fails to negotiate and deliver the executed contract by that date, the IRHTP may, in its sole discretion, cancel
the award and award the contract to the next highest ranked Vendor. The IRHTP reserves the right to
continue negotiations after sixty days if, in IRHTP’s sole discretion, IRHTP deems it to be in the best
interests of IRHTP to do so.

1.22 No Minimum Guaranteed. The IRHTP anticipates that the selected Vendor will provide services as
requested by the IRHTP. The IRHTP will not guarantee any minimum compensation will be paid to the
Vendor or any minimum usage of the Vendor’s services.

1.23 Criminal History and Background Investigation. The IRHTP reserves the right to conduct criminal
history and other background investigations of the Vendor, its officers, directors, sharcholders, or partners
and personnel retained by the Vendor for the performance of the Contract.

1.24 Suspension and Debarment. IRHTP may review all vendors responding to this RFP to validate them
against the FCC’s Suspension and Disbarment list http://universalservice.org/sl/about/suspensions-

debarments.aspx,
Persons who have been convicted of criminal violations or held civilly liable for certain acts arising from

their participation in the Schools and Libraries Support Mechanism are subject to suspension and debarment
from the program.

IR(JTP
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FCC rules provide that there are two stages to this process. First, when the FCC becomes aware that a person
has been convicted of a crime or judged civilly liable for certain acts arising out of that person’s participation
in the program, the FCC suspends that person from activities related to the program. The FCC issues a public
Notice of Suspension and of Proposed Debarment. The notice of suspension informs the suspended person or
other interested party that that they have 30 days to oppose the proposed debarment. The second stage of this
process is the actual debarment. The FCC will, absent extraordinary circumstances, provide notice of a
decision to debar within 90 days of receiving any information from the person proposed for debarment
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CHAPTER 2
CONTRACTUAL TERMS
RFP 08-001

2.1 Contractual Terms Generally.

2.1.1  The Contract, which the IRHTP expects to award, will be based upon the bid proposal
submitted by the successful Vendor (Vendor awarded the Contract) and this solicitation. The Contract
between the IRHTP and the Vendor shall be a combination of the specifications, terms and conditions of
the Request for Proposal, including those contained in the contract terms and conditions sample
agreement identified as Attachment 1, (Contractual Terms and Conditions), the offer of the Vendor
contained in its bid proposal, written clarifications or changes made in accordance with the provisions
herein, and any other terms deemed necessary by the IRHTP.

2.1.2  The Contract terms contained in Attachment 1 (Contractual Terms and Conditions) are not
intended to be a complete listing of all Contract terms but are provided only to enable Vendors to
better evaluate the costs associated with the RFP and the potential resulting Contract. Vendors should
plan on such terms being included in any Contract awarded as a result of this RFP. All costs
associated with complying with these requirements should be included in any pricing quoted by the
Vendor.

2.1.3 By submitting a bid proposal, each Vendor acknowledges its acceptance of these
specifications, terms and conditions without change except as otherwise expressly stated in the
appropriate section of the Bid Proposal Compliance Form (Attachment 2). If a Vendor takes exception
to a provision, it must state the reason for the exception and set forth in Attachment 2 of its bid
proposal the specific Contract language it proposes to include in place of the provision. Exceptions
that materially change these terms or the requirements of the RFP may be deemed non-responsive by
the IRHTP, in its sole discretion, resulting in possible disqualification of the bid proposal. The IRHTP
reserves the right to either award a Contract without further negotiation with the successful Vendor or
to negotiate Contract terms with the selected Vendor if the best interests of the IRHTP would be
served.

2.2  Additional Cost Items Not In Contract. IRHTP is unaware of any additional Contract terms that
would add cost. Notwithstanding, should any Contract items arise that would cost additional monies; those
costs shall be borne by the Vendor.

2.3  Fiber Optic Cable Installation Delivery Schedule. The Fiber Optic Cable installation schedule
shall be as agreed upon between the successful Vendor and the IRHTP during the contract negotiation
process.

Additional Vendor Information

The FCC's Fourteenth Order on Reconsideration (CC Docket No. 96-45, FCC 99-256, 11/3/1999) stipulated
that telecommunications carriers are no longer required to be Eligible Telecommunications Carriers (ETC's)
to participate in this program. All non-traditional telecommunications service providers may participate.
Service providers intending on responding to this RFP must secure a Service Providers Identification Number
(SPIN) from USAC. See the USAC website for details on how to secure a SPIN.

2.4 Bid Proposal Security & Performance Bond. Not Required
2.5 Vendor must acquire USAC SPIN and provide on Bid Proposal Compliance Form

2.6 Debarment, Suspension and Other Responsibility Matters. The Vendor and all of its sub-
contractors shall certify that the company or corporation is not presently, or within the last three years,
debarred, suspended, proposed for suspension, declared ineligible, or excluded from covered transactions by
any government agency; or has not been reported to or questioned by a consumer protection office regarding
its business practices; or it or its officers or directors are not presently or within the last three years, indicted
for or otherwise criminally or civilly charged by a government entity for the commission of a public offense
related to its business; or has not, within the last three years, had any government transactions terminated for
cause or default; or within the last three years, has been terminated from or denied extension of a contract for
any of the reasons above in addition to the Vendor’s failure to maintain compliance of contract specifications
or has failed to bargain or negotiate in good faith, conflicts not clearly specified or contained in the contract.
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CHAPTER 3 — Part 1
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS
RFP 08-001

MANDATORY NETWORK REQUIREMENTS

3.0

Mandatory Requirements. The purpose of this Section is to identify the mandatory requirements and

conditions a bid proposal must fulfill before any consideration will be given. Each mandatory requirement
requires a positive response by providing confirmation of compliance and information describing how the
Vendor doesn’t meet, meets or exceeds the mandatory requirement. VENDOR MUST RESPOND TO ALL
SECTIONS (AND SUB-SECTIONS) OF CHAPTER 3 TO HAVE ITS BID PROPOSAL
CONSIDERED.

3.0.1  Vendor shall provide the following general background information of Vendor.

3.0.2  Name, address, telephone number, fax number and e-mail address of the Vendor including all
d/b/as’ or assumed names or other operating names of the Vendor.

3.0.3 Form of business entity, i.e., corporation, partnership, proprietorship, limited Liability
Company.

3.0.4  State of incorporation (if a corporation). If a limited liability company, state of formation.

3.0.5  Identify and specify the location(s) and telephone numbers of the major offices and other
facilities that relate to the Vendor’s performance under the terms of this RFP.

3.0.6  Local office addresses and phone number.
3.0.7  Number of employees.
3.0.8  Type of business.

3.0.9  Name, address and telephone number of the Vendor’s representative to contact regarding all
contractual and technical matters concerning this proposal.

3.0.10 Name, address and telephone number of the Vendor’s representative to contact regarding
scheduling and other arrangements.

3.0.11 Identify the Vendor’s accounting firm.

3.0.12 The successful Vendor will be required to register to do business in Iowa. If already
registered, provide the date of the Vendor’s registration to do business in lowa.

3.0.13  Vendor must provide the following legal or administrative information.

3.0.13.1During the last five (5) years, describe any damages or penalties or anything of value
traded or given up by Vendor under any of its existing or past contracts as it relates to
services performed that are similar to the services contemplated by this RFP and the resulting
Contract. If so, indicate the reason for the penalty or exchange of property or services and the
estimated account of the cost of that incident to the Vendor.

3.0.13.2 During the last five (5) years, describe any order, judgment or decree of any Federal
or State authority barring, suspending or otherwise limiting the right of the Vendor to engage
in any business, practice or activity.

3.1 Link-Segments.

3.1.1 A link-segment is defined as the fiber optic facility beginning at the health care providers
(HCP) termination and continuing on until terminated at the designated ICN endpoint.
3.1.2  Each link-segment constructed or provided as part of this project must be engineered and
tested for a minimum of one gigabit of throughput from the local rural hospital to the specified ICN
POP.
3.1.3  Precise room and/or exact building located on contiguous property will be specifically
defined at the time of contract negotiations. The successful vendor must agree to permit such minor
end point location adjustments without cost impact to the consortium.

IRLIT
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3.1.4  In the event there are changes in end point locations, which occur during installation, all
actual end point locations will be compared to all proposed end point locations to determine the
aggregate difference. The end point aggregate difference will be the basis for negotiated cost
adjustments (increase or decrease) between the vendor and the consortium.

3.1.5  The ICN POP locations are all existing and defined locations. In each instance, there are, in
most cases, ductwork entry facilities where the property line meets the ROW. When available, the
Vendor must use this access point to make entry into the ICN’s POP.

3.2 Outside Plant (OSP) Construction Specifications. All new fiber optic cable facilities (link-segment)
designed and constructed as part of this project must be constructed in accordance with the OSP construction
specifications as attached to this RFP.

3.2.1  Fiber installed must meet SMF-28/GR/253 fiber specifications with a minimum fiber count of
any new constructed fiber optic facility of 36 fibers.

3.2.1.1 Armored Fiber Optic Cable

32.1.2 Single Jacket

3.2.13 Loose Tubes, Three tubes of 12 fibers each (Dri-Core)
3.2.1.4 36 total fibers

3.2.1.5 Color-coded Buffer Tubes

3.2.2  Non-Armored Cable (Kevlar) Kevlar Cable must be in duct and must include a #10 AWG
tracer wire inside the duct.

3.2.3  All fiber placed within the incorporated city limits should be placed in continuous 2”” HDPE.

3.3  Fiber Optic Cable Method of Termination Specifications. All fiber optic cable facilities furnished
as part of this project must be terminated in accordance with Detailed Specifications. Unless otherwise
stated, the vendor shall terminate all fiber optic cable on either rack-mounted bulkheads or wall-mounted
Fiber Distribution Panels (FDPs), furnished by the vendor located inside_the HCPs equipment room. All
vendor provided rack mounted bulkheads or FDPs shall be equipped with SC style connectors. Where HCPs
have designated cable demarcation rooms separate from the equipment room, contractors may request a
waiver from the IRHTP Project Coordinator to allow them to terminate in the demarcation room. Vendor
shall furnish the appropriate SMF from the rack mounted Bulkhead Panel or the FDP to the HCP’s equipment
rack.

3.3.1  Rack Mounted FDP at each hospital shall be:

CORNING Closet Connector Housing
CCH-01U (or approved equivalent)

3.3.2  Wall Mounted FDP if required for a hospital demarcation shall be:

CORNING Wall Mountable Connector Housing
WCH-02P (or approved equivalent)

3.3.3  Rack Mounted FDP at each ICN POP shall be:

CORNING Closet Connector Housing
CCH-04U (or approved equivalent)

3.3.4  Splice all fibers. There must be continuity of all 36 fibers from Location A through to
location Z. Each fiber must be tested end for end. (See Chapter 3 Annex B Section 7 Clause 9.3.2)

3.3.5 Terminate fibers. The Vendor shall terminate two (2) pair [four fibers] at the “A” location
and the same two pairs [four fibers] at the “Z” location.

3.4 Fiber Jumpers. Vendor shall provide the following singlemode fiber patch cables.
34.1  SCto SC Duplex Singlemode Fiber Patch Cord — 2 meters: Quantity 100
3.4.2  SCto SC Duplex Singlemode Fiber Patch Cord — 5 meters: Quantity 152
343  SCto SC Duplex Singlemode Fiber Patch Cord — 10 meters: Quantity 304
34.4  SCto SC Duplex Singlemode Fiber Patch Cord — 15 meters: Quantity 35
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3.5 Vendor Responsibilities.

3.5.1  Vendor shall provide all OSP materials, labor, and services needed to install a fiber optic
facility between the points listed in Chapter Three, Annex A, (Site Maps and Information). Installation
is construed to mean, all digging, trenching, plowing or boring as needed for the placement of a 36-
count fiber optic cable between the “A” location and the “Z” location. The installation shall also
include all hand holes, tubs, connectors, splicing, terminations, pigtails, landscape and road restoration,
and testing.

3.5.2  The contractor duties include acquiring city, county and state permits, securing all outside
plant materials to complete the project, submitting red-lined construction drawings per site,
documenting all fiber testing, and coordinating other related issues with the consortiums project
manager. Contractor is responsible for all One-Call notifications.

3.5.3 Upon notice by the Vendor that each link-segment is ready for testing and acceptance, a
representative of the IRHTP will jointly with the vendor, complete the checklist as shown as Chapter
Three, Annex C, (Link-Segment Completion Checklist). The vendor, when submitting for payment,
will submit the completed and signed copy of the checklist.

3.5.4  The vendor shall test each link-segment from location A bulkhead to the location Z bulkhead
using appropriate and approved makes and models of test equipment. Vendor shall perform an Optical
Time Domain Reflectometer sweep of the cable showing the total loss in db for the end-to-end link
segment. Prior to testing, the vendor shall submit the list (make, model, and date of last calibration), of
the proposed test equipment to the IRHTP project coordinator.

(See Detailed Specifications Part Seven (7) Clause 9.)

3.6 Local Rural Hospital. IRHTP has designated a local on-site coordinator at each participating
hospital. The on-site coordinator will specify the route of the fiber path from the point it leaves the public
ROW and enters the Hospital grounds. The on-site coordinator will also designate the location of the fiber
termination within the building. The fiber will be either terminated on rack-mounted bulkheads or wall-
mounted fiber optic distribution boxes depending upon the circumstances of the specific location. The
Vendor shall furnish any required bulkheads or FDP’s with SC Connectors.

All fiber from the Public ROW to the hospital penetration shall be placed in continuous 2 or greater HDPE.

Fiber in HDPE can be Kevlar but must be accompanied by a #10 AWG stranded copper wire inside the duct.
At the vendor’s discretion, armored fiber can be placed in the duct in lieu of Kevlar accompanied by the
tracer wire

3.7 ICN Endpoints. At each ICN endpoint there will be an existing fiber hand hole or tub to facilitate the
Vendor pulling the fiber into the existing ductwork. An ICN OSP Technician will supervise this entry into
the tub and ductwork. The Vendor will terminate the fiber on rack-mounted bulkheads with SC style
connectors or as otherwise specified by the ICN and furnished by the Vendor. Vendors must coordinate the
ICN endpoint installation date with the ICN OSP Engineer.

3.8 Change Orders. The vendor must submit a firm fixed price for each site bid. There are no funds set
aside or budgeted for contingencies or change orders. In the event a situation arises that is out of control of
the vendor, he shall immediately notify the IRHTP Project Coordinator of the dilemma and the cost to
overcome the problem. The IRHTP Project Coordinator will research the alternatives and resources available
to see if the issue can be resolved.

3.9 Value Engineering. If after the award of a link-segment contract to a vendor, the vendor determines
that there exists an opportunity to increase the value of a link-segment by modifying or changing the route as
was depicted on an approved construction drawing, the IRHTP will consider that change even though the
change may increase overall cost. The IRHTP is not bound to accept any Value Engineering proposals.
Examples of Value Engineering are, but not limited to: “share the trench” or “share the duct” opportunities,
newly identified IRU opportunities for part or all of the link-segment route, future risk mitigation to the fiber
optic cable facility, permit or ROW issue mitigations, or changing a route to pickup an additional health care
provider building or location.

3.10 Hospitals not requiring a last mile build-out. The following six hospitals listed in this RFP do not
currently require a fiber build or modification:

3.10.1 Madison County Health Care System in Winterset, lowa
IRLIT
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3.10.2 Mercy Capitol in Des Moines, lowa

3.10.3 Mercy Medical Center — Centerville in Centerville, lowa
3.10.4 Ottumwa Regional Health Center in Ottumwa, lowa

3.10.5 University of lowa Hospitals and Clinics in lowa City, lowa
3.10.6 Wayne County Hospital in Corydon, lowa

3.11 Hospital Relocations. During the next three years, the following hospitals will be relocating:

Hospital New Location
Mercy Capitol (Westlakes), Des Moines, IA 1601 60™ Street, West Des Moines, IA 50266
Story County Medical Center, Nevada, A 640 S. 19" Street, Nevada, IA 50201
Ringgold County Hospital, Mount Ayr, 1A 504 N. Cleveland, Mount Ayr, IA 50854
Jefferson County Hospital, Fairfield, [A 2000 So. Main, Fairfield, IA 52556
Hamilton Hospital, Webster City 100 Fair Meadow Drive, Webster City, IA
Clarinda Regional Health Center, Clarinda, A Farrens 3" lot 3 Parcel D Fraction1-68-37, Hwy71 &
Bypass 2, Clarinda, [A

Crawford County Memorial Hospital in Denison, IA To be Determined
Baum-Harmon Mercy Hospital in Primghar, 1A To be Determined
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CHAPTER 3 - PART 11
QUALITY ASSURANCE INSPECTIONS SERVICES
RFP 08-001

3.12 Overview of Project Responsibilities

3.13 General: The IRHTP is soliciting a vendor to provide Quality Assurance Inspection Services in the
field to oversee the quality control of OSP contractor(s) installing the fiber optic facilities requested under
this RFP 08-001. Over the next three calendar years, it is estimated that fiber optic cable facilities will be
constructed in as many as 95 communities and locations in the State of lowa. The fiber optic cable facility
construction projects range in length from 1000 feet to 22 miles. The preponderance of the projects is less
than five miles in length.

3.14 Estimated Schedule: The estimated number of sites being constructed each calendar year is as
follows:

Oct 2008 through Dec 31 2008 5 sites
Jan 2009 through Dec 31, 2009 57 sites
Jan 2010 through Dec 31, 2010 33 sites

The actual number of sites constructed will depend upon the prevailing weather each year and the progress of
new hospitals planned for construction

3.15 Intermittent Schedule: The schedule of implementation of this project is impacted by a number of
factors; weather, the negotiated contract schedule with the winning OSP contractor, progress in hospitals
under construction, funding timelines, and permitting issues:

3.15.1 The typical OSP construction year in lowa is March through November. Depending on
the particular site schedule, construction may start earlier or extend past the typical dates.

3.15.2 A Vendor desiring to provide these Quality Assurance Services must consider the above
factors when sizing and planning the deployment of the SI (site inspector) workforce.

3.16 Number of Simultaneous Projects underway: It is anticipated that there will be no more than 10
OSP Construction projects underway at any one time.

3.17 Eligible Vendors

3.17.1 Any qualified Vendor may bid on Part I (the construction of the network as described in this
RFP) or Part II, (the Quality Assurance Inspection Services) but the Vendor will not be awarded both
Parts.

3.17.2  Any qualified Vendor may submit a bid for Part II, but IRHTP will not award a contract if the
Vendor has any business relationship with the Vendor awarded Part I of this RFP.

3.18 Vendor Qualifications:

3.18.1 The vendor shall be a knowledgeable Outside Plant construction firm and shall have been in
the business of Outside Plant Construction for at least five years, (or) shall be an lowa registered
consulting firm employing or retaining a registered professional civil engineer on staff with five years
experience in the design and construction of fiber optic cable facilities.

3.18.2 Vendors shall submit a narrative describing their firm, the scope of its experience in the area
of OSP Fiber Optic Cable construction, and a resume’ of the experience and qualifications of the
Engineer assigned to this project.
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3.19

3.20

Site Inspectors

3.19.1 Site Inspector Qualifications: Only knowledgeable and experienced OSP Field Personnel
(Site Inspectors) with five years practical experience in the field of OSP Fiber Optic Cable installation
will be accepted as qualified site inspectors. The vendor must employ knowledgeable and experienced
OSP Field Personnel). Field personnel must be personally supervised by the Vendor’s registered
engineer or by a designated Supervisor, approved by the IRHTP Project Coordinator.

3.19.2 IRHTP Approval of all Site Inspectors: The Vendor shall submit resumes to the IRHTP
Project Coordinator for all site personnel who will be employed by the Vendor for this project. The
IRHTP will pay particular attention to the practical experience and training of each SI submitted for
approval. The IRHTP must approve each site inspector before he/she can be deployed on this project.
The IRHTP reserves the right to at any time dismiss inspectors for nonperformance.

3.19.3 Level of Oversight: The OSP Field Personnel (site inspectors) shall provide continuous over
sight at each construction location any time the contractor is working on site. The vendor providing
services under this RFP will receive a minimum of 48 hours notice from the Contractor prior to
commencement of work at each particular site.

3.19.4 Progress Reporting: The site inspector shall provide a project progress report at the COB
each Thursday. The Vendor, in turn, will meet with the IRHTP designated representative each Friday
of every project workweek to provide appropriate updates. The IRHTP Project Coordinator will
prescribe the report format and how this report will be communicated.

Services Requested

3.20.1 Examples of Quality Assurance Services Requested: The following are examples of, but
not limited to, the types of quality assurance service requested. This is a partial list and does not limit
the site inspector’s responsibility. The site inspector is expected to rely on training and experience to
guide performance.

3.20.1.1  The site inspector (SI) shall act as the HCP’s representative during the phases of
building penetration and cable placement upon the HCP’s property.

3.20.1.2  The SI shall carefully monitor the installation of the inside fiber facilities within
the HCP’s building to ensure that construction does not interfere with Hospital Operations. SI
shall act as the primary interface between the HCP’s designated representative and the
Contractor’s personnel.

3.20.1.3  The SI shall verify that all permits and easements are in place before the
Contractor begins work.

3.20.1.4  The SI shall verify all necessary barricades and signs are in place before the
Contractor commences work.

3.20.1.5 The SI shall act as the Safety Officer over all work being performed under this
contract in a particular community. SI shall stop work immediately anytime an unsafe
condition is discovered and report situation at once to IRHTP Project Coordinator. The SI
shall maintain vigilance for traffic control issues and traffic circulation problems and resolve
them as soon as possible.

3.20.1.6  The SI shall verify all bore, plow, and trenching depths to ensure they are in
conformance with Chapter 3 Annex B.

3.20.1.7  The SI shall be knowledgeable of and responsible for compliance with all of the
detailed specifications in Chapter 3 Annex B pertaining to OSP construction being done
under this RFP.

IRCITP
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3.20.1.8  The SI in concert with the IRHTP OSP Manager, shall supervise all entry into
IRHTP Cable vaults, hand holes, pulling tubs, duct banks, and IRHTP FOTs rooms.

3.20.1.9  The SI shall witness all testing as required in Chapter 3 Annex B Part 7.

3.20.1.10 The SI shall verify that all construction drawings are redlined in accordance to the
actual route constructed.

3.20.1.11 The SI shall note all pre-existing route conditions (such as cracked pavement,
washouts, rocky areas not supporting grass, and document them with a digital camera.

3.20.1.12 The SI shall maintain vigilance for traffic control and traffic circulation problems
and resolve them as soon as possible.

3.21 Executive Summary

3.21.1

Content of Executive Summary. The vendor shall prepare an executive summary and

overview of the services being offered, including all of the following information:

3212

3213

3.21.1.1  Statements that demonstrate that the vendor understands and agrees with the terms
and conditions of the RFP and the proposed contract.

3.21.1.2 A vision and mission statement for service as requested in the RFP.

3.21.1.3  An overview of the vendor’s plans for timely delivery of services (including
project management approach).

3.21.1.4 An overview of the vendor’s knowledge of requirements and its proposed
approach for delivering results.

Work Plan

3.21.2.1 The vendor shall address each deliverable and performance measure in Section 3
of the RFP. Proposals must be fully responsive to project requirements. Merely repeating the
requirements will be considered non-responsive and may disqualify the vendor.

3.21.2.2  Proposals must identify any deviations from the requirements of this RFP or
requirements the vendor cannot satisfy. Any deviations from the requirements of the RFP or

any requirement of the RFP that the vendor cannot satisfy may disqualify the vendor.

Background Information. The vendor shall provide the following general background

information:

IRCITP
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3.21.3.1 Name, address, telephone number, FAX number and e-mail address of the vendor
including all operating names as well as those doing business as (d/b/a) and assumed names of
the vendor.

3.21.3.2 Form of business entity, i.e., corporation, partnership, proprietorship, limited
liability company.

3.21.3.3  State of incorporation, state of formation, or state of organization.

3.21.3.4 Identify and specify the location(s) and telephone numbers of the major
offices and other facilities that relate to the vendor’s performance under the terms of this RFP.

3.21.3.5 Local office address and phone number (if any).

3.21.3.6 Number of employees per each location.
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3.21.3.7 Type of business.

3.21.3.8 Name, address and telephone number of the vendor’s representative to contact
regarding all contractual and technical matters concerning this proposal.

3.21.3.9 Name, address and telephone number of the vendor’s representative to contact
regarding scheduling and other arrangements.

3.21.3.10 Name and qualifications of any subcontractors who will be involved with this
project.

3.21.3.11 Identify the vendor’s accounting firm.

3.21.3.12 The successful vendor will be required to register to conduct business in lowa. If
already registered, provide the date of the vendor’s registration to conduct business in lowa
and the name of the vendor’s registered agent.

3.21.4 Company Experience. Vendor must provide the following information regarding its
experience:

3.21.4.1 Number of years in business.

3.21.4.2 Number of years experience with providing the types of services sought by the
RFP.

3.21.4.3 Describe the level of technical experience in providing the types of services sought
by the RFP.

3.21.4.4 List all services similar to those sought by this RFP that the vendor has provided to
other businesses or governmental entities within the last five years (include dates of service).

3.21.4.5 Past Outside Plant Construction Experience. List contact references from three (3)
successful past or present clients knowledgeable of the vendor’s performance in providing
outside plant construction services or civil engineering services to governmental jurisdictions,
state or regional, with buried fiber optic cable networks. All referenced projects shall have
been completed in the last five (5) years. Include a contact person, title, project
responsibilities and telephone number for each reference.

3.21.4.6  Personnel. The vendor must provide resumes for all key personnel, as defined in
Section 3, involved in providing the services discussed in this RFP. The following
information must be included in the resumes:

3.21.4.6.1 Full name.

3.21.4.6.2 Education.

3.21.4.6.3 Years of experience and employment history, particularly as it relates
to the scope of services specified herein.

3.21.5 Financial Information. The vendor must provide the following financial information.
3.21.5.1 Audited financial statements (annual reports) for the last two (2) years.
3.21.5.2 A minimum of two (2) financial references.

3.22 Firm Fixed Price.

3.22.1 The Vendor providing the Quality Assurance Inspection Services shall submit one firm fixed
price for the oversight inspection of these 95 sites over a three-year period.
IRLIT
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3.23

3.24

3.22.2  The firm fixed price must include not only the fee, but all other costs such as travel, lodging,
meals, communications, office supplies, and other specific requirements to do the job.

3.22.3 Bid responses containing only an hourly rate plus expenses will not be considered by the
IRHTP. The bid response must contain the total three year costs and expenses.

Award Process.

3.23.1 An evaluation committee assigned by personnel within the IRHTP will review the bid
proposals. The evaluation committee will consider all information provided when making its
recommendations and may consider relevant information from other sources.

3.23.2 The IRHTP evaluation committee will make a recommendation to the IRHTP Steering
Committee indicating the committee’s choice. The Project Coordinator on behalf of the Steering
Committee will issue an Award to the Vendor or Vendors and begin contract negotiations. All
Vendors submitting Bid Proposals will receive notification of the award.

3.23.3  All applicable contracting requirements imposed by this RFP and lowa law shall be met by
the Vendor. The successful Vendor must, within sixty (60) days, enter into a Contract with the IRHTP
to implement the service contemplated by this RFP. Failure of a successful Vendor to agree to the
terms of a Contract within a timely manner may be grounds for the IRHTP to award to the next
compliant Vendor.

Bid Response Evaluation Criteria.

3.24.1 The IRHTP may award a Contract to the most responsible Vendor meeting the requirements
of this RFP and which, in the sole discretion of the IRHTP, provides the best value to the project after
considering price and compliance with the provisions of Chapter 3. Part II.

3.24.2 The Part II award will not be made until a Part 1 Vendor is chosen and a contract signed.

3.24.3 The IRHTP will do an in-depth due diligence to ensure that that there are no conflicts of
interest between the Part I and Part II Vendors.
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