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Part A: Mettles. Final PPR MilestOfle Data (a,mulatlve throush the last quarter) 

Project Type (Capacity 
Project Deliverable 
Quantity (Number & Description of Mlle.tone Category 

Building, SCIP Update, 
Indicator Description) 

1 Stakeholders fn..,.•ed 1036 Actual num/Hr of lndMdua/1 reached vlo stakehohkt meetlngJ during the period of f)ffformonu: 

2 
lndlvlduals Sent to 

73 Ac:tuo/ number of lndMdua/J who were sent to thlrd?my broadband a,,iferencrs using SUGP grant fund• during the period of f)ffformana, 
Broadband Conferences 

3 
Staff Hired (Ful~ lime 

0 .75 Actual number of state personnel FTEs who began supponlng SIJGP octJvltJrs during the period of f)ffformona, (mo-, be o decimal} 
foulvalentllFTEI 

4 Contracts Executed 2 Actual number of contracts ex.-ed during the oerlod Of pe,formont:e 

s Governance Meetlnn 41 Actuo/ num/Hr of governona, subalmmltttt, or working group mtttlnlP held during the period of performonce 
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6 
Education and Outreach 

6520 
Actual volume of materlo/s distributed (lnduslve of pope, and electtonk materlo/1} plus hits to any wel>Jfte or social media occount supported by SUGP 

Matemls Olstrtbuted during the period of performona 

7 
Subredplent Agreements 

0 Actual number of ogreffllents executed during the period of f)ffformona 
Executed 

a Phase 2 • Coverage 
Complete Dataset 

Submitted to FlrStNet 

9 
Phase 2 - Uson and Their Complete Oatas.et 

Ooeratlonal Aren Submitted to FlrstNet Plea,e choose the option that bat describes the data you provided to FlrstNet In eot:h catei,or, during the period of f)ffformance: 

Complete Dataset . Not Complete 
10 Phase 2 - capacity Planning 

Submitted to FlrstNet . Portia/ Datosr!t Submitted to FlrstNet 

Phase 2 - Current Complete Dataset . Complete Datasr!t Submitted to FlrstNet 
11 

Providers/Procurement Submitted to FlrstNet 

12 
Phase 2 - State Plan Complete Dataset 

Decision Submitted to Flr<tNet 

Pan 8 : Nanatlve 

Mlle.tone Data Narntlve: Please Describe In detai.l the typeS of mllestOfle activities your SUGP grant funded (Please reference eaci, project type you engaged In. Example: Governance Meetlnp, Stakeholders Engaged) 
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safety Statewide Interoperability El<ecutive Council (SIEC). The December 2013 ICC meeting focused on how a1encles would use and need broadband communications technology In l) a planned large-scale multi~gency National Special Security 

Event {NSSE) and 2) an unplanned crltical response event, such as a mass shooter, such as the then recent Navy Yard shootins- This also kicked off agency outreach en1agement use case and user requirements gathering sessions, which began In 
January 2014 with the (Metropolitan Police Department {MPD), Homeland Security and Emergency Management A&ency (HSEMA), the Department of Health, Health Emergency Preparedness and Response Administration (HEPRA), the Dlrtrlct 

Department of Transportatlon (DDOT), the Department of Public Worb (DPW), Fire and Emergency Management Services (FEMS), and the Department of Corrections (DOC). Sessions focused on planned events such as July 4th and lnau1uratlon ' 
Day type activities and unplanned emergency events such as active shooter, major traffic disruptions, etc., depending on the agency's ESF role. These continued throughout 2014 and Into 2015 with Department of Forensic Sciences (DFS), the 
Office of Unified Communications (OUC), the Department of Youth Rehabilitation Services (DYRS), the Office of the Chief Medical El<am!ner, the Department of Behavioral Health, the Department of General Services Protective Services Division, 
the Department of Human Services Emergency Manaaement Division, and the Deputy Mayor for Public Safety & Justice (DMPSJ) and to outside entitles lncludlns DC Natlnoal Guard, DC Water, WMATA Transit Police, PEPCO, College Consortium, 
and the Public Services Commission, the National cathedral Police, and DC Housing Authority Police, the Oowntown OC Business Improvement District. Later engagements In 2015 focused on speclfoc programs sud, as the MPD Ucense Plate 
Reader and Automated Traffic Enforcement programs. I 

Consultation: In July 2014, the District submitted Its consultation readiness package to FlrstNet, with Initial consultation ultimately conducted March 26, 2015. The event's goals of establlshln1 a forum for Information sharing between FlrstNet andl 
the District were laraely met. This consultation event had 78 attendees, with 46 DC government stakeholders from the ICC/SIEC agerocles and the Executive Office of the Mayor. Other attendees lrocluded utllltles, state and regional representatives, I 
and federal agency representatives from FEMA, OIG, CSOSA and DHS/OEC, In addition to FlrstNet. District aaency leads from HSEMA, FEMS, MPD, DPW, ClllC and OCTO attended. Three use cases: the 2011 earthquake, the 2013 Navy Yard 
shooting, and the 2008 Presidential Inauguration, were addressed. In advance of FlrstNet consultation, the FlrstNet DC planning team provided a report to OCTO and public safety leadership with information on the National Public Safety I 

Broadband Network and an assessment of O!rtrlct public safety agency needs for NPSBN services (drawn from agency engagements). This report was also helpful for incoming le•dership in the DMPs&J. The District plannlna team also participated I 
In the Prosrammatlc environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) public meeting and provided comments to FlrstNet in May 2016. District MPO, FEMS, OUC, HSEMA and OCTO representatives participated and provided Input Into the FlrstNet Quality I 

of Service, Prioritization, and Preemption Consultation Task Team focus group In Aucust 2016. 
State Plan £valuation: In early 2017, the FlrstNet DC plannlnc team developed an NPS8N state plan evaluation matrix/plan to enable SMEs, public safety leaders, executive leadership, and otherDlstrlct reviewers to analyze, comment on, and 

evaluate the many components of the FlrstNet/vendor draft state plan. This plan provides criteria for evaluation based on state data provided to FlrstNet and Its partner. It also provided a process for communication, review, collation, final 
analysis, and decision making within the District leadins to the Mayo~s final decision. The District conducted Is state plan evoluatlon process with 43 stakeholders from 13 aaendes partlcipatinc as authorized reviewers of the FlrstNet state plan. 
These Included agency chiefs/directors and desi1nated leads from SlEC and other critical agencies, and the Executive Office of the Mayor. The Dlltrlct followed this proce.ss to evaluate and socialize comments Internally, and then to provide 
comments to FlrstNet/AT&T on the state plan. In late 2017, the District obtained commitment from AT&T to meet Its public safety requirements for mobile broadband, the CTO recommended opt-In to the SIEC and EOM, and ultimately the Mayor 
opted the District Into FlrstNet. 

Data Colle<tlon and RFP Input: The District conducted data collection and provided data to FirstNet, as requested, by September 2015, The District updated this data and submtted this update to flrstNet, as requested, by September 2016. The 
District provided Input to FlrstNet on the FlrstNet RFP In 2016. 

Please describe In ddall any SUGP program priority areas (education and outreach, governance, etc.) that you plan to continue beyond the SUGP period of perfonnance. 

The District did not apply for a SLIGP 2.0 arant but will continue to engage In the following prosram priority areas a~er SLIGP 1.0 closeout: 
Governance -The District Intends to continue aovemance over the FlrstNet service through Its SlEC and ICC working group governance structure, with a dedicated sub-working group of representative ICC member agencies. This sub-working 

group will provide subject matter expertise In oversight of FlrstNet service delivery, Including: contract, accountablllty of AT&T, public safety user experience feedback and experienc,,, feedback on man11ement tools, Identification of service gaps, 
and other recommendations on the service as needed. The ICC will serve as the working group In lnteroperablllty Issues and initiatives within the National capital Region. 
Polldes and Frameworks -The District will develop necessary policies and frameworks related to FirstNet service use, Including Brins Your own Device and data sharlns and other Identified areas of concern, as needed. 
Public Safety User OUtreadl -The District will continue outreach to public safety user a1encles, within the District govemment only, with the focus on helping agencies evaluate the appropriateness and need for flrstNet service as applicable to 
agency mi>Slon and public safety role. 

Planning to Establish FlrstNet services on Dbtrtct Contracts - The District has already begun its efforts to incorporate flrstNet services Into Its cellular service contracts. 
Preparation for the Transition of Emergency Communkatlons Technologles to FlrstNet - The District will integrate the planning and adoption of FlrstNet services In the Statewide Communications Interoperability Plan (SCIP). It w111 also continue 
to enca1e with AT&T and FlrstNet to 1) provide public safety stakeholderfeedback, 2) get updates on network and system capabilities deployments from AT&T, 3) understand how District users' experiences relate to users In the Mid-Atlantic 
region and In other parts of the nation, and 4) discuss other relevant subjects as needed. 

Planninc for the Transition of Public Safety Appllcatlons, Software, Systems, and Databases Into the FlrstNet Environment -The District w111 Inventory public safety communication applications, software, and datastores/databases that may 
leverage or Interact with FirstNet services, evaluate the nttd for transltior,, and devek>p a transition strate&Y and roadmap as nttded. 
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The District conducted data collection and provided data to Fim:Net, as requested, In 2015 and then submtted update, to this in 2016. In Spring 201S, the flrstNet DC planning team worl<ed with public .. tety stakeholders to develop a strategy for 
gather1ng data, which lnvo!Ved using the OHS OEC Mobile Data Survey Tool to capture agency user, device, appllcatlon, usaae and cost data and by engaging Dlstrkt GIS teams to gather coverage and aggregated 911 call data. By Fall 2015, the 

District completed Stage 4 (submitted to ArstNet) data on Coverage, Users and their Operation,! ArelS, capacity Planning, and Current Providers/Procurement, and was a Stage 2 (data collection In proeress) for State Plan Decision. In Summer 
2016, the District SllGP team provided update, for data collection and anatysls/auregatlon activities, In particularly related to coverage. The team reworl<ed the Dlstrkt's traffic demand heat map that hl&hlighu ,reas of the District where the 
networ'< might have higher than average networl< loading based on ArstNet's data criteria, Including agregated 311 call date. It also updated u,er devke counts to accommodate a slcnlflcant Increase In body cameras deplO'/ed by DC MPD. By 
Winter 2017, the District had completed data colie<tlon In all categories, providing to FirstNet It, state plan decision process, which was used when state plans were released. 

Please desatbe In detail any data collection activities you plan to continue beyond the SllGP period of performance. 

N/A 

Lessons Leamed: Please share any lessens learned <W best practices that your <Wganhatlon Implemented during your SUGP project. 

The District relied on a pre-<,xlsting governance structure In the SIEC and its ICC worl<lng group. Consistency at the working group level and strong working relatlon,hips with the Statewide Interoperability Coordinator within DC HSEMA and with 
kev 0ubllc safetv stakeholder agencies ensured contlnuitv throuah the Mavoral transition in ea riv 2016 as well u throuah various aRe""' director level transitions over the four and a half vear course of the .,.nt. 
Part C: Stafflna 

Stafflnc Table• Please pr""1cle a summary of all positions funded by SUGP. 

Name Flt% Project(s) Assigned Olange 
Project Manoeer 10 Provide management of all aspects of project Nochan2e 
Outreach Manager/Project Coordinator 12 Provide manaaement and coordination of all outreach actl\lltles Nocharnre 
Legal/Reaulotory Anatvst 10 Provide technical oversight, sunnnrt, and manHement of all SLIGP activities No chanae 

Meraed role Into 
Outreach Manager outreach Mgr/ Project 

0 N/A Coordinator as of Q9 

SWIC 
0 N/A 

Removed role as of Q9 

Senior Administrative Assistant 
0 N/A 

Removed role u of Q9 

Technlcal Lead 
0 N/A 

Removed role as of Q9 

Part D: contracts and Funcllna 

Sllbcontracts Table -Include aH sub<x>ntract.ws engased during the period of perf<Wman<e. The totals from this table must equal the •subcontracts Total" In your Budget Worlcsheet 

f'Qme Subcontract Purpose 
Type-

RFP/RFQlssued (Y/NI 
ToUI Federal Funds Total ~tchlnc Funds 

Vendor/Subrec Allocated ARocated 

CTC/Trlage Technical Subject Matter Experts Vendor N $341,035.00 $131,943.00 

CTC Policy Governance/Planning Vendor N $91,101.00 $16,499.00 

CTC/Trlage 
Education and outreach Support, Data Collection Support, 

Vendor N $4,018.00 $5,927.00 
Conference Plannl112 

Budget Worksheet 
Columns 2, 3 and 4 must match vour orolect budaet for the entire award and vour final Sf 424A. Columns S, 6, and 7 should list 110ur final budaet fi,u,..,s, cumulative throu•h the last quarter 

Approved Matching Filla! Federal Funds 
Final Approved 

Final Total funds 
Project Budget Element (1) Federal Funds Awarded (2) 

Funds (3) 
Total Budget (4) 

Expended (5) 
Matching funds 

Expendedl7) 
EXIM!nded 161 

a. Personnel Salaries $131,442.00 $4812,00 $136,254.00 $117,965.92 $4,81'.00 s122 n7.92 
b. Personnel Frlnae Benefit, 531338.00 50.00 531,3:18.00 532 875.75 S0,00 532 875.75 
c. Travel $27,382.00 $0.00 $27,382.00 $7 909.89 $0.00 $7,909.89 
d . Equipment $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 S0.00 $0.00 
e . Materials/Supplies $29.00 $1,000.00 $1,029.00 $0.00 $1,000.00 $1,000.00 
f. Subcontracts Total $433,631.00 $1S3,369.00 $587,000.00 $406,947.10 $153,369.00 $560,316.10 
g. other $12,900.00 $0.00 $12,900.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 
lndl"'ct $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 
h . Total Costs $636,nl.OO S1S9,181.00 $79S,903.00 $565,698.66 $159,181.00 $724 879.66 
I." of Total ~ 20% 100% 78" 22% 100% 
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Part E: Additional Questions: Please select the ootlon (Stron1lv """"ree, Dlsnree, Neutral, uree, SomeWhat Agree, strongly Agree} that best suits your answer. 
SUGP funds helped the District lnJorm Dlstrlct gowrnment ond pub/le S(IJety stakeholder agenq, 
leadership ond other public safety stokeho/dels In DC obout the gools/roodmop of FlrstNet and to trodc 
and communleate ~s from summer 2013 as o con~ formed from federal law to Winter 2011 os 
a defined servltt resulting from a $40+ bll/Jon publfc/pr/tlote partnership betwttll a federal agency and 
natlonwlde provider. 

SUGP funds supported the District's planning team's effam In outreach to DC pub/le safety agencies, 
preporot/on for the 0/strlct's /nit/of ond subsequent consultations with FlrstNet, -""' brlejlnG'f to 

Oventt, were SUGP funds 
District pub/le safety commun/catJons r,overTKlnce and worldng groups, panic/potion In required and 

helpful In preparing for Agree What was most helpful? Wllat chatlences did you encounter? recommended broadbond conferences and worlahops, review of FlrstNet coils for pub/le comment on 
/eflol lnterpntattons of statute, partlclpot/oll In FlrstNet-led focus group on Quality of Service, Prlotlf'I 

RrstNet1 
and Preemption {QPP}, state duto collect/on octMtles, and ultlmotely evaluation of the F/rstNet ltate 
plan far OC and to provide o d«lsJon os required by low. 
Challenges In genervl were the long /almost five year) planning cydt!. 0v., this time mony ~ within 

the District tronsltJont!d, esPf!C}o/ly with thl! Mayoral election In 2016. In addition, as FlrstNet ond Its 
Interpretations of the gOVl!rlllng low evolved and bl!camt! more de/lnt!d, the position of the agenq, come 
to (qlect less of a dialog with ltates os colloborvti.e "partners" as It hod -tt!d orlglnolly ond more 
af a communlaltfon to states a, rttip/ents of o Jerlllce where Its primary partnership was with Its 
set«ted =vlder. 

SUGP funds were exrnmely helpful In our process leading up the FlnNet lnltial consultation In March 
2015. The consultation was well attended by 0/strlct pub/le safety stakeholder OG""'des and provided 
three compel/Ing use cases for FlrstNet's consldemtlon: lhe 2011 earthquake, the 2013 Navy Yard 

were SUGP funds helpfu.l In shooting, and the lO<J8 Presldfflt/ol Inauguration as well as bodcground documentot/on on FlrstNet goals 
planning for your FlrstNet Stroncly Agree What was most helpful? What chaffences did you encounter? and processes and NPSBN RFP planning to that point. 

consultatlon? 111e c/Jallenr,e: The consultotian enabled communlcatlom from F/rstNet ta the 0/strla about Its plans, 

and It allowed the Olstrlct to provide u,e case Input and general dialogue. But It didn't /acJl/tote or lead 
to a deeper dlo/Of/Ue 1Hm¥ttn FlrstNet and the 0/stnct os to haw OC could be a more collaborlltlve 
partner In networlt deve/apm,,nt which District technology leodenhlp had bellevt!d would emerge. 

SUGP funds were Instrumental In the eJttended outreach conducted through In-person meeting, with 
Were SUGP funds helpful In pub/le safety responder and support agencies from early 2014 through 2015, both rn and outside DC 
Informing your JtakeholMrs Strongly Agree What was most helpfu17 What challenees did you encounter? 9(1'1ernment; through govemance/worlclng group meetlnG'S, and In metro region worlrshops. 111e District 
about FlmNet7 planning team also used SUGP /unrb to conduct data collect/on efforts utlng the OHS OEC Mob/le Data 

Survey Tool lhrough In-person and Webb outreach seulons. 

111e OIJtrlct of Columbia hod a governing body for pub/le safety communications {the Statewide 
We<e SLIGP funds helpful In lnteroperablllty E•ecutlVI! Coundl or SIEC) In place before the SUGP period of per/ormanc• and this body 
deYeloplng a governance 

Neutral Wllat was most helpful? Wllat chaQe,,ces did you encounter? 
and Its lnteroperr,bllity Communications COmmltttt (ICC) provided r,avemance for SUGP grant adlvltll!S. 

structurf! for broadband In District planning efforts leveraged the govanonce structure effectively, especlol/y through onG"'lnr, 

your state? brleflffG'S and "°"'munkutfom via the ICC, which /unctlont!d consistently throughout the grant cyde and 
continues to /unc:tlon consistently. 

Were SUGP funds helpful In 
preparing your staff for 
FlrstNet activities In your state SUGP funds were helpful for the SPOC, controct support, and con, pub/le safety agencies to attend NTIA 

(e.g. attending broadband 
Somewhat Agree What was most helpful? What chaUenges did you encounter? 

and FlrstNet worbhops and conferences throughout the planning r,ront period. In addition, funds were 
conferences, partldpatlng In helpful /or the SPOC to attend grant recommended conferences ond warbhops such as the NIST PSCR 
training, purchasing software, pub/le s(ffety broodbond stakeholder meeting and APCO summits. 

procuring contract support 

etc.)1 

Were SUGP funds helpful In 
SUGP funds were used to enable the 0/strlct to revise its Statewide Communications lnteroperob/llty Plan 

updating your Stat-. 
Strong1y Agree Wllat was most helpful? Wllat challenges did you encounter? /SCIP) In 2014 and 2015 with FintNet related l,,tormation and to begin Incorporating FlrstNet 

Communications 
Interoperability Plan? 

Information Into SCIP updates In the 0/strlct's 10l7 eSCIP process. 



Were SUGP funds helpful In 
preparing for your review of 

Strongly Agree What was most helpful? What challenges did you encounter? 
the FlntNet de\lf/loped State 

Plan? 

Were SllGP funds helpful In 
tondu<tlng FlrstNet Strongly Agree What was most helpM? What challenges did you encou,,ter? 
determined data collection? 

SUGP funds were useful In the District's state plan evaluatlon process development and execution. In 
early 1017, the FlrstNet OC planning team d~ an NPSBN state pion evaluatlon motrllt/plan to 
enable SM&, pub/le safety leaders, extt.llf/Ve leadershlp, and other Olstr/ct reviewers to analyze, 
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a>mment on, and evaluate the mony components of the FlrstNet/llendar drrr/t state plan. In tt«utlno 
this evaluation plan through the summer of 2017, the District con\lf/ned pub/le safety stakeholders, 
rttel\lf/d ond a(1(Jr~oted commuts, and provided these comments/requirements ta ATAT and FlrstNet. 

When A TAT provided responses ta District comments/requirements, this farmed the basis far dhCUffion 
through the fall of 1011. An orlglnal diollenge In the process was the generic le\lf// of AT&T dionoes ta 
the District's state plan; this was mitigated by direct dlscUfSlan. Another Indirect t:halltmge In the 
evaluation process wos the lade of dorlty and Iott release of Information from FlrstNet ~ardlng fees 
and flnondal risk far opt-<>ut states, which made It difficult to aa:urately assess the cost,/benef/t, of 
opting out In a timely way. 

SUGP funds were helpful In the District's data co/l«tlon e/fon conducted In the summer of 1015 and 
updated In September 20J6. The District planning team used SUGP fund.s tt> conduct data collect/on 

efforts using the DHS OEC Mobile Data Survey Toal through In-person and Webb outreach sefllons. This 
effort provided a uu[ul snapshot of Olstrlct pub/le safety communications usage at the time; h-, It 
was not dear whether this Information wa, used by the First Net Vf!nrk>r In Its state plan developnlfflt. 

,an F: C.rtlflatlon: I certify to the best of mv knowledRe and belief that tllls reoort Is correct and com.....,e for _,,ormance of activities for the puroose(s) set forth IP the award documents. 
I TVl>80 or orlnted name and title of Authorized CertlfvlnR Offldal: 

Telephone (area code, 
202-478-5835 

Barney Krucaff, Interim Chief TechnolOiV Officer, Olstrlct of Columbia Government 
number, and extension) 

Signature of Authortted Certifying otndal: 
Email Address: barn,v.krucofffldc,aov 

Sien here /J--;~ Date: 5//1/ /3 5/29/2018 




