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North Carolina Department of Public Safety OVERVIEW
VIPER Unit VIPER In-Kind Contribution Evaluation Report

I. Overview: Background and objectives

Per North Carolina Senate Bill 99, subpart XVI-B, Section 16B.1(a), the Department of Public
Safety — VIPER Unit is to determine the value of In-Kind contributions made by various entities toward
the cost of the State’s Voice Interoperability Plan for Emergency Responders (“VIPER”) system. The
stated goal is to make a reasonable assessment of the value of the In-Kind contributions that entities offer
to VIPER in terms of its infrastructure, and operation. In-Kind contributions as offered by entities were
determined to include cash, land, buildings, towers, and other contributions such as equipment, and
services.! The targeted entities in this report are those in which infrastructure for the VIPER system is
established. This report summarizes the findings of the VIPER In-Kind Contributions Survey of the
Counties, by confirming their contributions, substantiating the type of In-Kind contributions extended,
identifying the frequency of their contributions, exploring how they assessed contributions offered, and

providing estimates of the value of their In-Kind contributions to the VIPER system.
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North Carolina Department of Public Safety SURVEY PERIOD AND METHOD
VIPER Unit VIPER In-Kind Contribution Evaluation Report

I1. Survey Period and Method

The survey was conducted between November 14, 2018 and January 14, 2019. It was administered
to the seventy-four (74) counties in which wireless communications infrastructure for the VIPER system
is established. The list of seventy-four counties was generated by the VIPER Unit. Letters inviting the
counties to participate in the survey were submitted by email from Tower Engineering Professionals
(*TEP”) to county managers in the respective counties on November 14™ and 15" 2018. To ensure that
the questionnaire was received, given the appropriate attention and completed, the initial submission was
followed up by phone calls, and emails, to the county managers, assistants to the county managers as well
as to coordinators of the emergency management system for the relevant counties. TEP was contracted to
conduct the survey of the tower mounted and ground mounted equipment installed at the VIPER system
cell sites.

The questionnaire was comprised of one (1) page, with six questions, organized as follows:

¢ Confirmation of the county’s contribution to VIPER,

* Verification of the type of In-Kind contribution made by the county,

¢ Determination of the frequency of the In-Kind contribution,

o Assessment of the value of In-Kind contribution,

e Method or approach used to make the assessment of the In-Kind contribution.

The seventy-four (74) counties targeted in the survey are those in which there is known VIPER
infrastructure and corresponds to a list provided by the VIPER Unit. Hence the report is neither a survey
of all of the 100 counties in the State of North Carolina nor is it a statistical sample of the 100 counties.

Hence there is no statistical error associated with data sampling (random, stratified or other) to be reported.
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North Carolina Department of Public Safety SURVEY PERIOD AND METHOD
VIPER Unit VIPER In-Kind Contribution Evaluation Report

The response to the survey by the counties was extremely positive. Seventy (70) of the seventy-four (74)
counties which received the questionnaire responded in time for the writing of the report, representing an

overall response rate of 94.6%.
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North Carolina Department of Public Safety CONFIRMATION OF CONTRIBUTIONS TO VIPER
VIPER Unit VIPER In-Kind € ibution Evaluation Report

II1. Confirmation of In-Kind Contributions

When asked to respond to the question: “] s your county made or is your county making any
contributtons to North Carolina’s Voice Interoperability Plan for Emergency Respon . rs (VIPER)”, fifty-
four (54) of the seventy-four (74) counties included in the survey or 73% responded “Yes.” Sixteen (16)
counties or 21.6% responded “No.” Four counties (4) or 5.4% did not respond to the survey prior to the
finaliz “ion "this rer ¢, although the counties did advise that they were still working to mplete the
survey (for reference, those counties are ] iden, Madison, Mitchell and Randol; ). The respons are

shown in Table 1, below.

T RS AU s TaJ IR LA SeRREY B3 R R VAN WAL A ORA \T) SUGMILS L TTAEAE UL yussLvonaa s rres svus wwe waa 108 provide their

resp e wlthm the timeframe required to be included in this report. In this table, percentages are computed from the total of 74 counties to which
the survey was sent.

For the sixteen (16) counties or 21.6% which responded ‘“No,” TEP gathered through telephone
discussion with county representatives that although a VIPER tow  site may be ~ their county, such sites
may neither be located on county owned property nor on structures leased by the ¢  1ty. Instead the
VIPER facility may be installed on the property of another unit of government, such as the :deral

Govern: nt.
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North Carolina Department of Public Safety TYPE OF IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS
VIPER Unit VIPER In-Kind Contribution Evaluation Report

“other” In-Kind contributions were asked to elaborate on “other.” Their explanations included supporting
the VIPER system with the following:

County-owned microwave paths used by the VIPER system;

Upgrading of the “simulcast system;”

Provision of “additional channel capacity;”

Provision of funding for construction works, and operational costs;

Generators, and electricity;

Preparing, obtaining and passing through of federal grants for the VIPER system;

o Itis important to note, a limitation of the survey is that counties which have obtained and
passed through federal grants to the VIPER system may have included it as a one-time
contribution, others may not have mentioned it at all. These grants are shown in the
appendix of this report and can be compared to the In-Kind contributions reported by the
counties respectively.

* Maintenance of compounds, and access/utilities easements;

» Equipment, and equipment maintenance;

e Security for sites;

» Rent payment, and insurance cost for VIPER infrastructure sites.
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North Caro™ 1 Department of Public Safety FREQUENCY OF IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS
VIPER Unit VIPER In-Kind Contribution Evaluation Report

V. Frequency of In-Kind Contributions

The findings oi 1e survey showed that some counties have made a one-time contribution to the

VIPER system while others are making annual contributions or both.

R g m g e mn = e ey v mte WM TAEAS T¥AvAs RARwAEeAas vErs wainy miesrn smsmss pvew woaass eeuw vie-time contributions to
VIPER Thus fnr, eight (8) counties have indicated that they made both one-time contributions and annual contributions: Alamance, Brunswick,
Caldwell, Dare, Edgecombe, Granville, Harnett and Wake. This explains the number and percentage difference between Table 3 and Table4 (i w).
In this table, percentages are compu  from the total of 70 countles which responded to the survey.

As “owni Table 3 above, forty-one (41) counties (of the 70 counties which have completed the
survey) or 58.6% responded that they are making 1nual contributions to the VIPER system. A one-time

contribution was made by 21 counties or by 30% of the counties which p icipated in the survey.
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North Carolina Department of Public Safety APPROACH TO ASSESSMENT OF CONTRIBUTIONS
VIPER Unit VIPER In-Kind Contribution Evaluation Report

counties in the survey are considered valid. Nevertheless, TEP surmised from the range of valuation
methods reported, that the market approach to negotiations was not used by the counties at the time when
their properties were initially acquired for construction of the VIPER infrastructure. The contribution of
real property by units of government, at zero rent, was determined to be a critical element for the cost-
effective construction of VIPER’s infrastructure. Hence, at the time, the successful implementation of
VIPER was decided to be dependent on partnerships with the “state and local agencies.” As North Carolina
Department of Public Safety wrote, in response to the question, “Will there be a cost to use the VIPER
network?” in their “VIPER—Frequently Asked Questions™:
The success of VIPER depends on our partnerships with state and local agencies, and the sharing
of existing resources which may range from property to build the towers on to re-use of existing
towers. These In-Kind contributions will help keep the overall cost of construction lower than if
we had to buy property and build new towers where state owned towers are not available.
It was those partnerships that allowed the state to build the statewide mobile data network for less
than $20 million as compared to the estimate in 1993 of more than $100 million for the state to
build infrastructure.
Our goal is not to ask the locals for free use of their land and/or towers and then require them to
pay to use the system. We don’t want to find ourselves in a situation where all our partners demand
that we pay them for their resources so they can pay a users fee. Additionally, there are many rural
area departments that would not be able to pay a user fee and therefore would not be able to
participate in VIPER at all.
Furthermore, since county or government owned lands were targeted as a priority for the VIPER
infrastructure using the principle of “partnerships” to reduce cost, the negotiation process used by wireless

service providers to acquire property for their communications infrastructure would not be applicable to
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North Carolina Department of Public Safety APPROACH TO ASSESSMENT OF CONTRIBUTIONS
VIPER Unit VIPER In-Kind Contribution Evaluation Report

the VIPER process except for application to the task of estimating the value of In-Kind contributions today
which is a stated objective of the survey. Thus, as one county insisted, the property that it contributed was
provided “quid pro quo.” Others have indicated that when they were handing over real property for the
construction of the VIPER infrastructure, market value was not considered because their contributions
were deemed to be for the public good and in the interest of public safety.

During the survey process, most counties reconsidered the value of the property donated and
attempted to provide an estimate based on their thought of the market value. For seven (7) counties, TEP
made a slight adjustment to their estimate of value, either because their estimates were considered

extremely low or way above the value that would be entertained by any carrier in those counties.
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North Carolina Department of Public Safety CONCLUSION
VIPER Unit VIPER In-Kind Contribution Evaluation Report

VIII. Conclusion

Tower Engineering Professionals considers the counties’ response to the survey to be extremely
positive, with a response rate of 94.6%. Our survey data shows that the counties’ cumulative
contribution is approximately $18,819,814.00, while annual contributions are $1,269,924.00 to the
VIPER network. These numbers were provided by the counties and may not have included their one-
time federal grant pass-through funding totaling $78,776,685.00. The contributions have been in the
form of:

e Local government-owned land

¢ Local government-owned tower

* Local government-owned tower building

o Other local government owned assets (i.e. generator, etc.)

All contributions from local governments have formed the basis for strong partnerships as the
VIPER Unit strives to complete the tower construction of the network.

The survey findings provide an estimate of the value of In-Kind contributions made to VIPER by
the counties and explain how they arrived at their estimate of the value. It highlighted important
limitations which can be used in future surveys to obtain greater clarity on how contributions made in the
past and in the future, can be better accounted for, such as in the case of annual contributions.

Counties which were unable to respond in time for completion of the report were alerted to the
state’s interest in their VIPER contributions. They were also advised of the importance of collecting and
reporting their data to depict the investments made by local governments to the VIPER network. The
Department of Public Safety — VIPER Unit, for future surveys may wish to offer their recommendations

on how all contributions should be tracked by the counties for future reporting purposes.
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Endnotes

! General Assembly of North Carolina (2017). Viper In-Kind Contributions/User Survey/Increase Quireach.
[online] Ncleg.net. Available at: https://www.ncleg.net/PED/LegislativeTracking/VIPER .pdf [Accessed 20 Jan.
2019].

? North Carolina Department of Public Safety. VIPER - Frequently Asked Questions. “Q: Will there be a

cost to use the VIPER network?” Retrieved from hitps://www.ncdps.goviour-organization/law-

enforcement/viper/faq. [Accessed 28 Jan. 2019].

3 Alamance County explained in their response to Question #2. “Other” that 1). DHS Grant in 2006 of
approximately $695,000.00 dollars (2). Co-location project of VIPER site 1 and site 34 of approximately
$450,000.00 in cost (3). Approximately 3 million dollars to purchase 800 MHz radios for local end users. (4).
Recently upgraded existing radios at a cost of 3.1 million dollars.  For question #4.¢) Building, the county pointed
out that they “purchased building, generator, UPS etc. for VIPER Site 34” at a cost of $145,000.00. In response to
question #4.d) Building, the county wrote “Question # 2 section “D” minus the cost of the building, grant and radios,”
the estimated cost is $305,000.00. For question#5, c) Building, the county indicated that, “[aJnnual utility cost,
maintenance / service contract for generator and UPS equipment,” is estimated at $8,000.00. And for question #5,
d) the county advised that, “annual rental/lease/lease cost for tower sites” is estimated at $40,000.00.

* Alexander county, in response to question #4, b). A Tower, pointed out that they “assigned federal grant
to state for construction of Barret Mtn tower,”

* Avery County wrote: “Avery County Did not contribute to the viper towers currently in Avery county.
[C]ne came from pbs television, and the other one was state owned property they built on.”

¢ Brunswick county, question 3, a), wrote that they made a one-time contribution for “Channel capacity
enhancements, Pea Landing site location, Southport construction, Bolivia Site tower/space.” The county elaborated,

and made it clear in their response that they have also provided “Additional channel capacity at all

Tower Engineering Professionals, Inc. {TEP)
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sites (Pea Landing, Supply, Bolivia, Southport) throughout the county, Use of the County tower at the Bolivia
site, Construction and operational expenses of Southport site, and additional resources for the Delco site.”

7 Burke County: The county indicated that it provided both land for the construction of a tower, and a tower,
but did not provide their estimate of the cost. Hence TEP offered its opinion of the value with land,
estimated at $6000.00 annually, and $14,000.00 for the tower. In TEP’s opinion these valuations are within the
range that a carrier would be willing to offer for a “raw-land” site, and for leasing space on a county owned water
tank or a tower.

¥ Camden County’s estimated that their contribution of land for a tower is $2,760.00, as an annual
contribution. In TEP’s opinion the annual value of the contribution is about $6,000.00.

? Caswell County suggested that the value of its one-time contribution for land is $7,500.00. In TEP’s
opinion, a carrier would be willing to pay approximately $7,500.00 annually.

'* Chatham County advised that the county provided Land, a tower, a building and RF equipment at 6 sites,
all as a one-time contribution. The county wrote: “These amounts are estimates and include projected costs for a
system upgrade we are in the process of completing.” TEP accepted their opinion of the value with the consideration
that six (6) sites are involved.

'l Chowan County indicated that they have contributed land, tower, and equipment shelter, but did not say
if any of that cost was funded by a federal grant, and not a direct county cost. If a federal grant is involved, both the
county, and the state should decide how such grants should be accounted for in the evaluation of In-Kind
contributions, since according to the General Assembly of North Carolina (2018)—see note 10, above—the survey
will be annual, tracking and measuring users feedback and satisfaction over time, including “local, State, and federal
users of North Carolina's Voice Interoperability Plan for Emergency Responders (VIPER).” TEP deduced that In-
Kind contributions by these entities is also implied and will be tracked in future surveys. Hence when Chowan

county proposed for its land contribution, an In-Kind value of $292,070.00 for one site, TEP

Tower Engineering Professionals, Inc. (TEP)
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concluded that the estimate was too high for the market and proposed an annual contribution of $15,000.00. If the
county disagrees with the assessment and provides additional information, the estimate can be adjusted in future
surveys.

2 Clay County, Valerie Flanagan, wrote: “I spoke to our County Manager and he said that the only VIPER
site currently in the county is located at an area called, "Chunky Gal." The State apparently owns this land so there
was no contribution by the County. We are currently considering possible sites for the tower, but we
would not be able to confirm any proposed location until after the 7th of February.”

" Cleveland county in the survey advised that its estimate for annual contributions is for four (4) tower sites
and buildings for five (5) sites. Mark Dellinger of the county pointed out that, “Cleveland County currently
owns and maintains a Motorola 5-Site 10-Channel Simulcast trunking system within our County. Our 5 sites
include (4) 400’ county owned self-supporting towers and (1) collocated tower, Cleveland County also owns the 5
equipment shelter buildings. The NC VIPER system currently has 4 full sites located within Cleveland County and
collocate on our towers and house equipment within our buildings. We have a tremendous partnership with the
NCSHP and the VIPER system. We look forward to maintaining that relationship in the future.”

' Dare County, in its response to the survey suggested that they have contributed land, tower, building and
made “other” contributions to at least five (5) VIPER sites, both as a one-time contribution, and annual
contributions. Notwithstanding, the county did not assign a dollar value estimate for their contributions. The county
only cited its contribution for each category of one-time and annual contributions as “Quid Pro Quo. Hence with
TEP being asked by the VIPER Unit to offer its opinion in special cases, TEP observing the geographic location of
the county, the environment for the siting of some of the towers assigned the In-Kind values shown for the county

in the table. It could well be that the estimated contributions suggested may
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be higher or lower. Perhaps in the future date when the county is more comfortable with the purpose and objectives
of the survey, and with enough time may be more comfortable in providing their own estimate of the value of their
seemingly extensive In-Kind contributions.

'* Davidson County advised that it contributed equipment to VIPER for which it placed the estimated value
of $3,515,701.75 under the annual contributions’ category of the questionnaire, question #5, d).

This may be an oversight as the county also ticked under question #3, a) of the survey that its contribution is a
one-time contribution. Hence TEP assigned the county’s estimated contribution as a one-time contribution.

' Davie County wrote that they provided land to VIPER for the construction of a tower, placing the value
of its contribution under two category occurrences, annual and one-time. TEP’s records show that only one VIPER
site is in the county, therefore TEP assigned the frequency of the county’s contribution as annual contributions.

'" Durham County pointed out that they have offered to VIPER, at two (2) sites a tower, and buildings
with environmental services, generator(s) and security. For each site, the estimate of its annual contribution is
$50,000.00 each. TEP accepted the value suggested by the county. However, the cost per site could be lowered, if
the towers are not exclusively used by VIPER, and are available for collocation by other carriers.

'® Edgecombe County responded that they have made a one-time contribution of $500,000.00, explaining
that the funds are “[rJeturned money from grant to upgrade existing towers in the county.” TEP included the
county’s estimate of its one-time contribution because the source of the grant was not explained. If the source is a
federal grant both the county and the VIPER Unit can decide how to accurately reflect the funds for accounting
purposes in a future survey. For its annual contribution, the county assigned an annual value of $30,000.00 for land
for tower construction. Although there are two (2) tower VIPER sites, in our records, in the county, no expianation
was provided in the survey response to clarify if the value of $30,000.00 is for both sites or only one. Without
removing the county’s estimate of its annual contributions for land, TEP lowered the contribution in the total

contributions to $14,400.00. In TEP’s opinion, a “raw-land” site for the construction of a cell tower in the county
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could gamer a monthly rent of $500.00 to $1,200, depending on the market conditions—including the availability
of multiple competing sites.

" Forsyth County answered that it provided “land for VIPER radio shelter...inside a secure compound”
with the estimated annual value of $5,000.00. They also provided a tower at $20,000.00 annually. TEP accepted
the both estimates, with the view that a tower owned by the county could command a monthly rent of $1,600.00
depending on market conditions.

%% Gaston County indicated that a tower was offered to VIPER at an estimated annual value of $54,000.00.
In TEP’s view, if no collocation is allowed on the tower except for VIPER equipment and depending
on the structural capacity of the tower, the county under certain market conditions could demand that estimated rent.
TEP is aware of four (4) VIPER sites in the county. The scope of the survey did not include or require research of
the land ownership of the sites. The county also did not say if their estimated annual value for land was for more
than one VIPER sites. So, TEP adjusted the county’s annual contribution for land to $18,000.00. The rate would be
for three (3), $6000.00 yearly for cach or at a very high value of $18,000.00 for a raw-land site. In the county, most
carriers would not pay a monthly rent of $1,500.00 for a raw land site. For collocation on a water tank, an existing
building or a cell tower, some carriers would be willing to consider such rent but simultaneously look for alternatives.

*! Granville County revealed in their estimated value of contribution that they considered the fact that the
county pays annual leases on three (3) other tower sites. Included in their value of one-time contribution is the cost
of a tower for $300,000.00.

2 Guilford County, Lewis Cheatham, advised that while no contributions are being made at this time, a
proposed collocation for VIPER at “Triad Park™ is being completed which hopefully will be reflected in the next

survey.
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%3 Halifax County included in their estimate of annual contribution, a tower for $3,600.00 yearly. In TEP’s
opinion, this figure is low. In the county, a carrier would be willing to consider paying about $1,200.00 to collocate
on a county owned tower or building, depending on the location and market condition.

* Hamnett County answered that they provided a tower to VIPER at an annual estimated In-Kind
contribution of $54,300.00. TEP adjusted the contribution to $18,000.00 because this figure is more in line with the
market for collocation on a tower. If the county argues that their rate considered that the tower has collocation
potential but are unable to lease the extra base due to special VIPER constraints, they could make the case for the
$54, 300.00 estimate. The county has made other one-time and annual contributions with their estimate of value
accepted by TEP,

?* Henderson County, James Brissic wrote: “I listed two types of contributions: One Time — This
represents the original Homeland Security Grant signed over from Henderson County to NCSHP for the original
build out of the sites in Henderson County. SIHP should have records of this as well. [ have tried to locate the
original values, but they precede me by about ten years. Recurring Costs — This includes our annual maintenance
of all the roads to each VIPER tower sites. We have a service agreement with a contractor for maintaining these
roads.” TEP included the value of the annual contribution reported by the county but not the one-time contribution
since the county did not provide an estimate, and guidance is required from the state to clarify how federal grants
for Homeland Security handed over to the NCSHP should be accounted for in the survey.

% Iredell County explained their estimate of the value of their “Other” contribution with the following
statement: “Additional equipment was necessary for Iredell EMS and Sheriff’s Office responders to move over to
Viper in order for the Viper system to handle the additional users on the system. Tredell county purchased 6 GTR
SITE Additions for three state tower locations that would service this area; 2 for Fox Mountain, 2 for Barium

Springs and 2 for Mooresville. A GTR 8000 Motorola radio base station, 6 Port Combiner, Astro 25 Sitc Repeater
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and Cabinet were purchased. The equipment was given to the State and installed at the aforementioned tower sites,
the Purchase Order total was 193,500.00.”

%7 Jackson County clarified that its annual contribution of $500.00 is for a sublease with Duke Energy. TEP
is of the opinion that for such a sublease by a carrier, Duke could ask up-to $6,000.00 annually depending on market
conditions. Hence the county’s contribution is adjusted to $6,000.00 annually, unless the agreement is for a small
cell site,

* Lee County, Shane Seagroves, offed the following explanation: “Lee County made no In-Kind
contribution in regard to the construction and completion of the Lee County Viper Site which is more commonly
known as the Tramway Viper Site. The tower, building, and infrastructure was constructed on a grant facilitated |
by the NC State Highway Patrol in the amount of $842,000. The land use for the site was granted by Central Carolina
Community College and is located at 3000 Airport Rd, Sanford, NC 27330,

# Macon County, Warren Cabe, expounded: “The equipment was an actual purchase that we made to
contribute infrastructure to the VIPER system, especially at the Franklin Water Tank site so we would have capacity
to utilize as we rolled more units onto the VIPER system. Those are actual dollars spent. The In-Kind
property was an estimate based on ¥ acre that is tax valued from the entire 6 acre parcel where we made an
agreement to allow the Franklin Water Tank site tower to be constructed. Please adjust as needed if you don’t want
to include the actual equipment costs. We sent that money this year and the tower site was set up I think in 2012.”

% Moore County, Janet Parris, elaborated: “[P]lease note that there were additional costs which are not
included as part of the survey - as these costs were associated with the County’s change over to narrowbanding (and
therefore also associated with the VIPER transition) - including such items as mobile radios, portable radios, and
microwave links.”

*! Nash County argued its estimated $900,000.00, as a one-time contribution includes the cost of equipment

to be installed at VIPER sites.
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** Northampton County advised that the county provided land at two sites with an In-Kind contribution of
$1.00 per site. Ronald Storey, EM Director for the county wrote: “1 would like to note that the questions as pertain
to our situation were a little "grey". We have provided two one-acre sites for NCHP VIPER towers that were built
here in Northampton. The agreement was for $1.00 per sight for 15 years.” TEP’s proposal as shown in the table
is that the In-Kind value should be adjusted to $12,000.00 annually for both sites.

** Person County, Sybil Tate expounded: “I chose to use the amount that the tax office would charge a
private tower owner, not the actual sq footage. We normally assign a one acre building site to all towers in the
county and value that one acre the same as we would an acre on the surrounding properties. I will give you values
for the one acre building site and the smaller leased area. Keep in mind that one acre equals 43,560 sq. ft. Critcher-
I acre building site = $32,000; 2400 sq. ft. or .06 acre = $1920 (assumed to be the same size as Mt Tirzah).
Woodland--1 acre building site =$15,000; 2000 sq. ft. or .05 acre = $750 (Measured on GIS). Mt Tirzah--1 acre
building site = $16,000; 2400 sq. ft. or .06 acre = 3960 (Calculated from survey that you provided and measured on
GIS).”

* Pitt County, Scott Elliott, advised: “Pitt County does not have any VIPER In-Kind contributions;
however, as we mentioned on the phone, a tower is located within the City of Greenville.

We understand that you are contacting all jurisdictions (counties and municipalities) regarding the In-Kind

survey.” As pointed out under “Survey Method” of the report, the survey was submitted only to counties

and not to any other unit of government.

% Sampson County wrote that they offered to VIPER a building and a tower with the estimated value of
$1,000.00 cach as annual contributions. TEP adjusted the estimated contributions to $14,000.00 annually
for both sites. The assumption is that the building for the sheltering of equipment could be valued at $200.00

monthly. This figure is eloser to our estimate of the cost of equipment shelter space such as 2 rack space in an
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existing building for a small cell site, while the annual rent for space on a tower is estimated at $11,500.00. Ina a

future survey, the county could adjust its estimate depending on the capacity of the tower space provided.

And,

* Wake County wrote that the county provided the following to VIPER:

C&L Blue Ridge Tower — NCSHP equipment collocated in Wake County tower shelter for radio and
microwave cquipment (6 rack spaces)

South Tower - NCSHP equipment collocated in Wake County tower shelter for radio and microwave
equipment (6 rack spaces)

North Tower - NCSHP equipment collocated in Wake County tower shelter for radio and microwave
equipment {6 rack spaces)

NCSHP Training Center Tower - NCSHP equipment collocated in Wake County tower shelter for radio
and microwave equipment (6 rack spaces)

Little River Tower - NCSHP equipment collocated in Wake County tower shelter for radio and microwave
equipment {6 rack spaces)

Wake Forest Tower - NCSHP equipment collocated in Wake County tower shelter for microwave
equipment (3 rack spaces)

Fuquay Varina Tower - NCSHP equipment collocated in Wake County tower shelter for microwave
equipment (3 rack spaces); Also using tower space for NCSHP owned microwave path to Duncan
Creedmoor Tower - NCSHP equipment collocated in Wake County tower shelter for radio and microwave
equipment (6 rack spaces)

The following Wake County owned microwave paths are used by the NCSHP VIPER radio system.,

Blue Ridge tower to North tower site

Blue Ridge tower to South tower site

Blue Ridge tower to NCSHP Training tower site

NCSHP Training Center tower to Fuquay Varina tower site
NCSHP Training Center tower to Little River tower site
Little River tower to Wake Forest tower site

North tower to Crecdmoor tower site

Wake Forest tower to Creedmoor tower site

No value was initially offered by the county for their contributions. After a telephone interview with the County,

TEP adjusted the value of the county’s contribution as a one-time contribution for shelter space, and “other”

equipment and services to a total annual and one-time contribution of $66%,200.00.

7 Watauga county advised that the county’s annual contribution of land for a tower is estimnated at

$3,090.00. William Holt, EMS director for the county elaborated, we should note *that this contribution is a lease
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that we maintain with the land owner that is increased by the CPI or 3% (which every is greater) every 10 year

term.” Notwithstanding, TEP recommended that the contribution be adjusted to $6,000.00 annualiy.
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