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J U N  0 8 2007 

FCC - MAILROOM 

Request For Rwiew Lener AI-Noor School BEN 12092 
CC Docket No. 02-6 

Request For Review Letter 

Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary 
Federal Commurucations Commission 
Office of the Secretary 
9300 East Hampton Drive 
Capitol Heights, MD 20743 

- 

Re: Name: Al-Noor School 
BEN: l2092 
Funding Year: 2006-2007 
Application: 529343 
USAC decision Letter: 04/10/2007 

June 5,2007 

Dear Sirs 

This is a letter of APPEAL regardmg the above captioned USAC appeal decision letter regarding the 
following m s :  

FRN#: 1463033- Metqomm-Denied “FCC r u l c s  require that a contract for the productdsetviccs bc signcd and 
dared by both pnrties prior ta; the hling of the Form 171. Thh reqhmcnt wps not met.” 

FRN#: 1480376- 
d a d  by both parties prior t 4  the f h g  of the Fom 471. This requlanmt w e  not met.” 

FRN#: 1461708- Metcdmm - Denied “Documentation provided demonsares that the price of d&h pmdurts 
and setvices MI not the p d a q  factor in selecting the winning bidder 

FRN# 1463139- MetcJmm -Denied, ‘‘Documentation pravlded denwnstrntcs that the price of cli~bk products 
and services w a s  not the p 

- Metcomm Denied “FCC rules r e q w  t h a t  a contract for the pmducts/xtviccs be signed and 

~ 

~ arg factor m seiccmg the winning bidda. 

For FRN’s 1463033 & 11480376 - A defical error was made during a PIA request for a copy of the 
contract for this FRN. Instead of the contract the bid PROPOSAL (see upper right comer of the 
document) documents~ were sent in place of the final CONTRACT. Bid PROPOSAL documents 
dated 2/13/06 were theivendors bids for our services. This is BEFORE the allowable contract date and 
should not be utilize4 to pass the two signature two date test Attached herein is the actual 
CONTRACT signed a$d dated by the school and vendor dated 2/15/06. 

In addition the FCC ha+ ruled in order FCC 07-35 that the absence of a signature by one of the pard- 
is classified as a minisdial exor 

‘These mis ’ es do not warrant the complete rejection of these Petitioners’ applications for 
E-rate f m ~ g .  Importantly, these appeals do not involve a misuse of funds. The 
Commissioa recently found in Bichop Pnp Middft School that, under certain circumstances, 
rigid ndhedce  to certain E-rate d e s  and requirements that are “procedwd” in nature does 
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Request For Review Later AI-Noor School BEN 12092 
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not promote the g o a l s  of section 254 "' the Act - ensufing access to discounted 
telecommunications and information services to schools and libraries - and therefore does 
not serve the public interest."' 

For F R N ' s  1461708 & 1463139 - The reviewer erroneously analyzed the 
narrative ( See atcached) during the Selective Review Process and concluded that cost was not the 
MOST significant factor used to select vendors. O n  page 1 of the narrative the table dear indicates that 
Semiee fhl, Maintenance, upgrades, staffkg etc. Epbt and Training m a r e  key facton. 

This combined category of COST represents 40% of the wughted factors to determine the bid uwatd. 
See the attached Erare Bid Assessment Worksheet. 
Price= factors 4, 5,6 ; 
Reliability = factors 10.1 1; 

Compliance with Bid Requirements = factors 1,2 

40% 
10% 
25% 

20% 

Prior Experience = factors 3,7,5; 
Transition = factor 9; 5% 

Total 1 ooo/. 

In addition the FCC has ruled in order DA 06-1642 that the cost being the most important factor can 
be Mived in lieu of othek considerations. 

1. "Each applicant submitted documentauon to USAC detailing the competitive bidding process, 
inchding bid requests, bidiproposals, and cost evaluation criteria.' Each applicant also evaluated the responsive 
bidders, using price as a primary consideration, and selected the vendor that offered the most coat-cffectke 
off-? Furthermore, tht Petitioners listed in Appendix B selected vendors from state master mntTPctd? As -. 

' See Reguestfor Review ofthe Decision of the Universal Service AdminisIrator by Bishop Perry 
MMe School. et al., SLjhwls and Libraries Universal Service Suppor; Mechanism, File NOS. SLD- 
487170,eCal., CC DocQet No. 02-6, Order, 21 FCC Rcd5316,5316-17,5319-20, paras. 2,9(2006) 
 shopPer Perry Middles hoor). Moreover, as noted recently In Blshop Perry Middle School, many 
applicant5 contend tha the application process Is compllcated and time-consuming, and the 
Commlsslon has starte d a proceeding to address, among other things, modifying the application and 
competitive bidding pro ess for the schools and libraries support mechanism. See Comprehensive 
Review of Universal Service Fund Management, Adminisnation, and Oversight, Federal-State Joofnt 
Board on Universal Se+lce, Schools and Llbrarles Universal Service Support Mechanism, Rural 
fiealtll Care Support Mechanism, tifelme end Ltnkup, Changes to the Board of Directors of the 
Natlonai Exchange Carher Association, Inc., WC Docket Nos. 05-195, 02-60, 03-109, CC Docket 
Nos. 96-45, 02-6, 97-2'1, Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng and Further Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaklng, 20 FCC R+ 11308, 11325, para. 40 (2005) (Comprehensive Review NPRM);Bishop 
PerryMiddeSchool, 21lFCC Rcd at 5319-20, para. 9. 
' Id 

f 

' id. 
Request for Review byiBerkeley County School District; Request for Review by Boston Public 4 

Schools; Request for Review by Somerton School District No. 1 I ; Request for Review by Sunnyside 
2 
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noted above. the Commission genctallg relies on such conwacts to ensure comphnce with program rules.’ 
Indeed, &e method for procuring supplies, materials. equipment and seMccs in ArLons, Massachusetts, 
Mirsinippi and West Virginia is by compeddve sealed bidding.‘ According fo procurement rcguhtiona in these 
smtq  awards arc given to the lowut responsive and responsible bidder.’ Based on these factors, we fyd that the 
Petitionas’ compeudve bidding proceascs, with the exception noted below, did not violate program ruler. In 
addition, nt t i i s  h e ,  there is no evidence of waste, fraud or abuse. or misuse of funds, or P failure to adhere to 
can prognm fqukanenh. W e  note that the actions taken in this Order should have minimal effect on the 
ovenll fed& Universal Service Fund bemuse the monies needed to fund thcse appeals have alrepdy been 
collected and held in We therefore grant and remand the underlying applicadons fo UshC for further 
coniidaadon in accordance with the terms of this Order. “ 

/ 

Therefore we submit that funding for the above FRN’s be approved. 

sincerely, 

i Unified School District; Rquest for Review by Washington Elementary School District; Request for 
Review by Yazoo County School District. 

’Id. We note that USA? denied Somerton School District’s funding requests (FRNs 834039, 
851198,851335, 85142?, and 867521) stating that “excessive pricing on various components 
associated with th[e] serkrice provider demonstrates that this service provider is not the most cost- 
effective alternative.” Ske Somerton Sohool District No. 11 Request for Review at 2. The 
Commiwion’s rules, howver. do not expressly establish a bright line test for what is a “cost 
effective mice .”  Although the Commission has requested comment on whether it would be 
beneficial to develop su$h a test, it has not, to date, enunciated bright line standards for determining 
when a particular service is priced so high as to be considered excessive or not cost-effective. See 
Schwls andLibraries Universal Support Mechanism, CC Docket No. 02-6, Third Repod and Order 
and Second Fmthcr Noqce of Proposed Rulemaking, 18 FCC Rcd 269 12 (2003). 

6SeeCode ofMassachugens Regulations, 801 21,06(4)(a); Miss. Code Ann. 5 31-7-13; A.R.S. $4 
41-2533,41-2553; h t t p : ~ ~ . s t a t e . w v . u s / a d m i n / p u r c h a s e / H a .  

’See, e.g., A.R.S. 5 41-1533(6). 

’ We estimate that the aqpeals granted in this Order involve applications for approximately $65.5 
million in funding for Funding Years 2000-2003. We note that USAC has already reserved 
sufficient funds to address outstanding appeals. See, e.g , Universal Service Administrative 
Company, Federal Uoivqrsal Service Support Mechanisms Fund Size Projections fm the Third 
Quarter 2006, dated May 2,2006. 
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- In order to process the bid application submitted by the vendors, Al Noor high school IT staf€ has created a 

criteria that can provide a better and timely feedback. In order to enhance the procedure following criteria is 
implemented M soon as possible. 

CrcatiDg the list of techicai savices provided by the vendors 

Development in the administrative process to develop bids and finalize vendor selection 

Updating and maintainiis the list of vendors and technical services 

This prmxdum provides a more competitive improved qualii bids. The criteria for vendor selection was 
based on. 

' WCight 
1. Compliance with the bid requirements 15 

2. Bid proposals response and presentation 5 

4. Senice cost 15 

5. Maintenance, upgrades, staffing etc cost 15 

3 Experience 15 

6. Training cost 10 
I .  Ivlarlcctnputation 
8. Vendor's Business OrgMiZstion 
9 Transition fiom old to new systems 

10. Delivmbles 
11 Communication and reliability 

C q l i a o c e  with the bid requirements 

Aftex the bids arc received kxn the vendors the most i m p o m  step to analyze the conttntp of bid 
proposals Selective bid propods must foUow the requirements. Any proposal that has variation in the 
scopethat is actually needed by the school is not processed This process mdces sure that all vendors are 

competing on the same level of savices. 

A l N ~ S d d , 6 7 5 4 ' A ~ ~ 1 ~ ~ , B m o k l J l l N Y  11232T~l.#(718)?6&7181 F a ~ # ( 7 1 8 ) 7 6 8 - 7 0 8 8 5 ~ ~ ~  



Bid proposal response and presemtatim 

In OTda to better understand the bids proposals submitted by the vendors, BS soon as the proposals are 
isceived, vendors arc cwtscted to declare to the selection committee why do they think they are better 
than my other vendor. These presentations should include all the services provided by the vendors. 
Selection committee has to analyze and research for the services and if they have kind of questions, 
decisioaq and opinions can shan with each other or with the vendors. 

Expmisnce 
Aa school is planning to organize and develop the IT departmart to a higher level, that's why it is 
necessary to select the vendors who possess experience in dealing with specified services on the higher 

mle. Selection committee should investigate about the work that has alnady done by the vendor. This 
process inchadas both the quality and the quantity of services provided in the respective field. 

Savicecost 
"be most important factor in vendor selection is the service cost. Comparing all the selected bids, the 

one that provides s better service with reasonable cost is selected. It should be kept in mind that even 

thou& lowent cost is an important factor to consider but it should not be the only far dation 
Vendor should be able to provide the BEST VALW service rather than just the lowest cost Service. 

e Mriatsnance, upgrading and stafing cost 

Vcndon, arc not only responsible for the implementation of any new Servicss but also for the 

maintenance and upgrading of the new and present services. Vendor's proposals should bc flexible 
enough to accommodate any change needed in the services Vendors should agree on the scheduled 

trip to the school in order to make sure that the every thing works fine. 

TniningCost 
In order to completely achieve the benefits of the IT services it is must that people utilizing the services 
must be awere of the processes, procedures, rules, and methodology. Besides providing the technical 

atrViccs, vendors should have a margin of presenting and training the M a b o u t  those servicen. This can 
not only muease the productivity of the system but will also help to reduce the incidents that can happen 
due to the misuse or improper use of any technology 

~. Al Noar SchooL 67s 4* Avenoq Brwya NY 11232 Td.# (718) 768-7181 Fax# (718) 768-7088 Email: &m.@mnd 



Msrk*repdatiw 

Any vendor can be may scaled bawd on the services present in the market. Market rtputation goes on 
ths tmsis of @ i i  of eaVicaa provided and also the cost. Org-tiom will l i e  to hire the vendon that 

ma provide asatistirctory approach to the aeeds. 

,. 

Vendor’s buainess organization 

Twmwork is an important mor in any kind of project. Team members should be capable of 
undemtmding their tasks and responsibilitie5 under my circumstances. An organized business stnrchllr. 

leads to succewful comphion of project. Vendor’s organizational otructure plays an impaua  role in 
dyzingthacOmpaqy’s strategies. 

Transition fiom old to new system implementation 

Nowsdays it has seen that most of the vendors exaggerate in providing their s a v i ~ ~ a  by providing a list 

of new technologim that are actually not even required. Most of the vendors argue on installing 6 

complete new technology disregarding the benefits or Services of old system. Some times it ir useful and 
right to do 90, but it is not necessary Implementation and integration of new technology that are 

compntible with the old system. not only reduce the cost of system but also provide users to continue 
thck kwwledge and undemanding about the system 

8 Dclivasbles 
S d a s  psrformui by the vendors should be documclltcd and analyzed by IT team. Vendors’ 
del ivdles  sbow the punctuality, organhtioa and discipline in tbeir work. Completed and timely 
delivaables are the most important parr of any project. 

Cunmunidon and reliability 
Communication can enhance the development of project. Vendora should be able to develop a strong 

communication backpound with the school. Reliability of the team depends on the communication 
skills and follow up. 


