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Crirtenton Academy

An Ac.(red ited! Ch.arl<tr Sc h~ol

September 28, 2009

Request for Appeal-CC Docket No. 02-6
Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
Office ofthe Secretary
9300 East Hampton Drive
Capitol Heights, MD 20743

APPEAL - YEAR 10 - USAC Administrator's Funding Commitment Decision for 2004-2005

Dear Secretary Dortch:

We are appealing USAC/SLD's denial of our appeal on Cost effectiveness, our appeal was denied on August 5th,
2009, a PDF of that letter is attached.

Regarding: CC Docket No. 02-6
• Billed Entity Number: 97072
• Name of BEN: Crittenton Youth Services
• Contact person name: George Allman
• Contact information: GAllman@FLOCRIT.ORG

715 West Mariposa Street
Phoenix, AZ 85013
(602) 288.4585
FAX (602) 274.7549

• Form 471 Application Number: 425691
• Funding Request Numbers (FRNs): 1177160,
• SLD Action Appealed~LetterDated May 22, 2009 - Administrator's Decision on Commitment

Adjustment Letter- Denied in full.

• Reason for denial:

According to Qur records it was determined that 011 April 2, 2008 (during the Cost
Efft'Ctive Review proccs<J) }'()U failed to provide specific answers to cost etlectt....e
concerns. On fum same dale you also stated (in response to a USAC request to
provide a descrlption ofhmv you those your service provider as a COSt effectivl!
!mwc~ fix the services rt~quesrcd) that you did nct conduct all R.FP process or bid
the r~qucslt..'C.! scrvic:es. To the best of your knowledge the vendor was chosen
from a list of approved vendors on Tile with the Stl:fle. During the COllI'Se of the
appeal review. you were askt:d 1.O provide detajled d(~cu.mentation justif}'lng the
cost effectiveness of [he requested products and services, specifically the COSl per
studem~ the cost per piece of equipmentt the cost per cabling drop~ the number of
pOliS per student, the {:~t of the rerver. the c.ost of installation, the cost of the
multipon con[rol unit (a;; Ih<: quote provided. witb the appeal is not repn~sentntive

No. of Copies rec'd 0 y-I~ ..
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Page 10f22



of the actunlnnit purchllsed, the quol.C is that of a unit ,,,ith much grealer capacity)
and the high cost of the baystack. The VSAC requesi tor additional information
(senl On May II, 2009) WlIS indicated due on May 26,2009. On May 18. 2009 you
were issued" reminder for the requesred information. On May 22. 2009 you
submitted response documentation that .included: "Background" with regard 10 the
role ofFlorene" Critterllon Ser'lice., "Available Information" wirh regard to D<m
Johnston no longer being an employee (it is noted that five year retention of
documentation is required per FCC ruling. see CC Docket No. 02-6. Fifth Rel'OJ1
and Order), "Appeal InformlltiOl) and Comments" mainly e"pressing your point of
view on appeal with rcg.ard to the individual cost effective concerns. a ,··ollY of
your Fonn 470 to support your claim that 150 students arc cnrnlJed and not ]00 as
detennined during the ·:o"l effective revie.", ~jt is [l.oted that the FOIm 4-70 cannol
be used to validate studell! count), and the Item 21 support doewmmtation titled a5
l'Anacrunent 2" and "'lHtachment 3'~. flowever, you tailed [0 provide (he
requesled cost effeeti\'l~ documenwlion. USAC has determined that the above
funding request for lnt,,,"",,1 Connections has not b=njustified as oc~ng cost
eflective as required by the. Schools and Libraries Support Mechanism's rules and
procedure... USAC fut;; detennined that the costs of the pr<lducts lind se...·ice... in
yt.ur funding request were significantly higher than the COSIS gencnilly available
in your markctplace fonhe sarne or similar products ot' services. In udditi'~Il, the
technology plans for requested services were not based on all assessnu:nl of lhe
applicwlIS reasonab/<: needs. There is no ,,\'idence that the reaSon for excessive
costs were due to extenuating circumstances. Consequently, the appeal is denied,

J'CC rules require that the schools wld Iib''',lncs retlIin all documents related to Ibe
application for, receipt. and delivery of discounled IcJ~comnllJnieatiollSand other
support<:d sCl'\~ces for atleasl live years after the last day of service delivered in a
particular Funding Year. AllY document that demonstrates compliancc with the
SUllU\ory Or regulatory requirements for the schools and lihraries mechanism shall
be ,,:tained as well. Sec: 47 C.F.R. sec. 54.516(aj, The applicants and service
providers are fllrther required to produce »uch records l1p0l1 a request. of any
representative (induding any auditor) appointed by a stale education departmeM.
the Administrator, Ihe FCC or any local, stat" Or lederal ugeuey withjurisdicfion
over the eJlli!)·. Sec 47 C,f,R 54.510(0). For further guidance on the FCC's
recordkeeping requirements, See Schools and Libraries Universal Service Supporl
Mechanism, CC Docket No. 02-6, Fifth Report and Order and Oroel', 19 FCC Rcd
15808,15824-15826, paras. 47-50 (reI. Aug. 13.2004),

FCC rules require applicants to "submit a completc description of the sen'ices
lhey seek so that it rna)' be posted for oornpeting "crvice providers to evaluate"
and fOffi\ulate bids. Se" FederoJ-St.ate Joint Board On Universal Service, CC
Docket No, 96-45. Report :md Order, l2 FCC Red 8776, 9{)76, FCC 97-157, para..
570.575 (reI. May 8, 1997). The applicant's FCC Form 470 should infonn
potential biddern if dlere is, or is likely to be, an RFP relating to particular
services indicated on the form. To the extent that the applicant also relies on all

RFP as the b...,is of its vendor selection, thaI RFP rnu.,t also be a,'ailable to
bidders for 28 dnys. See Requesr for Review of the Decision oflbe Univer",'
Service Admini.strator 13)' Yslct.a Independent School District, etal.,CC Docket
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Nos. 96-45 and 97-2 L Order, 18 FCC Red 26423-26424, FCC 03<3.13, para. 39
(rel. Dec. 8,2003).

FCC rules stale that, in selecting a service provider, the applic\lllt must carcfLJlly
com;ider all bids submittl::c and must selc;.(,t the most cost-effective service or
equipment oirering. wiLh price being the primary factor, which win result in being
[he most cost-effe~tive means ofllleeting cducationalncds and the techllOlog}'
l~lan goals. See 47 c'F.R. sees, 54.51 1(a), 54.504-(b)(2)(vii), 54.504(c)(1)(xi).
See also Request for Review of the Decision ofth.e Universal Service
Administrator by Ysleta Independent School District etal..CC Dock~l Nos. 96-45
,~n.d 97·.:n, Order, HI FCC Red 16407. FCC 03·313, paras.47-55 (Dec. 8,2003)
('\ sleta OrdI.T). Service providers ::.halJ not charge the emitics a price above the
lowest cl)TTesponding prit:e. See 47 C.F.R. sec. 54511 (b). In order to CfiSure that
the ili'plicants arc not requesting discounts for servi(,;cs be}'ond their re-n..snnahle
needs, USAC denies fi.mding requesl{s) for 110t being cO~l·effectivc the costs of
the prod1lCts ~m.d ~rvlce5 in u funding request are sjgnific'l111tly higher than the
costs generoHy available in the applicant's marketplace for the S3ll1e or similar
producl'> or services. F()r ~xample. ~quipment at prices two or three times ~ater
than the prices availllble f:~om commercial vendors would llot be cost cffect1ve.
llltless there were ~tenlU1til'ig circumsla~s. See y gk13 Order para. 54. .

Introduction =

Florence Crittenton Youth Services is a non profit social services organization serving the Phoenix, AZ community
for more than 100 years. We serve at-risk youth through our Charter High School with most students being wards of
the State and are referred to our program by Juvenile Justice Agencies, Department of Economic Security and
Division of Behavioral Health Services. Our Free and reduced lunch rate is 95%,33 % homeless and 20% Special
Education Needs students. We experience a high turnover rate and varying student enrollment through out the year
due to these factors.

Background:

In 2004 we posted our detailed fonn 470 listing all the services requested. We did not post separate RFP. One bid
was received for this FRN 1177160. The bidder was on the federal GSA contract GS-35F-4239D and California
Multiple award contract 3·96-70-0260A

GSA ~~.~.~dule CA Multiple Award Schedule

Contract Number: 3-96-70-0260A

For this application (see inserts on page 4) internal connections in the amount of $ 219,396.0 I was requested, an
amount for $ 132,985.61 for maintenance was not requested. This project was installed and completed. The amount
requested was reduced by $ 6,862.49 due to reductions in the cabling costs.

425691 wn60 97072 CRffiENTON YOUTH ACADEMY
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Background: Continued

On November 30ch, 2005 Bearing Point issued a notice of site visit to be conducted on December Sch, 2005. A
follow up request from USAC on Cost effectiveness was received and a response provided to USAC on March 27th

,

2007 with 17 response entries. See attachment "A",

The original contact person during the application process and Project was Dan Johnston - Principal. During the
Cost effechve review and subsequent follow up appeals, Mr. George Allman provided discussion and
correspondence with USAC but did not have intimate lmowledge of the project As Mr. Johnston was no longer with
the school. We emphasize that school does not have a trained Erate specialist, that the duties of these individuals IS

education administration, the vendor went out of business and the complete Erate process is difficult to understand.

On November 25, 2008 USAC issued a commitment adjustment letter; see insert below and attachment "B". The
notice was scarce in specific information upon which to appeal.

.' -·----··c - - --- - -_. ~ --.1 "'; ~ _ _ .

After;J thorough investigation, it ha... heen determine(l thot this fUllding commltmem must be
resdndC'J in full. During the course of a review. it wa" determined th:lt the fUlld.~ were
en'oneolL')l)' commined for th..: flUldlug requesl I177160, which was not justified as cost
cffcl:live. The FCC: rules require !hat. in selecting the service prm'ider, the applic~llt nms(
select the most cost effective service or equipment offering. with price heing the primary
factor. which will result in it being the most effective ffiClll1l'i of meeting educational ne(;tI~ and
[CChllOlogy plan goals. Additionally, the applicants' technology plans for fe-quested Sl::rvkes
should be based on an assessment of their rcason"bJe !leeds. Applh::allt~ that rcqucM services
Iha. :Ire bt~)\lIId their rea....onable needs and thus not cost I:ffecti\·c have violated the aho~c

mles, Since FRN 1177160 e~cceded [he applicant's reasonable needs, [hi£ funding
n)lnltlilTllcnt is rescinded in full and SLD will ~cck rc<,.'uvery of any disbursed funds from tbe
.applkal1t.

The primary areas listed are selecting a service provider, Price as a primary factor, Technology plan goals, and
services beyond their reasonable needs.

On May 8, 2009 USAC contacted the school and allowed for amendment to the appeal. See attachment "C".

During the process of the Cost Effective Review, you were asked to provide detailed
documentation justifying the cost effectiveness of the requested services and products within the
funding request USAC 11as determined that taking into conslderation the cost per student. the
cost per piece of equipment, the cost per cabling drop, the number of ports per student.
the cost of the server. the cost of InstanaUon. the unjustified amo~nt of the mulUport
control unit and the high cost of the baystack, it is deemed that FRN 1177160 is excessive

On May 22,2009 Mr. Allman replied to Scott Donnelly at USAC fully explaining the schools circumstances and
categorically replying to each of the outstanding issues, See attachment "0".

On August 5, 2009 USAC issued an appeal Decision letter denying the appeal, a USAC demand payment letter was
issued on August 7

11
" 2009,

The school has now hired an Erate consulting firm to appeal to the FCC as this is a complicated matter outside the
normal business acumen of the administration office.
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Facts in support of the Appeal:

1 - USAC did not take into account the extreme variances of annual attendance. The unusual nature of this school
does not allow for accurate estimates of attendance since most students are assigned as wards of the state or by other
agencies and is impossible to predetermine, so prior information was used, expecting an increase in students and
staff, which eventually it has.

The Arizona Dept of EDU inserts below indicate the fluctuation between 45 and 172 students. The student count
estimated on the fonn 470 was 100. It is also important to note that the NLSP data is reported by ADE is 1 year
behind the calendar year.

Arizona Department of Education
National School Lunch Programs

Free Reduced Percentage Report 2003·2004
March 2003 Claim Data~-:-:-.,...,....,...,..-_--:-:---:-,......., ----,

•• • m ~Iorence ~rttt_enlo~ SV(S~~r.~, Inc. I~~~~e~~~ I~n~ent~n Yo~~. Ac~demy ~f--~_~QI----- __l~I 1O~·~~~1

Arizona Department of Education
National School Lunch Programs

Free and Reduced Percentage Report SY2004-05
March 2004 Claim Data

07'o6-0~-oOO Fktrence Cnttenloo SeNicf:s of Arizona. Inc. 07~~g~91 Crittenlon YolM Academy 45 2 2 49 95.9%

Arizona Department of Education
School Nutrition Programs

Report of Charter and Public Schools
FreeJReduced as Percent of Total Eligible

Claim Month of October 2005
07B608000 Florence Crll!entol1 Services of Arizona, Inc.

Arizona Department of Education
National School Lunch Program

Free and Reduced Per(:entage Report
March 2006 Claim Data

07360EC~O F~rence Crittgnlon Ser~ces 01 Arizona, Inc. 078608001 Cntlenlon Yoo~ Academy

NSLP Free/Reduced as Percent of Total Eligible
Claim Month of October 2007

~ 07awaoco Fblence Crittenton Services or AriZQn3 Inc.

NSlP FreeJReduced ~ ~rcen1:ofTotal Eligible
Claim Month of Qd.ober 2001

5 671 92.54%

21 85 15.2S%
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2 - The technology plan was submitted to the Arizona Department of Education, was approved and provided the
needed 5 basic elements.

Those elements are:

•
•
•
•

goals and strategies for using telecommunications and information technology;
a professional development strategy;
an assessment of telecommunications services, hardware, software, and other services needed;
budget resources; and an ongoing evaluation process

eTDS Name Slart Date End Date Rural/Urban

07-86-08-
000 Florence eri/lenlon Services 0810112003 0613012007 Urban

Last updated 511712007 (from ADE state wide report)

3 - The USAC Denial letter states the technology plan did not reflect the applicant needs.

. ... _- =.--------..1- . - .
in your marketplace, :for the same or sinlilar produets or serviees. ln addition. the
teclmology plans for requested services were not based on an assessment of the
applicant.!Oi reasonable needs. There is no evidence that the re<1SQn for excessive

From the Technology plan we show that USAC has made an error in this statement-

Vision Slatement
Students wi)! be glven the opportunities to gain skills necessary to compete in higher education and
tbe work furces. Studem~; of CY A wi n have strong tee-hnologicaJ advantages over st\Jdents from
typiC31 ~harter schools. Internet access will be available in all classrooms. Computerized curriculum
will be an option for students ill alt cor~ academic subjects for all grade levels offered.

1. Describe student and pl'ogramn... atic needs that I:he a.gency plans to address through educational
technology.

a.' Curriculum Integration
\Ve have made a recent addition of e:ducational software which provides curricuJwn for

,~gr3des 7 through 12 in each of the COre subject areas. The sofuvare is cUl1'entJy available in
" only aile claS5TOOlTI. We are currently applying for E-Rate funds which will eMble us [0

nerwork the rest of the c:assrooms so that the curriculum will be availabJe Lo all teachers
and students. The curriculum has already been aligned to meet .f\rizona Academic
Standards.

c. Equitable Use of Technology

Cunently, we hi'.ve one computer fOT eVel")! tWO students. Our current gonl is to znaimain
this ralio as the sch~)(ll conlinues to grow. Each classroom is well ~uP!1lied with
technology. As mcmioned above, \.ve are attempting to l1em'ork the entire schOQl 50 that
all cfil5.-;:1·ooms will have the same resource-so
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1. Goal: ,Improve stud~nt academic achievement through the use of technology in elementary and
seconaary schools wIth a target of fully integrating technohJb'Y into the academic ctlrricllium bv
December 2006. •

District Objectives fOT Goal 1:
1. Expand our COl"lwutet based curriculum to be an available option in an classrooms.
2. Expand our sbc:ert network to illCI!;de ail student computers.

i Ti';;CI~'-'''1

I ITasl-. %
I DODe !Ye~rl

112006! Each core academic
I ciassrcom should have !l

1

1 minimum of 5 student
computers equipped with

. Anywhere Learning

I Systems software. ourI Netw'ork atlslude'':;t'-'-'' 'I Completion of network of aU 1/2006--

! computers -..thief- will aliow camoulers

t:e software to be usee' on! .
the ~etwork I ;____ __ _ _ .. __ 1_ ,

:ab·jective P·t~:;i;;-g;-m.

\ I!NUrTJb€r 1 ---------..-·...-.1 Make our computer oaseo'
i ,,.' :.;u'r'c"lum 5of!'..,·are
I available to all teachers in

,
[ ail core 2C2demic

classrooms
iL .. ....._.__
; Number 2

4 - The appeal clarification on May 22, 2009 on cost effectiveness regarding service provider chosen was
inaccurately described by Mr, Allman since the original contact person was no longer with the school. The Form 470
included a detailed list ofproducts and services sought by the applicant providing any bidder with the necessary
information required to submit a bid and that there was no separate RFP.

a r YES, I have an RFP. It i, available on the Web at or via (check one):
r: .. the Con lacl Person in Item 6 or IJithe contact listed in Item 11.

--_......<~......

b q" NO.1 do nol have an RFP fur these services.
f j1iMm~;fWi1+m&imtii :$tb$*~,~M¥$$~~$lWSf-,;ii!ml;mqMM ·2;:)1 :w,ti~~ ",«om ii5JL1if§S f Wi¥,ffF+Mmb$$$

,~~~!i;~:=~~~n:~E~~~~a~~'~::%Sf;~~~~=~==m:;;~~e?t,::gf 'sWwm4&MMVi " ijj n ::~ :.." : k T"~ ." ~
.. ~I.------_.._----_.......__ ..~:

; •.X: ~.~i i "...,.",~ .. - .." ,=,..,...J!

_s_eJ'Vl_·c_e_o~F_u_n'::'Cti_·o":'.n_:_"'7'_" ~- ~:..n.~ .nUl~Cnp._ci_ty_: ~ ..]

cabling/network electronics ...~~ users ..-.J
netwQrk file ~erver ~~~ "_f.!i0 usel'$ _~ . ~.~_--.J:
network operational software 1150users. .J
_e-_m_a..."i1,...s_e_rv--:ec...r_c:- -.....,1Z""o""u'-s:..:;e::,:.r.s:..- --_--------!I·
e-mail service software ~O users ._ ..__.........;1
firewall server 1150 users
firewall server software 1150 users
"'b-at-te-ry~b~a-,ck~u-P------'-..~""-..··------------ ..--...,It''!'':5~'O-u..;,s::.:.ers---------------------.l_______.--.l

cabinets 1150 users i
CSiJIilS'ij;""a-n-'dt':R""o-u"'t-er--- 'TlsO~~-r-s------ 1.
code( -------f::[I"":SO·'ilsers Ji
·~'.-"1:e;..,d,;.ia-C"'o-n-v-c.. -rt-e-r.----.-------- 1150 users j'

---------...------1.
monitors fOr eligible servers !Iso users ""'1
laptop computer ~o support file servers t

'c,~'"+'<.+'<+,~'r,"~'~-:-"':;..~f" ,
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on site technical support and maintellanee ._.- 1150 users
c_

~-

extended warranty per SLD conditions ~o be determined
'r-~_~

freight lIssuranc~ fees ~o be determined
- _~.~>C

traini-ng per SLD COlldili~ns_ .. 1150 users
-~.-

,.. - - u.~ ....... -- cT._,_r.~i

local area llel;Work 1150 users i
network switches ]150 '!sers -f115& users

.......
power poles , -- ~..,~ ._....~.. -'c

pvbx •.- -- ~SO us~rs
~_ ..._-

web server 1150 ustn
configur~~oncharges ~o be determined

_.- ...._..

-_.
cOlIStruction costs ~o be determIned
continge~cy fees

... .~_. .
-~d."....;... .......-........ _ •.-'r.....·.....~1

i,
per diem and shipping ch8rg~\S e determined I
taxes an~ sureba.~~_~~__ o be determined

Ie
Ii

technical services 1150 users
.-......................

1l.- -
~obe determined

-_.._-~~ ... ---<-"

travel time
,~_.~'

In FCC order DA·06-486AI (Pasadena Unified) we fmd on page 2 paragraph 4 -

"Under program niles, apphcants may purchase eligible sen'ices from "master contracts" negotiated by a third party such as a
governmental entity.} The third party initiating the master contract must comply with the Commission's competitive bidding
requirements and state procurement law".

In the USAC appeal decision letter dated 8 5 2009 on page 1 it reads -

According to our records it was determined that on April 2, 2008 (during the Cost
Effectjve Review process) you failed to provide specific answers to cost eflee-tive
concerns. On that same date you also stated (in response to a USAC request to
provide a description of how you chose your service provider as a cost effective
~ource for the services requested) thaI you did not conduct an RFP process or bid
(he requested services. To the best of your knowledge the vendor wa') chosen
ITom u list of nppro'ved vendors on file with the State. During the course oflhe

The corrected response should read that­
No rfp was released,
The form 470 was used,
The form 470 detailed the goods and services needed and
That there was I bid.

The bid received listed two master contracts for the services and it was determined that the costing was fair and
reasonable (particularly if based on contractual pricing with other government,agency awards).

The clerical error made was not to memorialize the decision in a written format. Note that there is no indication in the
record that our school was engaging in any activity intended to defraud or abuse the Erate program.

I See 47 C.F.R. § 54.500{g) (defining "master contract" as a contract negotiated with a service provider
by a third party, the terms and conditions of which are then made available to an eligible school, library,
rural health care provider, or consortium that purchase directly from the service proVider).
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From the SLD website-
"In cases where you receive only one bid, we suggest that you memorialize this fact with an email to yourself or a
memo to the file. This will help to document that you didn't just keep only the winning bid."

In FCC order DA-06-486A1 (Pasadena Unified) we find on page 5 paragraph 10 -

"As we have recently noted, the E-rate program is fraught with complexity from the perspective ofbeneficiaries,
resulting in a significant number ofapplications for E-rate support being denied. "

As Mr. Allman \Wote on page 3 of the May 22,2009 USAC appeal-

Dan Johnston as principal of our charter high school directed the development, application and
installation of this funding project. He is no longer an employee of Florence Crittenton

Services having left more than twO years ago to acc~pt another position out of State. As such,

our ability to respond to and appeal this funding adjustment is somewhat impaired. We are

relying primarily on files .md records that may not be complete and definitely do not have the

detail and recall that Dan Johnston would have had. Keeping this in mind, please understand

any errors in thiS response are not intentional. Further, if any information is incomplete or

lacking please contact me and I will attempt to gather and provide the answers.

The sehool did rely on the Arizona department of education for guidance in the Erate process. The inserts below are
the bid evaluation docs provided by the state at that time. If multiple bids had been received, it would have been
completed.

E·Rate Bid Response Log

1= katllll.I.IY Y~~!,: ..,)~.t .....w., •• ,•••

Ftlll14TO N•. ~ _

T.I,cgmmllnlflltion'S"rvlen

'nrelnel Anus
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E-Rate Bid Assessment Woiisheet , r
Funding YUf :200~ .1, ' f Page

t f I..... j ..·r·'[
.Ptojoc1;'is~iYl~~... 1----'---'---------'----"-------'--'-----------'----'---------'---....,

Oha~~~.. ~__ ~__~_~-~--~-----~---~--~--~-------~

Vendor f# 1 Vendor # 2

..........................•...........•...................." , .

I Vendor "3 Vendor" 4 Vendor # 5

lIn,lolstandlllg .f Heeds

Prior Expelleuce

P.'Sllllne1O"alln<.>1lollo

,Find",i,l St~~llIty

·Other Ideecnbe)

OLhe' (describe)

.. .!!.~"'. Weigl,'od ~.~"'W.19h•.•.<! ..
Welqhri Score" Sco.e·~ Score SCIl••

Raw 1IV~.r9~.t.~.~ ..
SCDr& Score

Raw "".~i9ht.df ._R~..... WehJhterl
Score Scor. Sco,e Scor.

........ ····1···· ...•. + .

Vendor Sel.tted:

Ovetajl~~~~(~g:::·::·· .~: i L-.i_----J :.. '·:::·:!-I_----JL.~::··:: ..1 !-I_----'.I.t::
...,.'""1"'.... . ".".. ."."L,.. . .;. ," • ..:-, ..~.~. .., .. 1-.". 1.m~ ' '

................... .1 I 1~1~..~~rn~"tC~llllTl!"!"~lf.~~.~d.ed

5 - Categorical justification for funding-

During ftle process of the CO$f EffectiVe Review; you were asked to provide detailed
documentation justifyirlQ the cost effectiveness of the requested services and products wilhrfl tile
fundirlg request. USA.C has determined. that taking into consideration the- cost per student, the
cost per piece of equipment, the cost per cabling drop, the number of port9 per student,
the cost of the server, tho cost of installation, t~ unJuaUfled amount of the multipart
contr04 unit and the high cast of the baY$l.aek, it is deemed that FRN 1177160 is excossive
and th'ElT9fore not cost effective. FCC Rules state that, In selecting a SBNice provider, lhe
applicant must carefully consider all bids submitted and must select the most cost-effective
service Of equipment offering, with prjce being the primal)' facror, whIch will result in being ltIe
most CQst-etfedJve mBall~ of meeting educational needs and tne teChnology plan goals_

USAC denied your funding request because it was oetermined that the costs of Ihe Pfoduets and
'Services in your funding mCluest were significantly higher ihan the costs get1eralry available in
your mar14:etp!ace for the r.ame or similar produd$ or sarvioes, Then: is no evideoce that thE!
reason for excessive costs were due to extenuating circumstances.

A - Cost effectiveness - During the PIA process no issues with cost effectiveness prevented funding. In the
remainder of this document we will demonstrate that costs were not excessive. No items were 2 to 3 times greater
than normal price as suggested by USAC, but were reasonable amounts, particularly since the vendor had multiple
state and federal contracts.

From the SLD website it r<::ads-

When is this determination made?
uUSAC's principal evaluation of cost effectiveness occurs dun'ng the PIA review process. It can
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involve an individual funding request or all funding requests for an entity."

What is Cost Effectiveness?
'When USAC determines that the costs of the products and services in a funding request are
significantly higher than the costs generally available in the applicant's marketplace for the same
or similar products or services, USAC will not approve the funding request since it is may not be a
cost effective choice. For example, equipment at prices two or three times greater than the prices
available from commercial vendors would not be cos! effective, unless there were extenuating
circumstances. Applicants will be contacted and given an opportunity to justify the costs of the
products or services that seem to be not cost effective prior to a final determination by USAC."

"In cases where you receive only one bid, we suggest that you memorialize this fact with an email to yourself or a memo to the file.
This will help to document that you didn1 just keep only the winning bid."

Federal Communications Commission FCC 03·101
III. SECOND REPORT AND ORDER
A, Eligible Services

15. "In implementing these statutory provisions, the Commission coucluded that
Telecommunications service;;, internet access, and internal connections would be funded.20 The
Commission concluded that schools and libraries "should have maximum flexibility to purchase
the package of services they believe will most effectively meet their communications needs."2 I
The Commission adopted a requirement, codified in section 54.504(b)(2)(ii) of the rules, that
schools and libraries certify that the services obtained through diseounts would be used solely for
educational purposes.22 The Commission also adopted a requirement that schools and libraries
prepare a technology plan, to be approved by the state, the Administrator, or an independent
agency approved by the Commission, to ensure that requests for discounts "are based on the
reasonable needs and resources of the applicant."23

B - Cost oer Student -

~d Order), "Appeal Infonnation and Comments" mainly expressing your point of

view on appeal with regard to the individual cost effective concerns, a copy of
your Form 470 to support your claim that ISO students are enrolled and not 100 as
dewrnined during the cost effective review (il is noted that the FOl!n 470 cannot
be used to validate student count), and the It~m 21 support documentation titled as
"Attachment 2" and "Attachment 3". However, you failed to provide the
requested cost effective d()cumentation, USAC has determined that the above.. .. ..

As demonstrated on Page 6 the school cannot accurately determine its student count prior to an enrollment year but
must base its estimate on prior enrollment. Disenrollment figures exceed 250 per year. The school has far exceeded
the original 100 student/ISO user (staff and student counts) making the original service request fair and reasonable to
allow for growth as it is now over 180 users. Note that USAC states above that the claim was for 150 students, whIch
is incorrect, the claim was for 100 students and up to 150 users as noted in the form 470 inserted on pages 8-9.

C- Cost per piece of equipment -

Switches - Inserted below is the quote page for switches, additionally below that are inserts for similar products from
Cisco (exhibit -I) and 3Com (exhibit -2) during that same period of time. USAC failed to recognize that 3 locations
for equipment were required, 2 intermediate Distribution frames ( IDF) on the second floor and the Mam Distribution

Page 12 of22



frame (MDF) located on the first floor. Six 24 port switches equals 144 ports. Due to a three way distribution of
equipment it is not feasible to expect to have the ports match up exactly. However this is reasonable for serving 100
to 150 users.

Ini!1.l11 Dale

®
RMSI

~~~n~inI1Swfth' il:~11.0I1W alii-TX • , 2,595.00 15.510.00
Btrsincq. Po~,t SWitc~ 2000At.t~ PllIidy Sw.(d1

'::"sail~'SI:~lno ~cxiurek • $39500 l 2,370.00

l~e8do MOdule Rdllin C1b/~ Ii 1245.00 $ 1.410.00
I

1'n~llo'I: 142fT Rdli~ Swhch 4,995.00 S ...~J)Q

l;,y,teck 38<>"1 ~""..J.,j £I""". I 7,995.00 , 7,"'500
:lwllch. ~Mh Z4 R~ 6:Jnrtedhrs 9

~~ MOdel Nurnbet

Nort. ,o\UOO1F. ,s

Nort~ AIJ03:lOIO

N",,' AllOllIOO4

rlqrtcl OJ1412E05

N",. AI4411EOI

Category: Internal COnnlX:tionl!
~Ov3ble Media SorUlUllttlnc. ''RMSr' SPl~: th.017430

'~m~('d Lll;l of skrvlCe' fO;
Cr/tlenlOn YOU\h ..~rhy I:ntlly Nut1"blIr. 9/011
Ph_i',AZ ~TI~; 4 >5(/; I

Lo,., Ai., N';woi'.F~ s",... lind Plio. f11. ~*: IIr+ icp
SYstems Hlrdwaf&:
~ ol,..t>ti

Exhibit -I
piicipg !QQf~~.1~sQ:!i~ucil)~!.~~II-~~ .. =:_ .~~"~=~~::~.~~_::

Price List: Global Price List US AVlilability
Last Updated: 16/Jun/2004

Catalyst 3750 Series

Catalyst 3750 Series Workgroup S'Nitches

Product Number

WS-C375OG-24TS-S

WS-C3750G-24TS-E

WS-C3750G-24T-S

WS-e375OG-24T-E

WS-e3750G-12S-E

WS-C3750G-12S-S

WS-e375OG-16TD-E

WS-C3750G-16TD-S

WS-C3750-24TS-S

WS-e3750-24TS-E

WS-C3750-48TS-S

WS-C3750-48TS-E

Prodm:t Description

CatalY3t 3750 24 10/100/1000T + 4 SFP Standard Multilayer

Catalyit 3750 24 1011 0011 OOOT + 4 SFP Enhanced Mul!i1ayer

Catalyit 3750 24 1011 0011 OOOT Standard Multilayer Image

Cataly;it 3750 24 1011 OO/IOOOT Enhanced Multilayer Image

Cataly:it 3750 12 SFP Enhanced Multilayer Image

Cataly:;t 3750 12 SFP Standard Multilayer Image

Calaly,,' 3750 1610/100/1000BT+ 10GbE (req XENPAK) Enh Image

Calaly,,' 3750 16 10ilOO/lOOOBH IOGbE (req XENPAKj S,d Image

Calalyi,t 3750 24 10/100 + 2 SFP Standard Multilayer Image

Cataly!it 37502410/100 + 2 SFP Enhanced Multilayer Image

Calaly!it 3750 48 10/100 + 4 SFP Standard Multilayer Image

Calalyt"t 3750 4810/100 + 4 SFP Enhanced Multilayer Image

Service Category Price

C USD 6.99500

C USD 10,990.00

C USD 5.99500

C USD 9.99000

C USD 11.990.00

C USD 7.995.00

C USD 23.990.00

C USD 19.995.00

C USD 3.995.00

C USD 5,990.00

C USD 6.995.00

C USD 8.990.00

Catalyst 3750 Series Power over Ethernet Workgroup Switches
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Product Number Product Description Service Category Price

WS-C3750-24PS-S Catalyst 3750 2410/100 PoE +2 SFP Standard Image C USD 4,795.00

WS-C3750-24PS-E Catalyst 3750 2410/100 PoE +2 SFP Enhanced Image C USD 6,790.00

WS-C3750-48PS-S Catalyst 3750 4810/100 PoE +4 SFP Standard Image C USD 8,495.00

WS-C3750-48PS-E Catalyst 3750 4810/100 PoE + 4 SFP Enhanced Image C USD 10,490.00

Exhibit -2
3Com SUpl.'1'Stack3 Sl\it~h 4900 Famll}'
SnperStack 3 Swit~h 4900 12-p'ln 100/1 000 S~'it~h

SuperStack 3 Swit~.h 49005X.!:!-Pou lOOOBa:;e-SX Sw~t~

SuperS!.1ck 3 Switili 491~ U-p[)n 10/]00;1000 Sv;irch
S;:perS!.1ck 3 Switch 4950 1.2pcns lOijOOilOOOB~~e-T. 6 port~ 1000Ba~-SX, 6 GBK S!ot~

Kl7l00
Kl77G2
~Cl770!

KlI706

Ye:;
Ye:;
Ye"
Ye:

~-L9950G

S7.~I)OOC
S9,995.00
SIH9~ 00

Page 8 March :otri,1l'u3

Video Dislribution to the ClassroornlVPBX - See exhibits 1, 2, and 3 below from various manufactures during the
same time period. There i~, a main Vpbx controller for the network and 6 individual decoders (mpegl/Mpeg2) for
delivery to the individual dassrooms.

........~ __ • "'..... " ...... I ......................... , ... _ ...... 'l1

RMsr URG.XOIA "'1l!l~~1'Il O::l~ltollJl'tt 1'01 'r.~iIl9 $ 7B.,7I'UO ; 2~.71l.00
CI!5~r<>Qm ~ion

RMSI crv3O:ll'J COOECNidao Er.oom:ir . . 6 $ -4,458.00 $ :1S.92i!.CO
kJtJb fIir~"moo ~cd~ i\md daCQ:l~

DUC~ 'tiC.nD~'if"'~., ""- ___._ e-_..;. ............~ ......I.~__" - .- --_......... -

Price List: Global Price List US Availability
Last Updated: 16/JunJ2004
Cisco IPNC Multipoint Conlrol Unit (MCU)

Product Number Product Description

IPVC-3511-MCU IPNC 3511 H.323 Videoconference Multipoint Control Unit

Service Category Price

D USD 24,950.00

Pricillg 12ol=--~_(i~~b'!i(fq~tIjfcetrs(~-'=-'~-=-~~==--..~~====~.-~~::
Price List Global Price List US Availability
Last U dated: 07!Octl2005

Product Number

UNITY-PIMG-DIG
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Product Description

PBX-IP Media Gateway-Digital

Service Category
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IPITV Components - The Cisco IPITV produclline is an end-fa-end, complele network video solution. The Cisco CDN
solution combined with Cisco's IPrrV Solution provides three video solutions in one, supporting live video, scheduled video,
and video on demand (VOD).

IPTV-34II-CTRL
IPTV-3423-BCAST
IPTV-CM-3.0

Cisco IPrrV 3411 Control Server
Cisco IPITV 3423 Broadcast Server MPEG4, MPEGl, MPEG2
Cisco IPrrV Content Manager

$ 15,000
$ 27,000
$ 5,000

Exhibit 2 -,.

(3L~arn
.SOFTWARE FOR CISCO .
CONTENT DELIVERY NETWORKS_.+......_.... ~ ....

EDUCATION PRODUCT
PRICING INFORMATION

$ 9180.00 $ 11 475.00
$ 53994.60 $ 67493.25

RETAIL LIST
PRICE

$ 2000.00
$ 200000
ESTIMATES

$ 1 400,00 $
$ 140000 $

101.25
6750

23625
101 25

10125
67.50

236.25
101.25

18900
169 DO
899.00
2500

899.00
1,199.00

2000 00
2 000 00

1 300,00
14,000,00

5 DOD DO

$
$
$
$

81.00 $
54.00 $

189.00 !II
81.00 $

8100 $
54.00 $

189.00 $
81.00 $

699.00 $
89900 $

EDUCATION
PRICE

$ 1 400.00
$ 140000
ESTIMATES

$ 1,11800 $
$ 9,000.00 $

TBD $

$
$
$

$

$
$
$
$

$
$

OTY

I

1
I 1

11· ARN I , nd Mai Ii B Bin I) oint
Cn-lEAHN Software Support and Maintance per Teacher/Class (Silver)
or Cn-lEARN Software er USER"S Su ort and Maintance Silver
Cn-lEARN Software User Support and Mainatnce er Teacher/Class Gold
or Cn-lEARN Software er USER"S Su ort and Mamtance Gold

I _ H Insti.lll,l1 0

Cn·LEARN Installation Per oa Silver Minimum 2 da s
Cn-lEARN Installation Per Da Gold Minimum 3 da s

I I· EARN ed IOdll
Cold Fusion Soft SelVer Software License
Cn-lEARN SelVer from Dell Base HW and OS 1 GB mem, 6x36GB Drives/RAID
Microsofl SOL SelVer License for Gold ONLY

PRQDLJI:T (JESCRIPTION
- . S

Cn-LEAHN Sillier Mana amant and Distribution Software
Gn-LEARN Gold Mana amant and Distribution Software

Monitor f':lr Encodin Process
VHS Hi-F"i.4 Head VHS Feed VCR with Cables
Di ital Cnmcorder OPTIONAL
Blank CD-R Recodrin CD's for Above (50 Pack

en_ nhn
Cn-LEARN Training (Silver) (Minimum 1 day)
Cn-LEARN TrsminCl Gold Millimum 2 da s

Gn-LEARN Software User Licenses at Teacher/Class Silver
or Gn-LEARN Software per USER"S License Silver)
Cn-LEAHN Software User Licenses er Teacher/Class Gold
or Cn-LEARN Software er USER"S License Gold

Video/Data MPEG 1 / MPEG2 CD Encoder Analo in uts ONL
Video/Data MPEG 1 / MPEG2 CO Encoder Includes Di ital and AnaloCl inputs

PART #

E·CnL LMS-S 1.6
00 E-CnL LMS-S 1.6

Lic~CnL Silver

Lie-CnL Gold

58-Gnl Silver

58-Cnl Gold

Cnl-Ins-Silver
CnL-lns-Gold

Cnl-Trn-Silver
Cnl-Trn-Gold

118938
DMS-216
GnL-SOl SelVer

VDR-3000
0' VDR-3000DV

E·13342B
VR-708HF
CC·9373
B-CDR
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Exhibit 3 -

DARVISION VVORKGROUP 200"1+ Server MSRP

.. , ,.. , ., .. ,.. ,.. ,., .. ~" .. , ..
1 .695.00

1$.999.00
20.995.00
21.575.00
22.475.00
23.994.00
25.445.00

"':4':995.00
4.995.00
1.195.00
2.995.00

OPTIONS:

(~,~.d.,t.o. ,.iDl,I:>.c)~f!l"f::-'.,:".~~,:!,.>.. · m.~••••~.~ •• , •• , •• , •• , •• ,.. • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• " • ••••••••••••••• - ••••••••1.
'\iSfj:;'.f~KGI:t:gYe=q£J:ION~~~i!l:1i...:r:WA~~ .__._.~~~~..~._~:::::=::::===-~..-....l.
Oarconu...... EduStreah1l Soft"va.r"" (EDUSTREAM) '$"'"
Dal"con1n'l TrailnlngSt're-:aun'£;;;of't""",,,s ...e (TRAINST'REAM) 1 $
Slite Llicen!"~$ for CE-S07 ~ $
SU~ Licenses 'for CE-560 $

'-'V.§F.tK~1;fC?O·PI1~!m."-"I.Aj~J$:)~~:t..~ti..$----·----==:==-----====:= .... i
RF Decoder Board - 4 ,..eu-,~'og Video Outputs"""- ·S'····

Features:
Tovver Proflle - 'VVlndo'VVs 2'000 server OS

5 C;:_U_e,...t. _L;~.~~.':I'~~'~R.<~,~ ..~I_,? ~~ck~g~) ...... " ....u."."••••

PenUuOl III 'Zenon Prooessor @ 933MHZ
51 2KB 01 Cache
SDRAM. 128MB
1.44MB Floppy D~5k Drive
SCSI Cable. Intern2lJ Fast ~~ VVide-
RAt D -L.evel··'S'··w".ih'·'3"2MR RAr ·,.··,',·· ~ .

CD-ROM
38GB Hard Dive (3) or (6)
MPEG1 Data Rates

g,~_i.~~!,_.,g.'?,::!,~.~.~!I.y:.I,~Y__ ,.i..!5,..,tl~"',~lJg~_,._~.~9_~~~_~.~~
1 OOMb/s TP port .. (DVV+-04o-1 08)
2-"100Mb/9 TP port5/beh:"nc;~d(Dvy:.....O~q:-1 08)
1 - Gigabit E~hernet,Card (0\1\1+-090-"1 O~)

1400 UPS

~~~TI~;:a~~~:~li<t.~~u-;;:~ ._.Jt~·'aDlfSJ' ....j
~~~~I~{~~f·~o.diil_!'#~~_~~$>s~:;:;,-;;~s~c;~g~our..~---~·· -...__ ._ ..., $

DVV.....---040-2"1 e 40 St.'earns ... 330 Hours i$$$
DVV+-060-108 E}O StrearT1s - -130 Hours
DVV.....-OeO-2 .. a EiO St:re... JT1s - 330+ Hours
'DW::'::090-1 cia '€l-6'''-s't're';rr'-5-'':-~-3"6+--H-.our-~- ! $

DV\f+--090-2 ... a ~!P ~~reaITl?Jo - 330+ HC?'LJr~ ! $

i

Cost for Server and Tape Back Up systems- the costs listed in exhibit 1 and 2 are wholesale cost and do not include
retail markup.

150RGXOlA OJm~in StIr.'Gr CJt,r..iil'q ",r,

IWSI t~ SaIV~r
~12 MaSDRAhl..llpiMMS. Pe:cldlNl
72i;7B Wn SCSll'b!d' Drive '
DI10·~th D~; M-4 _Ie ~I~py D(r(4I
Ifllel PRC100 1000 Nle ~rd •
11' t\tm1r.0I,~,~ Il'Id fmll~

$ 13,ea'l.H , t3,eM.11

• ~ D ,

--'----- -
Exhibit 1 ­
DELL

ECom

Date: 5/1f021:36:28 PM

QUOTATION

QUOTE #: 81400641

Customer #: 8235811

Quote Date: 5/1/02

Customer Name: DARCOMM

,
L

TOTAL QUOTE AMOUNT: $8,334.00
Product Subtotal: $8,334.00 I I

n~ ~~ I

Shipping & Han-,d""'n-ng-:-+------,:,$-=-O.-=-O-=O-rl---------------------r----
~~ .~S_h_j'_pp'_i_n""g_M_e_t_h_o_d_;-,--__Ground Tot~!.J!"!...mberof System Groups:
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GROUP: 1 QUANTITY: l' SYSTEM PRICE: $8,334.00 GROUP TOTAL: $8,334.00

IBase Unit: IPowerEdge 4600,1.8GHz/512K, Xeon (220-2122)
I Processor: 12nd Processor 1.8GHz/512K, Xeon,PowerEdge 4600 (311.0988)

, - -
IMouse: ILogitec System Mouse,Gray, Servers (310-3776)
I NIC: IDual On-Board NICS ONLY (430-8991)

.. ---
ITBU: ITape Backup,DLT1 ,40/80 Half Height, NC,INT,PV110T (340-5993)
ICD-ROM or DVD-ROM Drive: 24X IDE Internal CD-ROM,Blaek,for Dell PowerEdge (313.0317)

----II Speakers: Printed Wiring Assembly BackPlane,1X8,PowerEdge 4600 (311-1116)
IDocumentation Diskette: No Hard Copy Documentation (310-1989)
I Bundled Software: IDellPlus,lnfonnation,Hard Drive,Install Increasing Order,Factory Install (361-1722) i

~undled Software:
OellPlus,lnformation SKU to Set RAlD1 Container on First Two Hard Drives and RAIDS on
Other Hard Drives,Factory Inst (361-7117) .

---,--~I Bundled Software: DeliPlus Routing SKU,Factory Install (365.0257)
IBundled Software: DellPlus,lntegration Service, OR-Raid,Without Operating System,Servers (365-4303)lAdditional Storage 18GB 10K RPM Ultra 160 SCSI Hard Drive (340-1937)

Products:
1Factory Installed Software: Veritas Professional,Power Suite (420-2834)

... ---

IOption 1: ICable,C2,MRO/N PowerEdge 4600 (310.0586)
-----

I
Memory: 512MB,Doubie Data Rate Synchronous Dynamic Random Access Memory 4X128MB,

PowerEdge 4600 (311.0991)
f===;:------.+:""'='v~~c:':'::':7:;;;;7"_:'===~=====""=---------··rI Keyboard: I QUietKey Keyboard,104 Key, Gray,a Pin,Factory Install (310-4100) ,
fMOnitor: 1 15in(13.8in VIS)Monitor, Gray,E551,for Dell PowerEdge (320.0960) I
I Hard Drive: 18GB 10K RPM Ultra 160 SCSI Hard Drive (340-1937) '-"--,

r,rHia=r=d~D"iri~ve=.:::c.<:oni.t::ro:::lI:::e:..:r: +~Pi:E::R=C:::3/-;;D:,i o;,12:=8:;:MiB7.(ii'2'i:IN~T"i.Cc:H;;A'iN;:N-;::EL:;:S7)~(3=4=0=.2:i9~04=):..====;;;---------- .. 1IFloppy Disk Drive: Floppy Drive,1.44M,F3, Third Height,PowerEdge 4500 (340-2903) .,

felO~pe=ra~tin:,g~S::ys:;t=em:::-: 11r,s~0:iftwi'i<a=r?e,,,W~i::n::do::w::S""2,,00;;o;.c,s~e;;rv~eriiF,,5~,A:.;C;cA;.=:D:..:,s:..:e:;,rv:..:i:::ce::.:.p.::ac:::k=2-,-(4:..:2::0:..:00::2::8:::0!..) __.-_~_~_-_-~·-·_·::"'-.-.~==_II
I Operating System' IDell OpenManage Kit 32 Bit (310 1261)

r OptIon 2. IEnciosed,Chassls,Tower,6U, PowerEdge 4600,DAO (310.0631)
"IS"'e"rv=.'ic'ce=:'-------1 Type 3 Contract· Next Business Day Parts & Labor OnoSlte Response Initial Vear (900-7990)

I
Service: Type 3 Contract - Next Business Day Parts & Labor On-5ite Response 2YR Extended (900·

7922)
I Installation' IOnoSite Installation Declined (900-9997)

___________ .J

IMise: Power Supply,300W, Redundant,PowerEdge 4600 (310-1344)
. ,I

I Mise: 18GB 10K RPM Ultra 160 SCSI Hard Drive (340-1937) r

!Mise: Tape,Media,Digital Library Tape I,VS80,4000,7000,5 Pack (340-2370)
__0.

I

IMise: 18GB 10K RPM Ultra 160 SCSI Hard Drive (340-1937)
--------~-_.__•..-

f'Misc: 18GB 10K RPM Ultra 160 SCSI Hard Drive (340-1937)

I DeIiPlus,lnfonnation,Validator910454,Order Ready, Factory Install (363-7877)
...

IL .!..-. _

SALES REP: I:LUCIAN KACPERSKI PHONE:
Phone Ext:

888-977-3355
65468

Exhibit B·
DELL

ECom

Date: 5/7/037:17:18 AM

QUOTATION

QUOTE #: 108555376

Customer #: 24114255

Quole Date: 517/03

Customer Name: PREMISE ONE INC

TOTAL QUOTE AMOUNT: $14,676.00

______-'S:;,h"'ip"'p::in""g Method: Ground I Total Number of System Groups: I 1 I

, --o=_pr70_d""'uc"'t;"'S_u_bt'"0=ta=I:+__$~1.4~,5~36~.0~0"'1 --r1r_ ... - - Ir Tax: $0.00 I
Shipping & Handling: $140.00 I I --

GROUP: 1 QUANTITY: 4 SYSTEM PRICE: $3,634.00 GROUP TOTAL: $14,536.00
'-- .....L. =:::::J
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I On-5lte InstallatIon D~hned (900-9997)

r

I FactoI)' Installed Software: Verltas Professtonal,Power Suite (420-2834)
; Feature RapidRaiis for Dell Rack,1U PowerVault 1121 (31D.1813)
1SeNies: Type 3 Contract. Next Business Day Parts and Labor On-5ite Res'ponse, Initial Year (950-4900)

IService: Type 3 Contract· Next Business Day Parts and Labor On-5ite Respo05e, 2YR Extended (950-
4902)

1
l___

I Installation.

fBiSe Unit: I Power'Jault 112T,1U,DLTVS80.40/80GB,1 DriVe (221.0700) ~--~--- --_._- ---1rHard Drjve"-;C~o-n7tr-o";";"e-r-:----+l~c~o.:.;:ni-tr:::O:::lle:.=r~C~a...:.Td7,~39~1;;::S~O,..::C~a::-:bl::-:e:.;;ln.;..c:';:lu:":d;':ed~(~34~O::-:-6~2:'=8~8);=';~";":'~~-_'- '~~~~-----l

! SALES REP; I LUCIAN KACPERSKI PHON.E: 1 888-977.3J~~ =]
:1:::=::-.:::-=E;;;m;;a;i1iA;d:.;;dr;;..e;:.;s:;,.s.;..:.J.1.~L:.:.U....;;c..:..I!l...:.n;.:;_:.:..K:..:.:a-"cp~e:;;;rs,;:;,:.;;ki~@~D:.:el:;,.I;;...c:..:o:.:,;m..:...- ~__-J.__----:P~h:.:,;o:.:n.:.:e:..:E=x.:.::..t: i ,.;,.654~6...;,8 .....J)

UPS rack mount Systems and Equipment racks -

AR62156LK

TERnOO·77

UPS Scl\'Or Rll';k .

71~ ~qulp~I'ItRIl;;k'

4
\

3

$ 1,9~<l.OO $... '".""'" ...........
$ 975.00 $

1.na.DO

2.~OO

Ex.hibit 1 -
Arnarican Power Conversion Pl'icing

~r,.e.irt" eNect:ivlI1, .Qi.-'lIIn~<l'S

He\SheiterVS 2SU EndollJre w/li(e~ CmiGi1s
Lmn frcnlDcor ~ekt -USPS

S7,~~x 19.s6~ 41 ,5Dflnl
14\,S4[1H~

120.65lcerl:)

1b,4 2WO

AR10JlA li,tSh.tt" EP 4/U Base EnclQSlJr~ °mign; l&4,M~bs) B1 ,no. 3O,M. 49,OO(in) nt,(l4~1"'9S 10'!'t 1539 ?OOO
G''', frlll'lt Door Be:ge l/4,5S(Ki/of) 2/0.9S, 76.20.

114A~",nt}

!lRl!D1A lielSh.tter EP 4ZU EIP fnd05Vrt ~ 3l9,~O(fll) 87.nO, 30.00. 41,OO(in) 7JlJIMO,"'te 999 1m 19W
Glm rront ooor Be~e 14S,DD(~llol) 220,91. 76.2a,

124A,{"",t)

!:B1OO1!ID NelShellor EP 4ZU E~ fndQlUrt Opli~ns 3IMU(j~1) 91.00' 30M' 41,DD\in) 7313040141~ 999 lJl9 lBOt
y.,t.d frGlll Ooor Beige 1'5,Go(lclol) 220.9B. 75,Z~,

12H£{oent]

NlllOO/\ NOSHfLTIR ZlU CABJNfT ~ 26J,Oij(lbl) 5l,00. JOXlO. 46.00(in) nI3lJxo1l471 ~q9 125, 1;25
m,64(kilol) 13'1.~2. IE,lo.

1l6.ll4(oort)

AH11DA H~l"..h.lttr IP 4/U Bun~le with ~JQll1Jns 445.M(lIlsI aHD, JC,tO,19,OO(i.j 7Jl1GolO1lIS6 W,6 14114 JooO
14 Owo $-UPS lM ZD2.21(kIJ'sl 2209a. 76.10,

llH6(<ent)
AAIJJ5A 1/otS".tt~r EP 41U Buntl••ilII ~~ m.GOllbsl 87.00. lO,O~, .9.000n) m~4~lmO 1~74 1359 )5)5

2100•• SoUPS RM m.64(\:i/o,) 220.9a.76.10,
114AO(<ent!

Cabling - total cost listed below is $ 37,251.30 less $ $ 7,624.98 = $ 29,626.32 final cost.
The SLD amount requested was reduced by $ 6,862.49 ($ 7,624.98 total) (due to reductlons in the cabling costs).

The cabling required surface mount raceways which not common to all cabling jobs, this is more expensive and
requlres considerably more labor. This is a multistory building with re-enforced concrete. Considering all this the
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cabling if divided by 100 students is $ 296lstudent. If divided by the then anticipated 150 users is $ 197.50. Ifdivided
by the October 2008 enrollment of 172 plus staffof 12 is 184 or $ 161.01.

425691 1177160 97072 CRITIENTON YOUTH ACADEMY

Mallu~ ~~!Mt Da;wl~ti<J!3 ' I 'allaC\Ul~:
Hubball

~.c~
Cr4 Sf CL!llJhl 2010 $Q.«J 3<&00.00

Hubooll PrQ\'ldlj & ln~1lI1 flOl c:Jt ~ local/(/f1:; Jb Ss.5tJ $16500
Hubbllll WR-i·12.l1 Wa~ Clbilillts Z $' 540.65 :$1,08UO

HullbClll :;..H64-B2"l p~i,.;d<i a inlllah (~> :M pbrt (:<11 5Pllh;h P&ne~ 1 $jeu~ $7M.do

CRI9t6...'v
P,civldf:l do ln8lllll (2\ ""ri1!""\~l nkk.~t n.ile

iHubbe! m..nagem~", brDdkm: . ~45.00 ~90.00
Pr;Md<! & rnstall {301 RJ4~ j,lck, "lid t.C;g~lItG,

Paodlij 5G~8H\.1~5 tD' Cat 5 ll$atf~n ~drrnlnatl(Jll 3D ~.IO '$1IUIO
HtJbbl>~ SIl~l!I~~wlrarhotd Rdcm(,.,y

,
Custonl GO S 49".lll'l r2•940,OO

€(~Jklllfl CU~(lt11 Power ~I~ tll1d . EIW $' tS'.5D 9,Joo.OO
CoJ1dud S~$I.itl /Ot' l..Qc:"f.I A~ lIletWori

Tokl M.1t~rial~ for Cll,~I,nb, -te'mtrJtlab.
.' . .' bondI/it: $15,ln1.:10

TOial inm~lL1lilllj cJ~t$ lot callI/rig. bOlldtJt, ,

"" •
& l'Clrn'!lntitilln: $ 21.~BI)OO.

Cost for mamtenance ~ This cost was not included in the SLD funding request, USAC made an error in assuming it
was a part of the overall project as indicated in the Cost Effective response from Mr. Allman on 3 27 2009 - from
page 2 we have inserted below.

VII, Please prOVIde the dmils of the cost of the insa,lbtion, warranty, m~intBn ..nce,
per diem, travel and configuration in the amount of $111,356.00. F'lease pro'lide
the list of ~qu'lpment bf-jng mainrained. '1l contract for that m3incenance
agnlement, the number of houn ~n<l COlH a$.$ociamd with each and ev~r'y piece
of equipment. the breakdown or the per diem c.osts. the br~kdown or the tr-avel
expcn:i'e5, and all other relevant details exptaining Why the.s-e com ~re 51% of
your t()tal request.

We neve no knowledge concerning thi$ amount it is s.hown on lilt: Lisr ofServices but
is Mt intJuded in the tarol or $119.3'96,9 " We wert not invoJced (or this amwM{and
we have not pmd rnh $ t 12',J56.00.

Condusion -

1 . The school did not violate either USACIFCC or local procurement rules. It posted the request for services in a
detailed manner to allow open and fair bidding and waited the required 28 days.

2 ~ By virtue of the schools matching funds requirement, the school did evaluate price as a primary consideration. In
addition presentation of the GSA and California contracts would lead a reasonable person to believe that pricing
would also meet the USACIFCC requirements fOT cost effectiveness. The requested services met the objel"iS of the
technology plan. -
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3 - The school believed that the proposal was a viable solution and was of the best value to the school. Since the
school did not have prior experience with the vendor nor did it have competing bids to compare, it relied on the
presentation of contracts. Lastly, we point out that in order to obtain these contracts the vendor must have
demonstrated a level of professionalism, pricing and quality ofwork in order to secure these competitive contracts.

4 - The school followed local and state procurement regulations - Arizona Reviscd Statues are inserted below.

Historical Note
Adopted effective February 4, 1988 (Supp. 88-t).

ARTICLE 10. SCHOOL DISTRICT PROCUREMENT

IN GENERAL
R7-2-1001. Definitions
In this Article, unless the conteJi.t otherwise requires:

I. "Advantageous to the school disrrict~ means in the best interest of the school district; does not ncce.ssarily mean lowest bid/cost.
56. "Nonprofit educational or public health institution" means any educational or public health institution, no part of the income of

whi"h i.s distributable f.O its members, dircctl)fS, or offieers.
64. "Price analysis" means Inc evaluation ofprice data.
65. "Price data" means information concerning prices, including profit, for materials, services or construction substantially similar to

those being procured under a contract or subcontract. In this definition, "prices" refers to offered or proposed selling prices.
historical selling prices or current selling prices of the items being purchased.

68. "Public procurement unit" means either a local public procurement unit, the Arizona Department of Administration, or any other
state or an ageney of th.: United States.

R7-2-1O]I. Bid Evalu.tion and Award
A The contract shall be awarded to the lowest responsible and responsive bidder whose bid conforms in all material respects to the

requirements and evaluation ('fiteria set forth in the invitation for bids. No criteria may be used in bid evaluation that are not set forth in
the invitation for bids. The amount of any applicable transaction privilege or use tax of a political subdivision of this state is not a factor
in determining the lowest bidder, it" a competing bidder located uutside of this state is not subject to a transaction privilege or use tax of a
political subdivision of this state.

R7~2~I03:Z. Only One bid received
If only one responsive bid is received in response to an invitation for bids, an award may be made to the single bidder iftne school district
determines that thc price submitted is fair and reasonable, and that either other prospective bidder:; had reasonable opportunity to respond, or
there is not adequate time for resolicitation. Otherwise the bid may be rejected in whole or in part as may be specified in the :solicitation if it is
advantageous to the sehool district

R7·2·1067. Ev.aluatioD and contrut award where price is au evaluation factor
If price is one ufthe evaluation factors for contract award set forth in the request for propusals, the school district shall evaluate proposals and
award the contract in accordance with Sections R7-2-1 048 through R7-2·1 050, and after the school district makes a written determination that
the compensation is fair and reasonable. If price is one of the evaluatiun factors, no contract may be awardoo solely on the basis of pricc.

5 - We admit the school did make a clerical error by not following the USAC suggestion of documenting or
memorializing the single bid.

6 - The school did not intentionally mislead SLDruSAC by misrepresenting the actual users or students but completed
its Erate forms with the best possible information it had available.

7 - We certify that no waste, fraud or abuse of the Erate program has occurred.

8 - We certify that current enrollment as of the 40"' day reporting this year to the Arizona Department of Education is
182 students.
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From: Cindy LePert
sent: Tuesday, September 29,20094:15 PM
To: George Allman
Subject: Attendance

ADA/ADM by Date Crittenton Youth Academy
Reporting Period: 8/3/09 to 9/28/09

Number
1
2
3
4

5
6
7

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

Date
6/3/09
6/4/09
8/5/09
8/6/09
8/7/09
8/10/09
8/11/09
8/12/09
8/13/09
8/14/09
6/17/09
6(18/09
8(19/09
6(20/09
6/21/09
6/24/09
3/25/09
8/26/09
8/27/09
8/28(09
8/31/09
9/1/09
9/2/09
9/3/09
9/4/09
9/8/09
9/9/09
9/10/09
9/1l/09
9/14/09
9/15/09
9/16/09
9/17/09
9(18/09
9/21/09
9/22/09
9/23/09
9/24/09
9/25/09
9/28/09

Day Membership
MON (A) 180.00
TUE (Al 164.00
WED (A) 182.00
THU (A) 182.00
FRI {A} 179.00
MON (A) 180.00
TUE (A) 184.00
WED (Al 190.00
THU (A) 193.00
FRl (Al 191.00
MON (A) 186.00
TUE (A) 188.00
WED {Al 187.00
THU (A) 187.00
FR! (Al 188.00
MON (Al 190.00
TUE (A) 191.00
WED (Al 192.00
THU (A) 192.00
FRI (A) 193.00
MON (A) 194.00
TUE (A) 194.00
WED (A) 19200
THU (A) 193.00
FRI (A) 192.00
TUE (A) 194.00
WED (A) 191.00
THU (A) 189.00
FRI CA) 191.00
MaN (A) 188,00
TUE(A) 188.00
WED (A) 185.00
THU (A) 183.00
FRI (A) 182.00
MON (A) 183.00
rUE (Al 187,00
WED (Al 188.00
THU (A) 190.00
FRI CA) 191.00
MON CA) 191.00

Attendance
180.00
181.00
172.50
174.50
172,00
174.50
174.75
179.25
186.25
180.50
175.25
176.75
180.75
174.75
178.50
179.25
186.25
184.25
183.75
184.75
175.00
182.00
163,00
185,75
181.00
183.50
185.00
178.75
183.25
177.75
177.5C
178.75
176.00
174.50
174.75
176.75
177.00
177.25
17750
179.00

Total:
Average:

7526.00
18B.15

7165.50

179.14

9 - We certify that funds were not improperly disbursed, or in a manner inconsistent with the statute or the
Commission's rules and there was not a failure to adhere to core program requirements
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-
10 - We certify that if required to repay the USAC dispersed amount it would cause undue hardship on the school and
Phoenix community for which we serve as a non profit organization. We assert that these clarifications and special
circumstances included in this document warrant the appeaL

II - We certify that improvements to our record keeping policies have been implemented.

Sincerely,

Crittenton Youth Services
George Allman I CFO
715 West Mariposa Street
Phoenix, AZ 85013
(602) 2884585
FAX (602) 274.7549
GAllman@FLOCRIT.ORG

Florence Crittenton
Where HopI? Comes to Life

Attachmen ts -

Attachment "A" • Cost Effectiveness response 3 27 2007
Attachment "8" - USAC Demand payment letter 8 07 09
Attachment "C"· USAC appeal clarification 5 08 2009
Attachment "D" • Funding adjustment appealS 22 09
Attaebment "E" • Original quote funding request item 21
Attachment "F" - USAC appeal decision letter 8 05 09
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Florence Crittenton Services of Arizona, Inc.
d/b/a Crittenton Youth Academy

Cost Effectiveness Review
Funding Year 2004, Application No. 425691

Preface
The questions submitted for response appear to be based on an "Itemized List of
Services" prepared by the contractor, RMSI, as a part of their proposal. This list totals
$219,396.0 I. The actual project was adjusted and the final total was $211,771.03 with a
90% E-Rate discount of $190,593.92 and the school's portion of $21,177.1 I.

On this list is an entry for installation, warranty, maintenance, per diem, travel, and
configuration in the amount of $1 12,356.00. It should be noted this amount is not
included in the total of $219.396.01. In addition, this amount was never invoiced to
Crittenton Youth Academy and was never paid.

Please see the accompanying Recap of Application 425691 for details.

Dan Johnston, the former principal of Crittenton Youth Academy, is no longer with the
school. Our responses are based on our knowledge of the existing installed system and
documents maintained in our files pertaining to this application.

Questions and Responses

I. Please prOVide the make and model number for all of the equipment requested
in the amount of $219,396.0 I.

See the accompanying Recap ofApplication 425691 os it lists the make and model
numbers of 0/1 equipment We were not able to verify 0/1 of these numbers with the
currently existing equipment

II. Please explain why 6 - 24 POrt switches are needed for 100 students in the
amount of $15,570.00.

These switches connect many components within the system including the 100
students, 6 teachers, servers, backup devices, and printers.

NOTE: The request Clnd response should state 150 students. The originaf
Form 471 indicated 1.50 Clnd our average daily attendance averl1g"'s 150­
160.



III. Please explain what equipment the 4 - UPS units are backing up in the amount of
$7,736.00.

The school is located on the second floor ofa two story building. Two units are in the
main equipment room downstairs backing up the two servers and two units are each in
separate closets upstairs backing up the various switches leading to the student and
teacher terminations.

IV. Please explain what equipment is being backed up by the 4 tape back-up systems
in the amount of $17,696.0.

When the proposal was submitted to the school our IT department rejected the
proposed 'Trovan" backup units as being outdated and slow. We requested the
vendor substitute these with "LTO" units. There are two LTO's in the server room and
these are being used to backup the domain and (lIe servers. It does appear there are
two 'Travan" units installed inside these servers but these are not being used.

V. Please explain what equipment is being housed in the 3 - 77" equipment racks in
the amount of $2,925.00.

We alread'f' had racks in the main equipment room and as a result only one additional
77" rack was installed and used. We were only invoiced for one unit The switches are
currently housed in this rack.

VI. Please provide the make and model number of the 2 wall mount mini racks in
the amount of $2,250.00 and detail what equipment is being housed in them.

We examined these mini racks and were not able to locate any labels which would
provide the make and model numbers. There is one in each ofthe closets upstairs
holding the switches which feed lines to the student and teacher terminals.

Also, we were nat able to (lnd the amount, $2,250.00, on the equipment list or the
invoices. We believe these "mini racks" are listed as Hubbell Madel WR·2424 wall
cabinets at $540.65 each for a total of $1,081.30.

VII. Please provide the details of the cost of the installation, warranty, maintenance,
per diem, travel and configuration in the amount of $1 12,356.00. Please provide
the list of equipment being maintained, a contract for that maintenance
agreement, the number of hours and cost associated with each and every piece
of equipment the breakdown of the per diem costs, the breakdown of the travel
expenses, and all other relevant details explaining why these costs are 51 %of
your total request.

We have no knowledge concerning this amount It is shown on the List of Services but
is not included in the total of $219,396.91. We were not invoiced for this amount and
we have not paid this $112,356.00.



-----------~-----------------~-_._- - - -

VIII. Please provide the list inc::luding make and model numbe.rs of the components
making up the domain/file server in the amount of $13,888.11.

We cannot easify do this. The server is in use and we are hesitant to shut down the
server and open the CQse to inspect the components.

IX. Please explain why 6 - codec video encoders are needed in the amount of
$26,928.00.

The six video encoders are installed in the teachers' computers and are for the purpose
of presenting audioJv1deo instrUcDon and material to the students.

X. Please explain the details of the multipoint control induding the usage and how
the cost of $28.712.50 was determined.

We were /lot able to identifY this item; it may be an internally installed component we
do not fina'. We do not know how the cost was determined.

Xl. What equipment is being housed in the cabinets and racksr

There are two wall cabinets in the upstairs closets housing the 24 port switches;
one 77" equipment rack in the downstairs equipment room housing switches; and
four UPS server racks housing the UPS units.

XII. Please expla.in how the cost of the baystack 380-24T was determined in the
amount of $7,995.00.

Our files do not provide any information on how the cost ofthis component was
determmed.

XIII. Please explajn the power poles and conduit for the LAN in the amount of
$9,300.00.

This is additional electrical wiring (nol present in our existing building) to provide
electrical power to the two upstairs dosets for switches and wiring for swdent
computers in one of the six dassrooms which did not have existing power wiring.

XIV. . Please explain the details of the installation costs of the cabling. conduit and
termination including the total number of drops, the cost per drop and all of the
tasks being provided in the amount of $21,380.00.

Our fjles do not provide any derailed information on the breakdown of this cost. The
only description available is the US{ ofServices which indicates 2,000 feet ofcable, 30
locations with RJ45 jocks. etc.




