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September 28, 2009

Request for Appeal -CC Docket No. 02-6
Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary

Federal Commumnications Commission
Office of the 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 Sth,

2009, a PDF of that letter is attached.

Regarding: CC Docket No. 02-6

o Billed Entity Number: 97072

¢ Name of BEN: Crittenton Youth Services

¢ Contact person name: George Aliman

e Contact information:  GAllman@FLOCRIT.ORG
715 West Mariposa Street
Phoenix, AZ 85013
(602) 288.4585
FAX (602) 274.7549

e Form 471 Application Number: 425691
¢ Funding Request Numbers (FRNs): 1177160,

SLD Action Appealed: Letter Dated May 22, 2009 - Administrator’s Decision on Commitment

Adjustment Letter— Denied in full.
e Reason for denial:

According to our records it was determined that an April 2, 2008 (during the Cost
Effective Review process) you fuiled to provide spacific answers to cost effective
concerns. On that same date you also stated (in response to 2 USAC request w
provide a description of row you chose vour service provider as a cost effecuve
source for the services requesied) that you did not conduct an RFP process or bid
the reyuested services. To the best of your knowledge the vendor was chosen
from @ list ot approved vendors on file with the State. During the course of the
appeal review. you were asked 10 provide detailed documentation justifying the
cost effectiveness of the requested products and services, specifically the cost per
student, the cost per piece of equipment, the cost per cabling drop, the aumber of
ports per student, the cost of the server, the cost of inswllation, the cost of the
muitiport control unit (as the quote provided with the appeal is not representative
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of the actual unit purchased, the guote is that of & unit with much grealer capacity)
and the high cost of the baysiack. The USAC reguest for additional mformation
{senl on May &, 2009) was indicated due on May 26, 2009, On May t8, 2009 you
were issued a reminder for the requested information. On May 22, 2009 you
submitted response documentation that included: "Background® with regard 1o the
mole of Florence Crittenton Services, "Available Information” with regard 10 Dan
Johnston no longer being an employee (it is noted that five year retention of
documentation is required per FCC ruling, see CC Ducket No. 02-6, Fifith Repors
and Order), "Appeat Information and Comments” mainty cxpressing your point of
view on appeal with regard to the individua) cost effective concerus, a copy of
your Form 470 o support your claim that 150 students are enralled and not 106 as
determined during the cost cffective review (it is poted that the Form 470 cannot
be used w validate student count), and the lterm 21 support documentation titled as
"Anachment 2" and "Anachment 3", However, vou failed o provide the
requesied cost effective documeniation, USAC has determingd that the above
funding request for Internal Connections has not been justified as being cost
¢ffective as required by the Schools and Libraries Support Mechanism's rules and
procedures. UISAC has determined that the costs of the products and services in
vour funding request were significantly higher than the costs generally available
iny your markeiplace for the same or similar products or services. 1n addition, the
technotogy plans for requested services were not based on an assessment of the
applicants reasonable pneeds. There is ng evidence that the reason for excessive
costs were due to extenuating circumstances. Conscauently, the appeal is denied,

¥CC rules requite that the schools and Libraries retain all docnments related o the
application for, receipt, and delivery of discounted telecammunications and other
supported sérvices for at least five vears after the last day of service delivered ina
particular Funding Year. Auny document that demonstrates compliance with the
statutory or regulatory reguirements for the schools and libraries mechanism shall
be retaiped us well. See 47 C.F.R. sec. 54.516{a}). The spplicants and servies
providers are further required 1o produce such records upon o request of any
representative (including any auditor) appoisied by a state education department,
the Administrator, the FCC or any iocal, state or federnl] ageney with jurisdiction
over the entity. See 47 C.F.R. 54.516(b). For funher guidance on the FCC's
recordkeeping requirements, Sce Schools and Libraries Univarsal Service Support
Mechanism, CC Docket No. 02-6, Fifth Report and Order and Order, 19 FCC Red
15808,13823-15826, paras. 47-50 {rel. Auy. 13, 2004).

FCC rules require applicants to “submii a complete description of the services
they seek so that it may be posted for competing service providers 1o evaiuate”
and formulate bids. Sew Federal-State Joint Board an Universal Service, CC
Blocket No. 96~-43, Report and Order, 12 FOC Red 8778, 9076, FCC 97-157, pora.
570, 575 (rel, May 8, 1997), The applicant’s FCC Form 470 should infonn
potentizl bidders if there is, or is tikely to be, an RFP relating to panticular
services indicated on the form. Vo the extent that the applicant also relics on an
RFP as the busis of its vendor selection, that REP must also be available ta
bidders for 28 days. Se2 Requesr for Review of the Decision of the Universal
Service Administrator by Ysketa Independent School Thstrict, etal,,CC Docket
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Nos. 96-45 and 97-21, Order, 18 FCC Red 26423-26424, FCC (03-313, paru. 39
{rel. Dec. &, 2003).

FCC rules siate that, in sclecting a service provider, the applicant must carcfully
consider all bids submitied and must select the most cost-elfective service or
equipment offering. with price being the primary factor, which will result in being
(he most cost-effective means of meeting educational needs and the rechnology
plan goals, Sez 47 CF.R. sces. 54.511(a), S4.504(b)(2)tvii), 54.504(c){ 1) xi).

See also Requesi for Review of the Decision of the Universal Service
Administrator by Ysleta Independent School District, etal.,CC Dockel Nos, 96-45
and 97-21, Order, 18 FCC Red 26407, FCC 03-313, paras, 47-55 {Dec. 8, 20073
{Ysleta Qrder). Service providers shall niot charge the emitics a price above the
Jowest commesponding price. See 47 C.F R, sec. 34.511 (b). In order to ensure that
the applicants arc not requesting discounts for services bevand their reasonahle
nceds, USAT denies funding requests) for uot being cost-effective the costs of
the products and serviees in a funding requcst are significantly higher than the
costs generatly available in the applicant's marketplace for the same or similar
products ot services. For example, equipment at prices two or three times greater
than the prices available from commercial vendors would not be cost efective.
unless there were exiznuating circumstances. See Yslew 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 1o our program by Juvenile Justice Agencies, Department of Economic Secunty 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 form 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 Schedule i CA Multiple Award Schedule
[ Contract Number: GS-35F-4239D |  Contract Number: 3-96-70-0260A

For this application (see inserts on page 4) internal connections in the amount of $ 219,396.01 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 1§ 6,862.49 due to reductions in the cabling costs.

425691 1177160 97072 CRITTENTON YOUTH ACADEMY IC $197,456.41 0 $190,593.92 0% 50%
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Background: Continued

On November 30%, 2005 Bearing Point issued a notice of site visit to be conducted on December 8%, 2005. A
follow up request from USAC on Cost effectiveness was received and a response provided to USAC on March 27%,
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 effective review and subsequent follow up appeals, Mr. George Allman provided discussion and
correspondence with USAC but did not have intimate knowledge 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 1s
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.

¢ emememegm e eemsecesae s avs % e (WU TIANT LY et BTRLIAS DAL ser

After a thorough investigation, it has been determined that this funding commitment must be
rescinded in {ull. During the course of a review. it was determincd that the funds were
erroneously committed for the funding request 1177160, which was not justified as cost
cftective. The FCC rules require that, in sclecting the service provider, the applicant st
select the most cost effective service or equipment offering. with price heing the primary
factor, which will result in it being the most effective means of meeting educatiosa) necds and
technology plan gaals, Additionally. the applicants’ teelnology plans for requested services
should be based on an assessment of their reasonable ngeds. Applicants that request services
that are beyond their reasonable needs and thus not cost effective have violated the above
rules. Since FRN 1177160 exceeded the applicant’s reasonable needs, this funding
comnmitment is rescinded in full and SLI witl seck recovery of any disbursed funds from the
applicant,

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 schoo) 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 has determined that taking into consideration the cast per student, the
cost per plece of equipment, the cost per cabling drop, the number of ports per student,
the cost of the server, the cast of installation, the unjustified amount of the multiport
control unit and the high cost of the baystack, it is deemed that FRN 1177150 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 “D”.

On August 5, 2009 USAC issued an appeal Decision letter denying the appeal, a USAC demand payment letter was
issued on August 7%, 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, se 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 form 470 was 100. It is also important to note that the NLSP data 1s reported by ADE is 1 year

behind the calendar year.

Arizona Depantment of Education
National School Lunch Programs
Free Reduced Percentage Report 2003-2004
March 2003 Claim Data

BT

078308000 |Florence Crtienton Svcs. of AZ Inc.  |0785C80C1 |Crittenton Youth Academy

Anizona Department of Education
National School Lunch Programs
Free and Reduced Percentage Report SY2004-05
March 2004 Claim Data

(7-96-08-400 Florsnce Crilenlon Services of Arizona, In¢. (76668401 Cettenton Youh Academy

Arizena Department of Education
Schoal Nutrition Programs
Report of Charter and Public Schools
Free/Reduced as Percent of Total Eligible

Claim Month of October 2005
78608000  Florence Critienton Services of Arizona, Ing.

Arizona Department of Education
National School Lunch Frogram
Free and Reduced Perzentage Report
March 2006 Claim Data

073006000 Florence Crtienton Senves of Arizona. Ine. 078606001 Critenton Youth Acadenny

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

5788080CC |Florence Crittenion Services of Afzana. Inc. | 5488

’ 4300 (076603001 ‘Criﬁsnton Youth Academy

14 0 UL

] b id
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s‘ 134‘ HE
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NSLP FreeiReduced as Perceni of Total Eligible
Claim Mcnth of Ociober 2008
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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;

[ ]

s 3 professional development strategy;

® an assessment of telecommunications services, hardware, software, and other services needed;

« budget resources; and an ongoing evaluation process
CTDS Name _ Start Date | End Date | Rural/Urban
07-86-08-
700 Florence Crittenton Services 08/01/2003 | 66/30/2007 |  Urban J

Last updated 5/17/2007 ( from ADE state wide report)

3 - The USAC Demial letter states the technology plan did not reflect the applicant needs.
in your marketplace for the same or similar products or services. 1n addition. the
technology plans for requested services were not based on an assessment of the
applicants reasonable needs. There is no evidence that the reason for excessive

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

Vision Statement

Students wil! be given the cpportunities to gain skills necessary to cotnpete in higher education and
the work [urces. Students of CY A will have strong technological advantages over students [Tom
typical charter schools. Internet access will be available in all classrooms. Computerized curriculum
will be an option for students in alf core academic subjects for all grade levels offered.

i, De;sc—ri?c student and programumatic nesds that rhe agency plans to address through educational
technology.

a.- Curriculum Integration
We have made a recent addition of educational software which provides curriculumn for
-grades 7 through 12 ir each of the core subject areas, The software is currently available in
=*" only one classroom. We are currently applying for E-Rate funds which will enable us to
nerwork the rest of the classrooms so that the curriculum will be available Lo all tcachers
i];.nd s:ituc}jenm The curriculuim has already been aligned to meet Arizona Academic
Standards,

c. Ecuitable Use of Technology

C arrently, we have one computer [or every 1wo students. Qur current goal is to muintain
this ratio as the school continues to grow. Fach clussroom is well supplied with
technology. As mentioned above, we are atterapting 1o network the entire school 50 that
all classrooms will have the same resources.
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1. Goal: Improve student academic achievement through the use of technology in elementary and
secondary schools with a target of fully integrating tec inology into the academic curriculum by

Decembar 2006.

Strmegic Long-Range Tecknology Plan. 03/04/2005

District Objectives for Goal 1.

1. Expand aur comiputet based curricuium to be an available option in all classrooms.

2. Expand our stucert network to include all student cemputers.

Objective Stratesy Acenuntability Measure Timeline
{Task %
Dowe /Year)
Numker 1 Make our computer based | Each core academic 172002
curteulum software | ciassroom should have a
avaiiable to all teachers in minimum of 5 student
all core academic computers equipped with
classrooms Anywhere Laarning
Systems software.
¢ Numier 2 Network all student Completion of network of all | 1/2006

computers which will aliow

camputers

the scftware to be usac on
the network

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 of products 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.

10 k. Internal Connections .
Do you have o Request for Pro_posat (RFP) that specifi ies me servlces you are seekmg ? 1
T P T AT 7 e S

2 o YES, I hiave an RFP. It is available on the Web af or via {check one):
I” the Contact Person in ltem 6 or Tithe contact listed in Item 11.

n &

n* NO ldo not have an RFP for thcse serv:ccs _

Service or Function: ,;Qmmnty and/or Capacity:

cabling/network electronics ‘ 150 users

network file server ) L 150 users

network operational software ) 150 users ;
e-mail server 120 users
¢-mail service software 20 users ]
firewall server 150 users
firewall server software {150 users :
battery backup 1150 users

cabinets 156 users

CSU/DSU and Router 150 users

codec 150 users

Media Converter 150 users

monitors for eligible servers 150 users

laptop computer fto support file servers 3
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on site techrical support and maintenance [50 users

extended warranty per SLD conditions to be determined

freight sssurance fees ] t0 be determined

training per SLID conditions 150 users

Jocat area network 150 users

network switches 150 users

power pofes 150 users » :
pvbx IS0 users
web server 150 users ?‘i
configuration charges to be determined i
constraction costs Eto be determined

contingency fees - Ito be determined ;

per diem and shipping charges ifo be determined b
taxes and surcharges lto be determined |

58 users

In FCC order DA-06-486A1 (Pasadena Unified) we find on page 2 paragraph 4 -

“Under program rules, applicants may purchase eligible services 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
reguirements and state procurement law”.

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

According to our records it was determined that on April 2, 2008 (during the Cost
Effcctive Review process) you failed to provide specific answers to cost effective
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
source for the services requested) that you did not conduet an RFF process or bid
the requested services. To the best of your knowledge the vendor was chosen
from a list of approved vendors on file with the State. During the course of the

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 1 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 coniractual pricing with other government agency awards).

The clerical error made was not to memorialize the decision in a wriiten 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.

' 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 of beneficiaries,
resulting in a significant rumber of applications for E-rate support being denied.”

As Mr. Allman wrote on page 3 of the May 22, 2009 USAC appeal —

Dan Johnston as principal of our ¢harter high school directed the development, application and
installation of this funding project. He is no tonger an employee of Fiorence Crittenton
Services having left more than two years ago to accept 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 and records that may not be complete and definitely do not have the
detait 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 | will atternpt 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 Bld Response Log

Page al
Funiling Year: 2004
Folll'l ‘70 bﬂo,: T o AIIowa"rl.qullracl Dm.:: Jmmm—————nm, pmmnm— g 2y, oy yywymmnmm—nwnm— e e
i B S Vendos Resyonse Inf i |
Foini 470 Service 91 Functien® FRN™ Date Contart Typa : Vendor . SPIN Camimants i
Tslasemmunicatipns Services j ]
Inresnel Access
Internal Connecrlons !

— ; -
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‘E-Rate Bid Assessment Worksheet

i Page
Funding Year :2004

JR—

Projact of Servi
‘Deaaipilon

W

i3 v
| P
k

Vendor Scmlhq _(use additinnai workshaets f nscass-ary)' B
B £ {1 { )

! Yendor #1 J Vendor #2 Vendor #3 Vendor #4 Vandor #5
R 1. Raw_ TWeigtmad| | Row [Weigined| | Raw_[woighted| | Raw [Weighted| | Raw [Weighted
-Selectian Critedla Welght' Scere** | Score'™ Score Senre Score Score Score Score Score Score

T

‘Prices;Charqes

Undeistanding »f Neads

Prior Expaiience

Paissunel Gualiicatlens

iFinancial Stabitlty

-Other {descnbe)

‘

B : %
I ] !
! e i .

Vendor Selected: . [ .1 [BldAssessruent Comments, Mneedes. |

5 ~ Categorical justification for funding —

During the process of the Cost Effective Review, you were asked tb provide detailed
documentation justifying the cast elfectiveness of the requested services and progucts within the
funding request. USAC has determined that taking into consideration the cost per studant, the
cost per plece of equipment, the cost per cabling drop, the number of ports per student,
the cost of the server, tho cost of installation, the unjustified amount of the multiport
controi unit and the high cost of the haystack, it is deemed that FRN 1177160 is excessive
and therefore not cost effective. FCC Rutes state that, i selecting a service provider, the
applicant must carefully conslder all bids submitted and must select the most cost-sffective
service or equipment offering, with price being the primary factar, which wili resuit in being the
mosi cost-effective means of meeting educational needs and the technology plan goals.

USAC denied your funding request because it was delermined that the costs of the products and
services in your funding request were significantly higher than the costs generally availabie in
your marketplace for the same or similar products or sarvices, There is no evidence thai 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 reads —

When is this determination made?
“USAC's principal evaluation of cast effectiveness occurs dunng the PIA review process. it can
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involve an individual funding request or alf funding requests for an enfity.”

What is Cost Effectiveness?

“When USAC determines that the cosls of the products and services in a funding request are
significantly higher than the costs generally available in the applicant’s markelplace 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 cost effective, uniess there were extenuating
circumstances. Applicants will be contfacted and given an opportunity to justify the costs of the
products or services that seem to be nof cost effective prior to a final determination by USAC.”

“In cases where you receive only one bid, we suggest that you memonialize this fact with an email fo yourself or a memo to the file.
This will help to document that you didn't 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 concluded that
Telecommunications services, internet access, and internal connections would be funded.20 The
Commussion concluded that schools and libraries “should have maximum flexibility to purchase
the package of services they believe will most effectively meet their communications needs.”21
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 per Student —

and Order), "Appeal Information and Comments” mainly expressing your pofnt of
view on appeal with regard to the ndividual cost effective concerns, a copy of
your Form 470 to support your claim that 150 students are enrolled and not 100 as
determined during the cost effective review (it is noted that the Form 470 cannot
be used to validate student count), and the Item 21 support documentation titled as
"Auachment 2" and "Atwtachment 3". However, you failed to provide the
requested cost effective documentation. 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/ 150 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 c¢laim 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 -1) 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 Main Distribution
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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.

Category: Internal Connections

Removable Media Sofutions Inc. "RMSF  §PiN: 1d301 7420

Nerelzed List of Sérvicad fof _ : RvISH
Grittenton Youth Acadery Entlty urmber: $7074
Photnic, AZ _ wh ¥ 4809) Wital e
Loca Aies Neiwoik, Ft Servere nd iax PR * 11HF b - —
Systems Hirdware; .
Wanuhacturer  Mode| Number  Descrfvlior Clartily:
Nortol ALZOIELS  Adosensing SwAh (26) 107100 BaskTA g s 258500 § 15.570.00
Business Poficy Svintch 2000 Aut esensirly Palidy Swich
Nordl ALI0N0  Sascade'Stacking odtel 8 W00 4 2300
Horel AL201B004  Sascado Médude Rituln Cabik § $£4500 § 147000
Lo . $ .
Hartel DUIAIZE05  PPasapot §4247 Rduding Swiich 1 § «f0i00 ¢ 4,598,00
Notta AIAIZED!  Baystack 380-247 Binhalond Ethera 1 §OTHS00 3 78%m
Switch il 24 R4 conrecibrs ] -
Exhibit -1 e
Pricing Tool: Cisco Product Price List e o o . .
Price List: Global Price List US Availability
Last Updated: 16/Jun/2004
L R
Catalyst 3750 Series
Catalyst 3750 Series Workgroup Switches
Product Number Product Description Service Category Price
WS-C3750G-24TS-S Catalyst 3750 24 10/100/1000T + 4 SFP Standard Multilayer C USD 6,995.00
WS-C31750G-24TS-E Calalyst 3750 24 10/100/1000T + 4 SFP Enhanced Multilayer C USD 10,990.00
WS-C3750G-24T-5 Catalyst 3750 24 10/100/1000T Standard Multitayer Image C USD 5.995.00
WS-C3750G-24T-E Catalyst 3750 24 10/100/1000T Enhanced Multilayer Image C USD 9,950 00
WS-C3750G-125-E Catalyst 3750 12 SFP Enhanced Multilayer Image C USD 11,990.00
WS§-C3750G-128-5 Catalys1 3750 12 SFP Standard Multilayer Image C USD 7,595.00
WS-C3750G-16TD-E Catalyst 3750 16 10/100/1000BT+ 10GbE (req XENPAK) Enh Image C USD 23,990.00
WS-C3750G-16TD-§ Catalyst 3750 16 10/100/1000B T+ 0GbE (req XENPAK) Std [mage C USD 19,995.00
WS-C3750-24TS-S Catalyst 3750 24 10/100 + 2 SFP Standard Multilayer Image C USD 3,995.00
WS-C3750-24TS-E Catalyst 3750 24 10/100 + 2 SFP Enhanced Multilayer Image C USD 5,990.00
WS-C375048TS-S Catalyst 3750 48 10/100 + 4 SFP Standard Multilayer Image C USD 6,995.00
WS-C375048TS-E Calaly:t 3750 48 10/100 + 4 SFP Enhanced Multilayer Image C USD 8,990.00

Catalyst 3750 Series Power over Ethernet Workgroup Switches
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Product Number

WS-C3750-24P8-S
WS-C3750-24PS-E
WS-C375048PS8-S
WS-C3750-48PS-E

Product Description

Catalyst 3750 24 10/100 PoE + 2 SFP Standard Image
Catalyst 3750 24 10/100 PoE + 2 SFP Enhanced Image
Catalyst 3750 48 10/100 PoE + 4 SFP Standard Imagc
Catalyst 3750 48 10/100 PoE + 4 SFP Enhanced Image

Exhibit -2

3Com SuperStack 3 Switch 4900 Family
SaperStack 3 Switch 4900 12-port 1001000 Switch
SuperStack 3 Switch 49005X.12-Pory 1000Baze-SX Switch
SuperStack 3 Swateh 4924 Y4-port 10/100/1000 Swirch

SuperStack 3 Switch 435D 12perte 161100/1000Base-T, 6 ports 10G0Base-SX, 6 GBIC Stots

#em Confidental Page §

Service Catcgory

a

a o o

3C17700
e
ICI1T7CE
2706

Ye:z
Ye:
Ye:
Ye

Price

USD 4,795.00
USD 6,790.00
USD 8,495.00
USD 10,490.00

$4,993.06
§7.200.0C
§9.955.00
513,983 C0

March Zotn, 2002

Video Distribution to the Classroom/VPBX — See exhibits 1, 2, and 3 below from vanous manufactures during the
same time period. There is a main Vpbx controller for the network and 6 individual decoders ( mpegl/Mpeg2) for

delivery to the individual ¢lassrooms.

i oIS a4 At o ®

RS URGXOIA  Wpoire Canliof Yret for Trahspbrling 1 $ 271250 §

Clazeracen ifofmadion
RMSI CIVasy CODECHVidao trmm : 8 $ 448800 %
R0 5AG Vidoo nnccdcr &nd dm:o:lé-

A tEOBrT YN i Cmime Prmdaidio . n . - - — -
Exhibit |- B} ) a
Pricing Tool: Cisco Product Price List . N
Price List: Global Price List US Availability
Last Updated: 16/Jun/2004
Cisco IP/VC Multipoint Control Unit (MCU)

Product Number Product Description Service Category

[PVC-3511-MCU

Prlcmg T ool CISCO Product I’r:ce Llst

Price List: Global Price List US Avallabllity
Last U dated 07/’0 /2005

Product Number
UNITY-PIMG-DIG

Product Description
PBX-IP Media Gateway-Digital

I[P/VC 3511 H.323 Videoconference Multipoint Control Unit D

Service Category
C

287128
8,928.00

Price
USD 24,950.00

A

Price
USD 4,000.00
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IP/TV Companents — The Cisco IP/TV product line is an end-to-end, complete network video solution. The Cisco CDN
solution combined with Cisco’s [P/TV Solution provides three video solutions in one, supporting live video, scheduled video,
and video on demand (VOD).

IPTV-3411-CTRL

IPTV-3423-BCAST

IPTV-CM-3.0

Exhlblt 2-

CL@qrn

SOFTWARE FOR CISCO

Cisco IP/TV 3411 Control Server
Cisco IP/TV 3423 Broadcast Server MPEG4, MPEG1, MPEG2
Cisco IP/TV Content Manager

$ 15,000
$ 27,000
3 5,000

EDUCATION PRODUCT,

CONTENT DELIVERY NETWORKS

i

PRICING INFORMATION

EDUCATION

RETAIL LIST
PART # PRODU!"T DESCRIPTIGN arty PRICE PRICE
[
N 1]
E-CnlL LM3-5 1.6 Cn-LEARN SHver M aqamant and Dlstrlbullnn Software 1 § 918000 | % 11,475.00
or |E-CnL LMS-S 1.6 [Cn-LEARN Gold Management and Distribution Software 1 $ £399480 % 67,493.25
En-LEARN Software Licenses (Yoar 1)
Lic-CnL Silver Cn-LEARN Software User Licenses per Teachar/Class (Silvar) 1 3 B1.00 | $ 101.25
or Cn-LEARN Scoftware per USER'S License (Silver) 1 & 54.0D0 [ & 67.50
Lic-CnlL Gold Cn-LEARN Software User Licensas par Teacher/Class (Gold) 1 ] 189.00 | § 236.25
gr Cn-LEARN Sofiware per USER'S License (Gold) 1 $ B1.00 [ &% t01.25
Cn-LEARN S and Maints ear 2 an. oni
55-CnL Silver Cn-LEARN Saftware Support and Maintance per Teacher/Class (Silver) 1 % 8100 (% 101.25
or Cn-LEARN Software per USER'S Support and Maintance (Silver) 1 5 5400 | % 67 50
S8.Cnl Gold Cn-LEARN Sofiware User Suppart and Mainatnce per Teacher/Class (Goid) 1 3 189.00 | % 236 25
or Cn-LEARN Software par USER?S Support and Maintance [(Gold) il ] 81.00 [ § 101 25
Ci - LEARN Installatjo
Cnl-Ins-Silver Cn-LEARN Installation Par Day (Silver) (Minimum 2 days) 1 % 1.,400.00 | $ 2 D00 od
Cnl-ins-Gold Cn-LEARN Instaillation Per Day (Gald) {Minimum 3 days) 1 5 140000 | § 2,000 DO
<nd nine
CnL-Trn-Silver Cnhn-LEARN Training {Silver) (Minimum 1 day) 1 $ 1,400.00 | & 2,000.00
CnL-Trm-Gold Cn-LEARN Training (Gold) (Minimum 2 days) 1 $ 140000 | % 2 000 00
ESTIMATES ESTIMATES
1 3-EEARN ated Piodu
118938 Cold Fusion Saoft Server Software License 1 $ 111800 | % 1,300.00
DMS-216 Cn-LEAFN Server from Dell (Base HW and O5), 1GB mem, 6x36GB Drives/RAID 1 § 900000 % 14,000.00
CnlL-SQL Sarvar Microsofl SQL Server License (for Gold ONLY) 1 T80 5 5 000 00
VDR-3000 Video/Dsta MPEG 1 / MPEG2 CD Encader (Anslog inputs ONLY) 1 5 699.00 | § 899.00
o1 |WYDR-3000DV Video/Data MPEG 1 / MPEG2 CD Encoder (Includes Digital and Analog inputs} 1 ¥ 89900 | § 1,199.00
E-133428 Monilor far Encoding Process 1 5 [EEI
VR-708HF YHS Hi-Fi 4 Head YHS Feed VCR with Cables 1 5 1689 DO
CC-9373 Digital Camcarder (OPTIONAL) 1 3 892.00
B-CDR Blank CE-R Recodring CD's for Above (50 Pack) 1 § 25 09
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Exhibit 3 -

DARVISION WORKGROUP 20014+ Server MSREP i

Featuras:

Tower Profile - Windows 2000 server OS5

5 Client Licenses (Basic Package)

Pentium 1117 Zenon Processor <D S3ANMHZ

512KB of Cache

SDRAM. 123MB

1.44r0B Floppy Disk Drive

SCSsl Cable ternal Fast & VVide

RAID Level ith 3Z2MR RAM

CD-RORM i
!
i
i

38GB Hard Dive (3) or (6)
MPEGT Data Rates
Clisnt Conneactlvity is through segmented
100Mb/s TP ports (DW+-040-108)

2-100Mb/a TP ports/belanced (DVW+060-108)

1 - Glgabit Ethernest Card (OW+—090—"| a8)
1400 UPS

EduStream Basie software

Monitor, Keyboard, mouse

DARVISION Modei B ,Msggr«otﬂtr!'ls*hw Storage e e : ot bt ;
DW=+ -040-108 O Streams - 130+ Hours = | % 18,8999 .00 ¢
DW+-040-216 4_0 Streams -~ 330+ Hours E 20.995.00 '
DVV+-0G0-108 60 Streams - 130+ Hours 3 21.575.00
DVW+-0go-216 2 60 Streams - 330+ Hours ® 22
DWi-ago-108 08 Streams - 130+ Hours ) 2359300
DW4-000-216 S0 Streams -~ 330+ Hours ; k3 25,445 .00

4
OPTIONS: 4
(Adoate Above Frice) !

]
WORKGHROUP OPYIONE . SORTWARE i o
Darconim EduStrean Son\vare (EDUSTREAM) % 4,995 00
Darcomm Tralnlngslrearn Software {(TRAINSTREAN) 1 3 4.985.00 ¢
Site Licenses for CE-507 '3 1.195.00

Sike Licenses for CE-560 N 3 2,095.00

WQR IKGEOUE HARBWARE GPTIONS e er—— i - :
RF Decoder Board - 4 Analog Video Outputs™™ £ 1.895.00

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.

ReA5t 1SORCX0ZA  Domain Servar Consizling ot 1 % 1388413 3 13,888.11

RMS | T Sarvhr :

12 MB SPRAN- mnms Pesed Corg

7266 Utia BCS) Mvd Brive ©

DVD-RWY Dhiva; 1,448 Flepw Drive

lalet PROO0MDC NIC Card

17" Monitos, Kaytoard and Mouss

Tapa Backlp Syetem 4 § 44um % $7888(0

v Em . —

Exhibit 1 -
DELL QUOTATION
E Com QUOTE #: 81400641
Customer # 8235811
Quote Date: 5/1/02
Date: 5/1/02 1:36:28 PM Customer Name: DARCOMM

TOTALQUOTEAMOUNT: |  $833400f | |

| Product Subtotal: $8,334.00 | ]
I Tax: $0.00 | |
| Shipping & Handling: $0.00

! Shipping Method: Ground Total Number of System Groups: 1
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[ GROUP: 1

QUANTITY: 1

I "SYSTEM PRICE: $8,334.00

GROUP TOTAL: §8,334.00 |

| Base Unit: PowerEdge 4600,1.8GHz/512K, Xeon (220-2122)
Processor: 2nd Processor 1.8GHz/512K, Xeon,PowerEdge 4600 {311-0988)
Memory: 512MB,Double Data Rate Synchronous Dynamic Random Access Memory 4X128MB,
PowerEdge 4600 {311-0991)
| Keyboard: QuietKey Keyboard,104 Key, Gray,6 Pin,Factory Install (310-4100)
'\—ﬁanitor: 15in{13.8in VIS)Monitor, Gray,E551,for Dell PowerEdge {320-0960)
| Hard Drive: 18GB 10K RPM Uitra 160 SCS) Hard Drive {340-1937)
{ Hard Drive Controller: PERC3/Di 128MB (2 INT CHANNELS) (340-2904)
| Floppy Disk Drive: Floppy Drive,1.44M,F3, Third Height,PowerEdge 4500 (340-2903)

| Operating System:

Software,Windows 2000,Server F5ACAD,Service Pack 2 {(420-0280)

Operating System:

Dell OpenManage Kit,32-Bit {310-1261)

Mouse: Logitec System Mouse,Gray, Servers (310-3776)
I NIC: Dual On-Board NICS ONLY (430-8951)
TBU: Tape Backup,DLT1,40/80 Half Height, NC,INT,PV110T (340-5993)
CD-ROM or DVD-ROM Drive: | 24X IDE Internal CD-ROM Black,for Dell PowerEdge (313-0317)
Speakers: Printed Wiring Assembly BackPlane,1X8,PowerEdge 4600 (311-1116)
Documentation Diskette: No Hard Copy Documentation (310-1989)
| Bundled Software: DeliPius,Information,Hard Drive,Install Increasing Order,Factory Install (361-1722)
DellPlus,Information SKU to Set RAID1 Cantainer on First Two Hard Drives and RAIDS an
Bundled Software: Other Hard Drives, Factory Inst (361-7117)
Bundled Software: DellPlus Routing SKU,Factory Install (365-0257)
Bundled Software: DellPlus \ntegration Service, OR-Raid,Without Operating System,Servers (365-4303)
podional Storage 18GB 10K RPM Ultra 160 SCS! Hard Drive (340-1937)
roducts:

Factory Instafled Software:

Veritas Professional,Power Suite (420-2834)

Option 1:

Cable,C2,MRO/N PowerEdge 4600 (310-0586)

Option 2: Enc!osed,ChassisﬁEwer,Gu, PowerEdge 4600,DA0 (310-0631)

Service: Type 3 Contract - Next Business Day Parts & Labor On-Site Response Initial Year (800-7990)

Service: Type 3 Contract - Next Business Day Parts & Labor On-Site Response 2YR Extended (900-

ervice: 7922)

Installation; On-Site Installation Declined (300-3997)

Misc: Power Supply,300W, Redundant,PowerEdge 4600 (310-1344)
i Misc: 18GB 10K RPM Ultra 160 SCS\ Hard Drive (340-1937)

Mise: Tape,Media,Digital Library Tape 1,VS80,4000,7000,5 Pack (340-2370)

Misc: 18GB 10K RPM Ultra 160 SCS| Hard Drive (340-1937}

Misc: 18GB 10K RPM Ultra 160 SCSI Hard Drive (340-1937)
i DellPlus,Information,Validator910454,0rder Ready, Factory Install (363-7877)
\

SALES REP: | LUCIAN KACPERSKI PHONE: | B88-977-3355
Email Address: | Lucian_Kacperski@Dell.com Phone Ext: | 65468
Exhibit B-
DELL QUOTATION
E Com QUOTE #: 108555376
Customer #: 24114255
Quote Date: 5/7/03
Date: 5/7/03 7:17:18 AM Customer Name: PREMISE ONE INC

_ TOTAL QUOTE AMOUNT: $14,676.00
Product Subtota: $14,536.00 B _
Tax: $0.00 |
_ Shipping & Handling: $140.00 \
i Shipping Method: Ground Total Number of System Groups: 1 |

SYSTEM PRICE: $3,634.00 |

QUANTITY: 4|

GROUP: 1
i

GROUP TOTAL: $14,536.00 |
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| Base Unit: PowerVault 1127,1),0LTVS80.40/80GB,1 Drive (221-0700) B
| Hard Drive Controller: Controller Card,39160,Cable Inciuded (340-6288)
[ Factory Installed Software: | Veritas Professional,Power Suite {420-2834)
| Feature RapidRails for Dell Rack,1U PowerVauit 1127 (310-1813)
i Service: Type 3 Contract - Next Business Day Parts and Labor On-Site Response, Initial Year {950-4800)

Service: Type 3 Contract - Next Business Day Parts and Labor On-Site Response, 2YR Extended (850-

) 4902}
instatlation: On-Site Installation Declined (900-9997)
SALES REP: | LUCIAN KACPERSK) PHONE: ] 888-977-3355
Email Address: | Lucian_Kacperski@Dell.com _ Phone Ext; | 65468

UPS rack mount Systems and Equipment racks -

ARB215BLK " UPSSetverReck 4 $ 193400 3 7 736,00
TER7700-77 77 Equipment Reck 3 5 91500 § 292500
Exhibit 1 -

Amearican Power Canvarsion Pricing
Preing Effactiva; 01-Jan-0%

A 16 HefSheler VS 250 Endosure whsices eticns 57,30% 29.50x 47 500in} 1 7730421080 05 L6 20
Lexan from Dior Beige - USPS 14554 14.9%
120.65{cent)

§ - iy
ARITOA NetShetter EP 42U Base Enclosure Oglians 384.000bs) 87.00x 30.50x 49.00{in) BLIALLIHIS
Glass Fram Qoor Bege 174.55(klos)  220.98x 76.20x
124 AE{cert)
{044 Netshelter £P 42U Exp Enclosure gl'gn; 19.90(0hs) $72.00x 30,00x 43.00{in) 1 TUIMOLUE 999 1399 b3 ]
Gless Frant Daqr Bage 15.00(kios)  220,99x 76.20x
124 Ab{cent)
MHEGHD NeShelter £2 420 Exo Encloture Qplians 39.00(ks)  B7.00x 30.05x 45.00jin) 1 731304014126 399 1389 1861
vented Frent Ogor Beige 1¢5.000cd0s}  220.96x 75.20x
12¢ 4E{cent)
AMI0A NETSHELTER 220 CARINET Opticng 263,00(1bs) $3.00x 30.00x 46.00(in} 73130401471 %93 1293 1625
128.64(kibos)  134.52x 76.20x
116.84(cene)
ARTEOA Netsheter EP 42V Bundle with dptrans 445.00({ths} 87,00 30.00x 49.00(in) 1 TILIG4A13556 1656 4% J000
1400 §-UPS RM 20Z.27{kies) 220 98x 76.20x
124 46{cert)
ARIXRA NetShehter £P 42U Bundle with gﬂ.‘ﬂf‘i £92.00{bs) §7.00x 30,80x 49,60{in) 1 731364013570 1974 2958 153
2000va $-UPS RM 203.640kilos)  220.99x 76.00x
124 A{cant)

Cabling ~ total cost jisted 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 reductions in the cabling costs).

The cabling required surface mount raceways which not common to all cabling jobs, this is more expensive and
requires considerably more labor. This is 2 multistory building with re-enforced concrete. Consideting all this the
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cabling if divided by 100 students is $ 296/student. If divided by the then anticipated 150 users is $ 197.50. If divided
by the October 2008 enrollment of 172 plus staffof 12 is 184 or $ 161.01.

425631 1177160 97072 CRITTENTON YOUTH ACADEMY

Manufactures
Hubbsall
Hubbaih
Hubtrel

Hubbelt
Hubbel
Pandud

Hubbed -
Electrician

Hodel Nymber

55483.C5
WR-2324

50484-5394
CH! ﬁ'e-kiv
5GAB4-FLI4S

Gustem
Custom

Bescription

Crd SE Cable -

Providd & thstall (30) Cat § Locations
val Cabinuts

meda 8 Insbil (2) 24 nbn ta 5 Patch Panr-w
Provids & inethll (X hatizenthl réck mount wile

MANIQEMIN brackety

Previdd & stafl {307 RJ43 ticks and fdcapiatés
for £at 5 atation tdrminatlon

Surtacd Wiirorhald Rzicmwy

Power i’d‘t‘s and - .

Condust Systaiv kx Local Arka Network

Tnhl Materlal cw for bqﬁhng, ‘fmminﬁtrab

Condu‘l'
Toial tnﬂhilatmn‘ Cdste toy Cablidg. Corldult,
& ‘fgﬁhhitreﬁ

1C

$197,456.41 O

dua;hid:

§8vg B e ugvg,

$C.40
$5.50
S . 54085
$392.00
$345.00
$a.70
§ 4300
s 155D

$190,593.92 0% 90%

5500.00
$165.00
31,081 30
$754.00
540 00
‘314460

‘Z.MIW
3,300,060

$15,871.20

$ 21,380.00.

Cost for maintenance — 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.

VIl Please provide the details of the cost of the installation, warranty, maintenance,
per diem, travel and configuration in the amount of $112,356.00, Please provide

the list of equipment being maintained. a contract for that maintenance

agreement, the number &f hours and cost associared with each and every piece
of equipment, the breakdown of the per diem costs, the breakdewn of the travel
expenses, and all other relevam 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 inchuded in the taral of $219,396.91. We were not invoiced for this emount gnd

we have not paid thix $/12,356.00.

Conclusion -

1 - The school did not violate either USAC/FCC or local procurement rules. It posted the request for servicesina

detailed mznner to allow open and fair bidding and waited the required 28 days.

2 - By virtue of the schools matching funds requirement, the schoal did evaluate price as a primary consideration. In
addition presentation of the GSA and California contracts would lead a reasonable person to belicve that pricing
would also meet the USAC/FCC requirements for cost effectiveness. The requested services met the objects 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 of work in order to secure these competitive contracts.

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

Historical Note
Adopted effective February 4, 1988 (Supp. 88-1).

ARTICLE 10. SCHOOL DISTRICT PROCUREMENT

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

1. "Advantageous to the schoel district” means in the best interest of the school district; does not necessarily mean lowest bid/cost.

56. "Nonprofit cducational or public health institetion" means any educational or public health institution, no part of the income of
which is distributable ro its members, dircctors, or offieers.

64. "Price analysis" means the evaluation of price data.

65. "Price data” means information concerning prices, including profit, for materials, services or construction substantially similar te
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 Depariment of Administration, or any othes
state or an ageney of the United States.

R7-2-1031. Bid Evaluation 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 eriteria sct forth in the invitation for bids. No eriteria may be used in bid evaluation that are not set forth m
the ipvitation 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, if a competing bidder located vutside of this state is not subject to a transaction privilege or use tax of a
political subdivision of this state.

R7-2-1032. Ouly One bid received

If only one responsive bid is reeeived in response to an invitation for bids, an award may be made to the single bidder if the school dstrict
determines that the price submitted 1s fair and reasonable, and that either other prospective bidders had reasonabie 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 schoot district

R7-2-1067. Evaluation and ¢ontract award where price is an evaluation factor
{f price is one of the evaluation factors for contract award set forth in the request for proposals, the school district shall cvaluate proposals and

award the contract in accordance with Sections R7-2-1048 through R7-2-1050, and after the school district makes a written determination that
the compensation 1s fair and reasonable. If price 15 one of the evaluation factors, no contract may be awarded solely on the basis of price.

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 schoo! did not intentionally mislead SLD/USAC 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.
& - We certify that current enrollment as of the 40® day reporting this year to the Arizona Department of Education is

182 students.

Pace 20 of 22



From: Cindy LePert

Sent: Tuesday, September 29, 2006 4:15 PM

To: George Allman
Subject: Attendance

ADAJ/ADM by Date

Number Date Day Membership Attendance
1 8/3/09  MON (A) 180.00 180.00
2 8/4/09  TUE (A) 184.00 181.00
3 B/S5/09  WED (A) 182.00 172.50
4 8/6/09  THU (A) 182.00 174.50
5 B/7/09  FRI({A) 179.00 172.00
6 8/10/09 t™ON (A) 180.00 174.50
7 8/11/09 TUE (A) 184.00 174.75
8 8/12/09 WED (A) 150.00 179.25
9 8/13/09 THU (A) 193.00 1686.25
10 8/14/05 FRI (A) 151.00 180,50
11 8/17/05 MON {A) 186.00 175.25
12 8/18/09 TUE {A) 188.00 176.75
13 8/19/09 WED (A) 187.00 180.75
14 8/20/0% THU (A} 187.00 174.75
15 8/21/09 FRI (A) 188.00 178.50
16 8/24/09 MON {A) 190.00 179.25
17 8/25/09 TUE (A) 191.00 186.25
18 8/26/09 WED (A) 192.00 184.25
19 8/27/09 THU(A) 192.00 183.75
20 8/28/02 FRI (A} 193.00 1B4.75
21 8/31/09 MON (A) 184.00 175.00
22 9/1/09  TUE (A) 194.00 182.00
23 9/2/09  WED (A) 192.00 183.00
24 9/3/09 THU (A) 193.00 185.75
25 9/4/09  FRI (A} 152.00 181,00
26 9/8/09  TUE (A) 194.00 183.50
27 9/9/03  WED (A) 191.00 185.00
28 9/10/09 THU (A) 189.00 178.75
29 9/11/09 FERI (A} 191.00 183.25
30 9/14/09 MON (A) 188.00 177.75
31 9/15/09 TUE (A) 168.00 177.50
32 9/16/0% WED (A) 186.00 178.75
33 9/17/09 THU (A) 183.00 178.00
34 9/18/09 FRI (A) 182.00 174.50
35 5/21/09 MON (A) 183.00 174.75
36 5/22/09 TUE (A) 187.00 176.75
37 9/23/09 WED (A) 188,00 177.00
38 9/24/09 THU (A) 190.00 177.25
39 9725/09 FRI (A) 191.00 177.50
40 9/2B/089 MON (A) 191.00 1759.00
Total: 7526.00 7165.50

Avetage: 188.15 179.14

Crittenton Youth Academy
Reporting Period: 8/3/09 to 9/28/0%

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 requircments
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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 erganization. We assert that these clarifications and special
circumstances included in this document warrant the appeal.

11 — We certify that improvements to our record keeping policies have been implemented.

Sincerely,

/(54—01?&%-—.4‘_

Crittenton Youth Services
George Allman / CFO
715 West Mariposa Street
Phoenix, AZ 85013

(602) 288.4585
FAX (602) 274.7549
GAllman@FLOCRIT.ORG
Vv -
Florence Crittenton
Where Hope Conmiegs ra Life
Attachments -

Attachment “A” - Cost Effectiveness response 3 27 2007
Attachment “B” — USAC Demand payment letter 8 07 (9
Attachment “C” - USAC apgpeal clarification 5 08 2009
Attachment “D” - Funding adjustment appeal 5§ 22 09
Attachment “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.
‘dfbfa 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, RMS, as a part of their proposal. This list totals
$219,396.01. 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 $21,177.11.

On this list is an entry for installation, warranty, maintenance, per diem, travel, and

configuration in the amount of $112,356.00. 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

| Please provide the make and model number for all of the equipment requested
in the amount of $219,396.01.

See the accompanying Recap of Application 425691 as it lists the make and model
numbers of cll equipment. We were not able to verify ali of these numbers with the
currently existing equipment.

Il. 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 reguest and response should state 158 students. The criginal
Form 471 indicated |50 and our average daoily attendance averoges 150 ~
160.



.

VL.

Vil

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 of @ 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.

Please explain what equipment is being backed up by the 4 tape back-up systems
in the amount of $17,6%96.0.

When the proposal was submitted to the schoof our IT department rejected the
proposed “Travan™ 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 file servers. It does appear there are
two “Travan” units installed inside these servers but these are not being used.

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

We already hod racks in the main equibment room ond as a result only one additional
77" rack was installed and used. We were only invaiced for one unit. The switches are
currently housed in this rack.

Please provide the make and mode!l 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 fabels which would
provide the make and model numbers. There is one in each of the dlosets upstairs
holding the switches which feed lines to the student and teacher terminais.

Also, we were nat able to find the amount, $2,250.00, on the equipment list or the
invoices. We believe these “mini racks” are listed as Hubbell Model WR-2424 wall
cabinets at $540.65 each for o total of $1,081.30.

Please provide the details of the cost of the installation, warranty, maintenance,
per diem, travel and configuration in the amount of $112,356,00. 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 $/12,356.00.



VIl,  Please provide the list including make and model numbers of the components
making up the domain/fite server in the amount of $13,888.11.

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

IX. Please explain why é — codec video encoders are needed in the amount of
$26,528.00.

The six video encoders are instalfed in the teachers’ computers and are for the purpose
of presenting audio/video instruction and material to the students.

X. Please explain the details of the multipoint control including the usage and how
the cost of $28,712.50 was determined.

We were not able to identify this item; it may be an internally installed component we
do not find. We do not know how the cost was determined.

Xi.  What equipment is being housed in the cabinets and racks!

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.

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

Our files do not pravide any information on how the cost of this component was
determined.

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

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

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

Our files do not provide any detailed information on the breakdown of this cost The
only description available is the List of Services which indicates 2,000 feet of cable, 30
locations with RI45 jocks, etc.





