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August 31, 2007

Mr. David Thompson

Bracewell & Giuliani

711 Louisiana Street, Suite 2300
Houston, TX 77002-2770

Dear Mr. Thompson:

This letter responds to our meeting on August 10, 2007 regarding two of the findings
presented in the final report for Donna Independent School District #108-902, dated July
10, 2007. We have reviewed these findings and determined that no amendment to the

final report is required.

The agency’s role is to investigate school district actions, and this scope limits the
procedures and findings it uses to those directly related to determining whether a school
district has complied with applicable standards.

The agency did not examine the actions of any of the district’s third party vendors.

Integrity Communications, Ltd. was identified in the report merely to provide the factual
context for certain findings concerning Donna Independent School District. Nothing in
the agency’s report implied or should be construed to imply anything about the actions of
Integrity Communications, Ltd.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact Jim Thompson at 512-463-
9037.

Sincerely,
Adrain Johnson, Ed.D.

Associate Commissioner
School District Services
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Charlotte Smith

From: Thompson, David [David. Thompson@bglip.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 05, 2007 3:16 PM

To: jim.thompson@tea.state.tx.us

Subject: Donna ISD Year 9 Funding Summary ALL VENDORS.xls

Attachments: Donna ISD Year 9 Funding Summary ALL VENDORS.xIs

Jim, here is the information that was sent to me relating to E-rate cycle 9 vendors for Donna ISD. As | mentioned, what has been representel to me is that
all of these vendors were selected using the identical process and all of them were approved by the District's Board of Trustees at the same ineeting.
According to this information, six vendors other than Integrity Communications were selected by Donna ISD for cycle 9 at the same time and through the
same process. Four of the vendars and projects for cycle 9 actually already have been funded. Apparently, the only reason that the cycle 9 award to
Integrity Communications has not been funded is because the TEA audit report mentions Integrity and not any of the other vendors. Obviously, the same

standards should apply to all districts and vendors. As | mentioned on the telephone, | just was told about this information today, and | apologize for not
knowing it or sharing it with you earlier.

107172007



Donna 1SD E-rate Year 8 Funding Year 2006

486 Filed | 471 FRN SPIN Service Provider Service® | Griginal Req. Am Funded| Disbursed| V" piscount | POSTED Form 4704 |repL DATE

Y 536722| 1486119 | 143004662|Southweslem Bell Telephone, L.P. TC $399,600 00| $395,971,20 000 0% 90% 9076300005750 " 1/23/2007
Yi 536722) 1486459 | 143008823|SBC Long Distance TC $5,400.00 $5,400,00 $000f 0%| 90% 90763000057504 | 11231200/
¥ 536722 1486698 | 143020020|Education Service Center - Region One 1A $25,995.60| $25095.60| $25990.85| 100%| 90% 907630000575041 1/23/2007
NF 536722 1486840 | 143020189|2Chalk Inc. 1A $171,40271 $0.00) $0.00] 0%| 90% 90763000057504 1

Y 536722] 148 7073 | 14301 9623|Nextel Pariners TC $125 006 40| $125,096.40 000 0% 90% 907630000575041 112312007
N 537400) 1487755 | 143028919|DireciPacket Research Inc. IC $266,895.1 $0.00 000 0% 0% 9076300005750 1

N 537400] 1487844 | 143018592|Integrity Communications ic $902,086.47| $0.00 s0.00] 0% 0% 9076300005750 1

N 537400| 1487882 | 143018592|Integiity Communicalions ic $542,600 69| $0.00) $0.0 0%| 0% 907630000575041

N 537400] 14879 jﬁ 143018592|integrity Communications ic $306,506 66 $0.00 $0.00 0% 0% 907630000575041 g
N 537400{ 1487939 | 143018592{Integrity Communicalions Ic $327,524.35 $0.00 $000f 0% 0% 9076300005750-11| .
N 537400 1487977 | 143018592|Integrity Communications Ic $597,245 09 $0.00 3000, 0% 0% 9076300005750-11 1
N 537400 1488005 | 143018582(Integrity Commurnications ic $428,205.92 $0.00) $0.00( 0%| 0% 5076300005760 .
NF 537400 1488030 | 143018592|integrity Communications iIc $739,538 21 $0.00 $0.00| 0% 90% 9076300005750: |

N 537400{ 1488049 | 143018592{Integrity Communications Ic $535,000.07 $0.00 $000] 0% 0% 90763000057604 1| i
N 537400] 1488061 143018592 Integrity Communications IC $541,927.56 $0.00 $0.000 0% 0% 907630000575041|

N 537400) 1488077 | 143018592|integrity Communications IC $404,919.75 $0.00| $0.00f 0% 0% 9076300005750+ 1| _J
N 537400] 14 35C9g 143018592 Integrily Communications IC §381,884 26 $0.00 $0000 0% 0% 9076300005750+ 1

N 537400] 1488117 | 143018592|Integrity Communications IC $304,439.57 $0.00) $0.000 0% 0% 907630000575041

N 537400, 1488134 143018592|integrity Communications Ic $420,085.85 $0.00 $0.00 0% 0% 90763000057504 |

N 537400, 1488183 | 143018582|Integrity Communications IC $387,107.1¢ $0.00 §0.00] 0% 0% 907630000575041 i
N 537400 1488210 | 143018592]integnty Communications IC $292,578.98 $0.00 $0.00] 0% 0% 907630000575041| -
N 537400] 1488228 | 143018592|Integrity Communicatians Ic $326,724 51 $0 00 so00] 0% 0% 907630000575041|

N 537400 1 5_8=J_=§§Z 143018592} Integnly Communications Ic 5423,150,2Bi $0.00) $000] 0% 0% §07630000575041

N 537400| 1488283 | 143018592|Integrity Communications IC $371,507.08| $0.00 $0.000 0% 0% 907630000575041

N 5374 1488303 | 143018592 Integrity Communications IC $71,910.10 $0.00 s0.00] 0% 0% 90763000057504 |

N 537400{ 148 Eggg 143018592{Integrity Communications IC $457,563 40 $0.00 $00 0%| 0% 90763000057504 1

N 537400 1488354 | 143018592integrity Communications IC $4,489,401.74 $0.00 $000] 0% 0% 90763000057504 |

N 537400 1488376 | 143018592 inteqrity Communications IC $730,744 20 $0.00 $0.00] 0% 0% 907630000575041|

N 537400, 1488447 | 143018592|integrity Communications 1cm $432,000,00] $0.00 §0.00 0% 0% 807630000575041]

N 537400, 14884 61 143018592} Integrity Communicalions ICM $178,617.64 $0.00] $0.00] 0% 0% 50763000057504 | ]
N 537400] 14BBA76 | 143018552]integrity Communicalions &) $268,609 50 $0.00 Wﬁr 0% 0% 90763000057504 1 -
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To:

From:

Date:

Re:

o

Delma De La Pefiz, Technology Director

January 16, 2007

sspense to T.E.A. Preliminary Audit Rep eport regarding E-Rate Cycle 3,
C;vc e 7 and Cycle 9 Concemns

Following is documentation addressing concemns rﬂvardmg E-Rate Cycle 5,
Cycle 7 and Cycie 9. :

It is important to note the following:

The nformation provided here was discussed with and provided to the
T.E.A. suditors multiple times.

Duning my initial visit they requested everything having to do with e-
Rate. I explained that although I was now in chargz of E-Rate 9, I was
not in charge of E-Rates 5 and 7 but would provide ail available
documentation and 1 did so.

All available documentation, including 4 legal size boxes of binders
containing E-Rate documentation, was provided. Several documents
were duplicated and provided to the auditors numerous times.
Attempts to answer the auditors’ questions were futile. No amount of
explanation or documentation proved satisfactery. They respeatediy
asked the same questions and requested the same documentation.

The Technology Department spent endless hours compiling and copying
documentation already provided to the auditors, to no avail.

Issue #1

The dismict provided documentation showing that in their 1nitial application for
E-Rate cycle 5 funding, the district competitively procured services and awarded
contracts (subject to funding) as required under staie and federal regulations.

(sece Fuacrt
application was denied. (see Exkibit 1-4, 1-B, & 1-C)

L4838

Fact

!

2) However, according to district oifficials, the district’s initial

=~ S e 1 8 7 =y
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Donna Independent Schooel District
“Creazing Opportunities for Suceess™
1168 Norzh 10® * Donna, Texzs 78627
I Vaice; (258) 404-1000 * Fax: (856) 464-1752
Joe D. Gonzalez, Superiatendent of Schools



The district slication for Z-Rate 5 was denied cn Mareh 10, 2003,

3

« Exhibii 1-A, page 6 of 6, Funding u.'*'*"::i::*ent Report Form 471
App]ranoa Number: 311465, FRN: 811371, showing DENIED
Funding Status.

= Exhibit |-B, page 6 of . Funding Commitment Report Form 471

317 6 FRI\ 837419, showing DENIED

Application N umb
Funding Status.

e Exhibit 1-C, page 6 of 6, Funding Commitment Report Form 471
Application Number: 309005, FRN: 809297, showing DENIED

Issue 22

During fiscal year 2004 the district applied for E-Rate cycle 7 funding and

reapplied for E-Rate cycle 5 funding. (see Exhibit 2-B & 2-C) Once again the
1 o4

g ag
district had documentation showing that the district had followed state and
t'.' procurement regu ulations in awarding contracts. The distnct
g E-Rate cycle 5 funding, (see Fact: 1) but following an
appeal the dI.S'T‘ICt was aw..rd#-d funding for E-Rate cyvcle 5 and E-Raie cyc
(see Exhibit 2-D & 2-E)

Fact
l. To the district’s knowledge, there was no second denial of E-Rate 5 nor

is the district aware of any documentation to substantiate this staternent
by the auditors.

2. In less than one Imcm‘h after the March 10, 2003 denial of E-Rate 5 and
in accordance with Board action, the district dld in fact file an appeal on

April 7, 2003. See Exhibit 2-A.

3. Please see Exhibit 2-B, re-file apphcanon for E-Rate 5 dated February 4,
2004. .

4. See Exhibit 2-C for application for E-Raie 7 also dated February 4, 2004,
5. See Exhibit 2-D for epproval of E-Rate 5 as received from USAC.

6. See Exhibit 2-E for approval of E-Rate 7 as received from USAC.



2005 DISD boesc of tustees voiedto do 2 s
$ and E-Ra:e Cycle 7 contracts to 2 new vendor named

ions. {sez Fact 1 & Exhibit 3-C, 3-G, & 3-H) The district did not
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pr encing that the original awarded contrasis had be
rescindad by the school board {see Exkibit 3-£, 3-F, & 31} and that these new

- .

? * ~ -
cordance with state and federz

ser s A Fu Tan s
provice aocum xiahr‘C‘ﬂ Er; ST

coniracts wers comg 'iitive]x-' —-'cx._rcd in a2c

regulations."see Exiibit 3-4, 3-B, & 3-D)
Fact
1y A SPIN change is 2 legal action sanctioned by USAC and constitutes

a change in vendors. If the SPIN change cannot be granted due to
some sort of problem, the SLD (Schools and Library Division)
contacts the applicant to determine if the SLD should continue to
process the request.

2. See Exhibit 3-A, a Beginner’s E-Rate Manual developed by Region
XII ESC containing complete Year 9 E-Rate file instructions.

3. See Exhibit 3-B, Texas Education Agency's E-Rate Technology
Funding page directing districts to Region XII ESC for assistance,
support and current information on E-Rate and technology planning,

4, The Board of Trustees approved a SPIN change on July 21, 2003.
See Exhibit 3-C for documentation by district technology staff
regarding issues and concerns leading up to request for SPIN change.

< Approval of the above-referenced SPIN change rescinded original

awarded contracts (o previous vendors. See Exhibit 3-D for
documentation from Texas Building and Procurement Commission
showing I[ntegrity Communications Ltd. 10 be a qualified Catalog
Information Systems Vendor.

6.  See Exhibit 3-E for documentation of SPIN change for E-Rats 5
which includes the following:

« Board agenda, item #7 under [V. Business & Finance

» Request for Board Action

o SPIN Change Request Form for FRN: 1215911

e SPIN Change Request Form for FRN: 1215901

¢ SPIN Change Request Form for FRN: 1215903

e SPIN Change ?eq' est Form for FRN: 1215504

e SPIN ige Request Form for FRN: 1215900

edEx zir bill used o submit SPIN change documenis

(=205 50 Q-0 |
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See Exhibit 3-F for documentation of SPIN ¢

which inciudes the following:
» Board agenda, item 77 under [V. Business & Finance
¢ Reguest for Board Action
« SPIN Change Request Form for FRN: 117339
e SPIN Change Regaest Form tor FRN: 1176490
¢« Copy of FedEx zir bill used to submit SPIN change documents
to USAC oa September 2, 20035, as wel! as wacking slip denoting
date of USAC receipt.
8. ez Exhibit 3-G, page 3 of 7, minutes of the Special Board Meeting
. held on Julv 21, 2005 denoting Board approval of SPIN change for
E-Rate 5 Refile and E-Rate 7.
Q. Sf- E '.L't*u 3-H, two (2) audio tapes of the Special Board Meeting

_ 2005. Please refer to audio tape #2, for audio of
Regu‘ar _-acard Meeting, Item #7 under Section [V. Business and
Finance, for vote by Trustees approving SPIN changes.

10. Exhibit 3-1 is copies of FedEx air bills and tracking receipts used to
provide notice of SPIN change to original vendors, Dell Marketing,
L.P., Avnet Enterprise Solutions, Global Data Svstems and The
Presidio Corporation. Exhibit 3-I also includes sample letters written
to vendors. Copy of signed original notice to above-referenced
vendors is unavailable because those letters were maintained by then
CFO, Chris Thanedar, and 2 search for many files maintained by Mr.
Thanedar has proved futile.

11.  Copy of the above-referenced documents was provided 1o the
auditors, upon their request, at least 3 times.

Issue #4
In fiscal year 2006, the DISD board of trustees votéd to award additional

contracts to Integrity Communications under E-Rate cycle 9 funding. (see
Exkibit 4-B, 4-C & 4-F) The district did not provide the auditors with
documentation evidencing that these contracts had been competitively procured

as required by state and federal regulations. (see Exhibit 4-G, 4-H, A'-I 4-A, 4-

D, Fact 7, 4-E, & 4-F)
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.See Exhibit 4-A, FFC 03-314,

The district _«,l-ﬂ»ved ell federal and siate guidelines znd regulations

egarding competitive biddi rg.

: 2z52 heard oefore the Federal
Communicetions Commission. This case invojves the Winston-
Salem/Forsyth County School Dmram and Intemnationzl Business
Machines, Inc. and requests review of finding denizl. Please refer 10
Discussion found on page 6 regarding CC':lpctiti\"' bidding ruies and
Ordering CIE‘.LSE *ound on paze 7 graniing requests for review and
remanding requests to SLD for further processing.

Ses Exhibit 4-B: V.T.C.A. Education Code, Title 2, Subtitle [, Chapter
44 Subchapter B, § 44.031, Purchasing Contracts. This law allows for
the district to use the purchase method most beneficial to the district,

including catalogue purchases.

See Exhibit 4-C: V.T.C.A. Government Code, Title 10, Subiitle D,
Chapter 2157, Subchapter B. Catalog Purchase Method regarding

catzlog information systems vendors.

See Exhibit 4-D, instructions regarding Form 470, as provided by Region

*XILESC.

Pleass refer to Exhibit 3-D, documentation fromn Texas Building and
Procurement Commission showing [ategrity Communications Ltd. to be
a2 qualified Catalog Information Systems Vendor.

T.E.A. auditors asked for copies of all RFPs and the district repeatedly
explained the following:

s A 470 was submitted to USAC and posted on their website for 28
days, in accordance with federal regulations.

The 470 specifically stated that the district wouid not seek RFPs.
See Exhibit 4-D.

-~

e The posting of a 470 on the USAC web site automatically notifie

vendors of the services being sou:i: by a school district and <'\o¢ld

suffice as documentation 10 auditors that the district competitively
procured contracts via the catalogue method.

—
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8. See Exhibit 4-E, as submifted to USAC for raview
application by PIA (Program Iniegrity Assurznce) reite
district wishad to hazr fom all tnierested service providers.

2. See Exhibit 4-F, 2 listing of E-Rate 9 projecis and vendors expressing
interest in prov ;d ing services 1o the district.

10. Please be advxseci that copy of Exhibits 4-F and 4-F were also included
in the E-Rate documentation binders provided to the auditors

11. See Exhibit 4-G, Staie of Texas CO-OP Purchasing
. See Exhibit 4-H, Attorney General Opinion No. DM-330

13. See Exhibit 4-I, Government Code Chapter 2157. Purchasing

Issue #5

In addition, according to school-district records, Integrity Communications was
paid $585,863.01 (see Fact 1) between April 14, 2005 and July 17, 2006 (see
T.E.A. Exhibit A). (see Exhibit 5-4) The auditors requested information on the
status of the work on projects awarded to Integrity communications. (see Fact 3)
The only response received by the auditors was a written statement from the
district stating that none of the work had been completed. (see Fact 4 & Exhibir

50

Fact
The statement by auditors that the sum. of $585,863.01 was paid to

Integrity Communications Ltd berween April 14, 2005 and July 17, 2006
is incorrect.

Pt
v

27 T.E.A. states that Exhibit A, Page 1 of 1, is a listing of payments to
Integrity Communications for the 04-03 and 05-06 school years. Exhibit
5-A was developed by the diszrict and lists all payments to [ntegrity in
chronological order. District’s Exhibit 5-A also inciudes copy of all
purchase orders. checks and corresponding documentation. Pieass note

the following:

+ Auditors asked for all E-Rate payments o [ntegnty
Commurications and received several copies of same.

Pape gof 7
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xhibit A, i lists 13
! for pzymant to Integniv Communicztions. Of those 12

e All other paymenf_s to Integrity are for various projects throughout
the schoo! district znd are not related o the awearded Z-Rate 3 or

E-Rate 7.

o1
-

¢ Purchase order # 269212 in the amount of §151.2530.34 was the
only E-Rate related payment to Integrity Communications at th
time the zuditors asked for E-Rate paym en'*. ""f-mr:'e., auditor’s
Exhibit A erroneously lists check #12367¢ rotaling $181 250.54 as
paid to Integrity. Please nofe that che k #125679 was voided by
the district and never isseed to Integrity even tho Lgh it is included
as part of payment totals on audifor’s Exhibit A

W

e Actuz| payment totzling $181,250.54 for purchase order #269212
was paid via check : ‘125 83 which is also referenced in auditor’s
Exhibit A even though therz is no comresponding purchase order
da

te or purchase order number listed for this payment.

e The district provided copy of purchase order # 269284 in the
amount of $293,620.42 to the second group of auditors because
that purchase will become part of E-Rate 9 pending funding

approval, a fact which was explained to auditors. See Exhibit 5-B.

Auditors asked for a list of completed E-Rate projects. The district
truthfully stated that E-Rate projects had not yet begun and that the only
E-Rate expenditure had been for equipment.

When the auditors requested an update, the district provided
correspondence from Integrity Communications Ltd. lising FRN
and corresponding projects. See Exhibit 5-C for said listing and

numbers
copy of Fed-Ex air bill and tracking slip when same was forwarded to

T.E.A.

Taf7
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Jury dismisses Donna ISD lawsuit : Community : KGBT 4
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pocket. smartphone SALE
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as low as

*99

AllEYCENTRAl COM wireless  Features include INTERNET, CAMERA, MUSIC, TEXTING OR E-MAIL
HOME NEWS SPORTS WEATHER COMMUNITY DIRECTORY  ENTERTAINMENT BROWSE:
Stories * Video +« Slidesh . E:gnt Calendar + Health Matters * Obituaries * Humane Society * The Nature Repart = u-REﬂR‘I‘ ] .
Home > Community : Story Search KGBT 4 @ web (| || _search |
Jury dismisses Donna ISD lawsuit 2 COMMUNITY
Tuesoay, August D4, 2 Stories Video
i e i asl ] LATEST
‘ L” Donna ISD says they feel vindicated
after a jury decided to dismiss a Headlines e ——
| whistleblower civil suit by & former Domestic Violence Awareness Month evei

Chief Financial Officer.
Weekdays at

It took the jury less than 2 hours to
agree on its decision in favor of the
district on Monday.

Donna 1SD's Ex-CFO Chris Thanedar
filed the whistle blower lawsuit back in
asking questions about an alleged cover
Elementary, among other financial issues.

2006 and claimed he was fired after
involving bribes at Stainke

Eileen Leeds, who defended ., said the plaintiff's credibility

was

EEL@‘ shot after it was proved in dar lied on both his job resume and
TUNE applicatio hat he was a Public Aeccountant in Texas, which she

says he was not
WEEkdays at “Donna ISD s happy to close this cnapter,” Leeds said following the

decision. "The district felt it was in the right all along. Our judicial system
proved it works as truth and justice prevailed. The Donna Independent
School District is committed to proving an open and fair work environment
where employees need not to fear speaking their minds.”

SPONSORED CONTENT

%

ncri

Your Home

‘lr\ se simple and fun
q ways to break out of your

routing and find a more
posi confident you
More Details

Thinking of remodeling?
You don't have to spend a
lot to add home value.
See how even small
updates can reap big
returns. More Details

Learn about 18 common
architectural styles to find
the perfect fit for your
lifestyle and personality.
More Details

Ever wonder which cars
people are buying the
most? Find out here as we
count down America’s top
20 sellers. More Details

KGBT HOT LINKS

« Deals & Dining
= Famaslic Fridays

»4] E-mail Story Print Story
» Bener AGV Jobs bt _Q : —

- KGBT B G - | = .
uyer's Guide .. B A3 @ =@ Q & Ea

« Ask an Expen
2 COMMENTS ON THIS STORY P

« neallh Matlers

» Business Leaders

« PumpdLess Comments are the sole responsibiity of the person postng them; they are not reflective of the views or
opmions of Barrington Broadcasting, KGET 4, its directors or employees. Il vou bebeve a comment wiolates

the Barringtan Terms of Use please report i here

Share this:

T +

« KGET Twitter
= KGBT Facenock
« KGBT YouTube

Donna ISD

Posted by Adnian Diaz, Donna - Tuesday, August 04, 2009 & 4:S6 pm
Make KGBT 4
Your Homepage

This school district has come a long way, plagued with scandal over and over
again, it has come out of it all the time Thanks to the smart Jurors who
decided on the right thing to do. We are Donna ISD, Proud & Loyal

Donna ISD Watchdog

P

¢ by Ryan Coyote, Donna ISD - Tuesgay, August [4

This is just sad for DonnalSD, since this man with the help of Ms. Martinez
published a website which showed according te them all the wrong doing and
education of the previous administration and started all this mess, with the
suspension of the rre-.rlrr.ls sunﬂrln\ende"‘ They assured the community that
wfi Lrian T 2 15 ih NoW, anc
how far it l'las gotten because of these two people. Ms. Martinez even had 2
sticker of the website on her truck, how sad Ms. Martinez. You were heiping or
being used by a person who the jury only took less than two hours to find out
hig credibility shot, but you went ahead and made a fool out of yourself and
DonnalSD, because Chris is long gone and you are still here, You two started
by instilling a doubt that was net true to the media and the citizens of Donna
But then again that is the way Ms Martinez operates, or should 1 say gets

E SituaniGr

o QUL 1GTh Lthe J:5iNiSt

http://www.valleycentral.com/community/story.aspx?id=332891

Parents speak oul against BISD

Pet of the Week 10/7: Shar Pei Mix

New fruit & veggie quidelines for WIC pr¢
Cameron County gets first HIN1 vaccine:
National Night Out Events Held Tuesday |
Alzheimer's Memory Walk Fundraiser in +
Valley Tech Talk: Understanding Twitter's
Donna Corn Maze opens for season
Original 'Leatherface’ visits Harlingen
October 2009 Photo Of The Day Archive
Troop Send OF In San Benito

Vigil Honorea Domestic Abuse Victims

Valley Tech Talk: Mind Mapping
More Commumnty News

ADVERTISEMENT

Magic Valley «== =

MVEC

-—___— Electric Cooperative

A Touchstone Energy Cooperative ?(\T/

The pomier o) T commnecunns

Popular Commented

MOST

Stories of interest _—
October 2009 Photo Of The Day Archive
September 2009 Pnoto Of The Day Archir
McAlien teacher gets 15 years in student
Donna Corn Maze opens lor season
August 2009 Photo Of The Day Archive
February 2009 Photo OF The Day Winner:
July 2009 Pnoto Of The Day Archive

June 2009 Photo OF The Day Winners
Troop Send Off In San Benito

May 2009 Photo Of The Day Winners

Agsocigtec Press Viceo
Most Recent Videos
= Vigeo Essav
* Viceo Essay
* Video Essay
= Vigeo Essay
= Video Essay
* Vigeo Essay
= Video Essay

Rio Reveis in Dlympic Win

School for Stuntmen Thriving

& Sex QOffender Haven in Rural Flg
Ficogs Destroyed My Home
Ditching Tanks for Afgnan Fight

I Lost Everything 1 Had

10/9/2009
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manipulated by crooks

EMAIL & TEXT
ALERTS
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Affordable Upscale Homes in the Heart

of the Rio Grande Valley
www HarlingenTXRealEstate.info

Securities arbitration & litigation counse|
(800) 382-7969
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Buy the complete line of Leed's promo
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Www.iaspromotes com

ade by Google

VallzrCznraaleow

Advertise with us

Terms of Use | Privacy Policy | Contact Us
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Page 2 of 2

« \lideo Essay: Student Fights to 'Stay the Course
= Video Essay: Tough Economy Slams Rollergirls
* Video Essay: Seniors Square Off in Wii Battie

mMure Vide

ovies
On your call phone!
Click bere b find sef mare.

Advertise With Us | Follow KGBT on Twitter | FCC Reports

CONSUMER INFO_

| Get a degree with stimulus meney
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Exhibit 10



January 15, 2008: Donna ISD Board Meeting
State of Texas E-Rate coordinator: Cathy George presentation and Q & A session regarding SPIN changes

*The first 2 % pages contain an E-Rate overview from Cathy George. The Q&A session begins in the

middle of page 3. GG 4 besthim ?j 3 So¢ e-vake Shn aA\NomGes .

Cathy George: “Thank you and a good evening to everybody. It's kind of a pleasure to be here and talk
about a program that’s dear to me. I'm the E-Rate coordinator for Texas. This certainly has played out
to be kind of an enjoyable trip. | get to come to places and meet people like yourselves. Um, what I'd
like to do is to use some of the USAC forms. This is an acronym that stands for the Universal Services
Administrative Company and they are in charge of the day-to-day operation of this 2.25 billion dollar
project. And each year, there’s a new 2.25 billion dollars that comes into effect. And every year, a
school district or a library or a consortium or a school can apply for E-Rate support. And E-Rate supports
based on discounts on product purchases. So you never get anything’s that’s for free, but you do, many
of us, get discounts up from 20-90% discounts. The first little, ah handout that | put in your packet was
this one called the application flow chart. It just kind of looking at this whole flowchart this is the
beginning to the end of one year. It begins on the left. On the top left you'll see in a bold black box
there, the name applicant. And everything on the top there is the process point, step by step process
for what an applicant would do at the beginning of a year. And the funding years with E-Rate start on
July the first of any given year and it goes all the way through July the uh, June the 30th of the following
year. On the bottom you see the black box and it says service provider and the service provider linearly
from left to right over time following the same sequence of time that the applicant would, on the
bottom is what the service provider does. So if we take it starting at the left, just what the applicant
does, the very first thing that you have to do as a school district, a school, a library or a consortium, are
to have a technology plan that sets out the direction for your technology integration. So that’s the first
thing that we do. Ahh, Donna ISD has done that and is in full compliance with that at this point. The
next thing you do is you file a Form 470 within a certain amount of time. The 470 is nothing more than
an indictor to everybody in the world, because its in the internet. Everybody in the world says “l would
like to buy these items to fit into my infrastructure.” According to USAC and according to the E-Rate
program, you need to wait at least at the very top in bold print wait at least 28 days. From the time you
submit this application a full 28 days must be given to allow all vendors in the world time to respond to
your request for bids. On the 29" day, then the school district is free to start making decisions. And you
can see that because they’re moving forward after the 470 and the RFP. RFP’s on the on the federal
level are all optional. The RFP is posted, negotiated, you must negotiate your contracts, and price must
be the most heavily weighted of all criteria that you use. All bids that are submitted must be evaluated
equally and then you pick the most cost-effective vendor. You must sign contracts with that vendor and
usually school districts will make a contingency inside that contract so that in case you cannot pay for
this project without E-Rate support, there’s an out clause for you. So you sign these contracts, after the
contracts are signed, then you file the next form called the Form 471. The 471 is merely and indicator
from the school, library or whomever that these are the things that we have signed contracts, this is






submit the From 471 and the process moves forward and everything kind of lines up together. For the
first time then, once those contracts are signed, the vendor is your-- your right hand now. They can help
answer questions for you, uh not very many of us at a school district can answer some tedious, very
technical questions. So you kind of need your vendor to come in and say “here’s what this item is,
here’s what it looks like, that kind of thing. So your advocate is gonna be your vendor now. Once the
contracts are signed, then you have advocacy of the vendor-applicant relationship going forward. And
then you finally ask for your money and then you have to get your money back. There are quarterly
reports; applicants are held um accountable for all the money that’s been dispensed. USAC will send a
quarterly report to that applicant. You need to make sure that everything matches up and so forth.
This, this competitive bid goes into some detail about what service providers do. Um, it goes in to how
you select the bid that | just referred to, and then about documentation and and retaining those
documents. Very important, all federal and a minimum standard of that. Um, one of the things that’s
so important is is to make sure that everything is fair and open. Ahh, so many people can can take a left
turn by not keeping documentation to prove that it was open. Ah, bid evaluation, worksheets, that kind
of thing. Any violation of one of the program rules can re--can ultimately wind up being what we call
COMAD , COMAD is and acronym that stands for Commitment Adjustment. Basically what that means is
that you bought a dollar item, you got and FCDL, said that you would be funded, but then downstream
and audit pro—wa--was ensuing, they found out there was a program rule that was violated, and now
USAC wants their money back. That’s the downside. So you’re never really, even though you get a
Funding Commitment Decision Letter, that says “we fund you fully”, you still have to adhere to these
program rules. And the program rules are very clear, sometimes they work from left to right, from the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 they had a first report in order to clarify the act. They had a second
report in order to clarify the act, all the way up to the fifth report and order; to clarify the 1996 act. So
it’s, again, it's a simple process but it's not easy to keep track of everything. It's a voluminous issue to
keep track of things. So, uh, that’s kind of a about a five thousand foot look at this program and kind of
how it--how it works. Are there any questions on that?”

Board Member: “ | have a couple”
Cathy George: “Yes, Sir”

---Following are a series of Q&A from the board members and Cathy George not related to SPIN change;
these can be heard on the enclosed CD---

Board Member: “One quick question then...hopefully you can clarify something that’s been confusing, at
least to me, uh the entire time. You mentioned before that a SPIN change is legal and permissible within
the rules.

Cathy George: “Yes”



Board Member #1: “Ok, if the competitive bidding happens at the front end of this process...”
Cathy George: “Sometimes a year, year and a half outside when you’re gonna really buy...”

Board Member #1: “Right, and so this SPIN change happens after that, then how do you re-visit
that...other than than...| mean, | guess my initial understanding, and a complete novice in this was that
the fact that it had been competitively bid at the front end and that’s what was submitted. But a SPIN
change, when they spin in, all they’re able to do is to match what was already approved under the
previously competitively bid, um in ah...whatever had been awarded. And so that there was not a new
need to go out and re-competitively bid again on a SPIN change. But, that’s where I've never
understood, and can you shed any light on that?”

Cathy George: “According to program rules, you may change vendors; provided you meet all the
programs rules, in which there are thr--, really three basic ones. That you meet all those program rules,
you may change to another vendor. That vendor must take all of the requested information...all of the
requested items, and they must be able to give exactly the same service, the same like kind, quality and
access. For the same, no more price. Unless the school district says I'll pay more money, but this is all |
can get from USAC. So if | ask for three switches...

Board Member #1: (speaking over Cathy George):“But there wouldn’t be a new...
Cathy George: “then this new person’s gonna have to give me three swi...
Board Member #1: (speaking over Cathy George):“But you wouldn’t re-competitively bid...
Cathy George: “No you don't...
Board Member #1: (speaking over Cathy George):“...because...ok...that’s what | wanted to know...”
Cathy George: “No you do not...”
--Muffled Boards members talking--

Board Member: “| think the situation that happened was we had the bids and then we didn’t get that
funding for that year, right? If I'm correct, or...?”

Board Member: “We didn’t get funding and then we went back for another funding and we had already
gone out for bids | think, if that’s what we used...the bids from the the, the past...on the new e-Rate is...

Cathy George: “Everything has to start...
Board Member “Now there’s no way to get,
Cathy George: “No, noth--...”

Board Member: “...there’s no way to get e-Rate funding unless its already been approved, and that’s off
very strict things that had aiready been passed...now if there was--"






