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WV? SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Date: June 1,2010
To: Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

From: Dr. Jesolyn Larry, Interim Info.Technology Officer

VENDOR SELECTION METHOD:

X] RFP/Bid Agenda Ite Wfé @
] Sole Source Information: ]
[] Contract Extension Previous Bd. Res. #: 12-03-09-01 Conference: ]
[ ] Ratification Action: X
SUBJECT:

To approve a new contract with Xerox Corporation to provide the operation and maintenance of the Print Shop and all
the District's multi-functional devices for the period from July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011 at a reduced cost of (25%)
not to exceed $1,200,000.00.

BACKGROUND
This a new contract with with Xerox Corporation. The monthly amount is a 25% reduction from the previous contract.
The District was satisfied with the quality of the services received. Previously, the District paid approximately $150,000
per month for services which include: fleet management of the multi-functional print/copier devices, District-wide Pony
and US mail delivery services in elementary, middle, high schools and administrative offices as well as daily management
of the Print Shop.

CSIP: Goal 2: Process Performance  Row: 93 MSIP: 6.4.1

FUNDING SOURCE: (ex: 110 Fund Type — 2218 Function— 6411 Object Code - 111 Location Code — 00 Project Code)

Fund Source: 110-2577-6319-981-00 [ GOB Requisition #:
Amount: $1,200,000.00

Fund Source: { Requisition #:
Amount:

Fund Source: Requisition #:
Amount:

Cost not to Exceed: XPending Funding Availability | Vendor #: 600004465
$1,200,000.00

Department: Technology Q&M\/@M

Angela Banks, Interim Budget Director

Requestor: J.F. Larry 7)/7
% oo A

Enos Moss, CFO/Treasurer

Jesolyn Iﬁrry, Interim Info.Technology Officer

Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

Revised 11/30/09 Reviewed by Budget:
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Date: May 28, 2010
To: Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

From: Dr. Jesolyn Larry, Interim Info.Technology Officer

VENDOR SELECTION METHOD:

RFP/Bid Agenda Item:
[] Sole Source Information:
[ ] Contract Renewal Previous Bd. Res. #: 09-06-07-06 Conference:
[] Ratification Action:
SUBJECT:

To approve a contract with Dell Corporation as the standard vendor for technology purchases for items such as, personal
laptops, desktops, tablet computers, servers, storage devices and peripherals, for the period beginning July 1, 2010
through June 30,2011 with a possible renewal for 2 additional years.

BACKGROUND:

This project encompasses entering into a contractual agreement with Dell Corporation for standardization and direct
purchase of servers, storage devices, peripherals, desktop, notebook and laptop computers. The contract requires that
Dell image, install and deliver all units. Dell is a diversified information supplier that sells numerous products directly to
its customers. This direct model allows the building of each system to order and ensures that the District receives
systems configured to specifications at highly competitive prices.

CSIP: Goal 2: Process Performance  Row: 93 MSIP: 6.4.1

FUNDING SOURCE: (ex: 110 Fund Type — 2218 Function— 6411 Object Code - 111 Location Code — 00 Project Code)

Fund Source: ‘ GOB Requisition #:
Amount: $

Fund Source: | Requisition #:
Amount:

Fund Source: Requisition #:
Amount:

Cost not to Exceed: $§ 0.00 | >XPending Funding Availability | Vendor #: 600005394

Department: Technology Q4 A\—W

Requestor: J.F. Larry

> X Enos Moss, CFO/Treasurer
Di‘k.’gesolyn L%}' y, Interim Info.Technology Officer

Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

Revised 11/30/09 Reviewed by Budget:
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Vendor Performance Report

Type of report: Final ™ Quarterly []

Report Date: 5-27-2010

Dept / School: Information Technology

Reported By: J. F. Larry

Vendor: Tyler Technologies

Vendor #: 600013770

Contract #/ P.O/ #:
4500149292/4500148881/4500149614

Contract Name:

Contract Amount: $402,000.00

Award Date: 7-21-09

Purpose of Contract (Brief Description): To provide the District’s Student Information System which is the
authoritative source for the collection and reporting of student data.

Unsatisfactory

Performance Ratings: Summarize the vendor’s performance and circle the number which best describes their performance
in that category. See Vendor Performance Report Instructions for explanations of categories and numeric ratings (please
attach additional sheets if necessary). Ratings 5 = Exceptional; 4 = Very Good; 3 = Satisfactory; 2 = Marginal; | =

Category

Rating

Comments (Brief)

Quality of Goods / Services

5
4X

3
2
1

Timeliness of Delivery or
Performance

5
4X
3
2

1

Business Relations

5
4X

3

2

Customer Satisfaction

9]

4X

= N W

Cost Control

LY |

3X

[eY

Average Score

3.8

Add above ratings: divide the total by the number of
areas being rated.

Purchasing Department Page 1 of 3

June 2006
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910

Purchase and Installation of Computers

EVALUATION DATE:  5:95.|1D
VENDOR: BT+ T

TOTAL COMBINED POINTS:

Total points in an evaluation area should be averaged from all evaluators. For example, if there are five
evaluators their rating should be averaged, i.e., total points of all five evaluators divided by the number of
evaluators

1. Vendor’s experience working with the District -- 10

Evaluator #1 Total Points:___{g ) ~

Evaluator #2 Total Pointsi M A@g.
Evaluator #3 Total Points: '
Evaluator #4 Total Points_{g D’ZL/ L/ ‘ g
Evaluator #5 Total Points:

2. Submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list -- 5

Evaluator #1

Total Points: ;2

Evaluator #2 Total Points:___ 2 i

Evaluator #3 Total Points:ﬁ: / / 02 ' !7/2/
Evaluator #4 Total Points:

Evaluator #5 Total Points:__|

3. Company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment -- 5

Evaluator #1 Total Points: i

Evaluator #2 Total Points:___|

Evaluator #3 Total Points: % g/ / ’ (-«?
Evaluator #4 Total Points:___.

Evaluator #5 Total Points:__{

4. Vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program -- 5

Evaluator #1 Total Points:

Evaluator #2 Total Points:__|

Evaluator #3 Total Points:__o 8’

Evaluator #4 Total Points:___ / (o
Evaluator #5 Total Points:_{



5. Cost of switching vendors -- 5

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points:
Total Points:___/
Total Points:

Total Points;__%
Total Points:__|

6. Firm’s warranty Program -- §

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points:__[

Total Points:

Total Points: é

Total Points:

Total Points :_,l_

7. MWBE Participation -- 5

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points:_L

Total Points:__ 2~
Total Points:__2
Total Points:
Total Points:

/O

8. Vendor’s Experience and Demznstrated Expertise -- 10

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points;___“
Total Points:__ (g
Total Points:__{p
Total Points:__ (0
Total Points:___&

9, Use of P-Card -- 10

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

10. Total Price and Cost Effectiveness -- 40

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points;__ (D

Total Points: 274
Total Points:__ (g

Total Points: !é%
Total Points:__o&

Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE: %~q—|a
VENDOR: ATHT

EVALUATOR #: Dave Lashbrook

#

1. Vendor’s Prior Relationship with District (10)

Evaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Quality Rating i

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response " Meets Standards _ Exceeds Standards " Far Exceeds Standards

L o L ¥ 0

2. Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor’s response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list.

Quality Rating
Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.

Quality Rating
Insufficient Response — Marginal Response  Meets Standards _ Exceeds Standards _ Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.

Quglity Rating
Insufficient Response — Marginal Response ' Meets Standards _ Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.

Quality Rating

/ i i i :
Very Expensive — Expensive Some Expense Minimal Expense No Expense

Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.

Quality Rating
Insufficient Response — Marginal Response _ Meets Standards _ Exceeds Standards _ Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quality Rating
/ 5

Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards  Far Exceeds Standards




4. Vendor’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise (10)

Evaluate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications.

Quality Rating p

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards  Far Exceeds Standards

i o @ s /e,

5. Use of P-Card (10)

Evaluate the use of P-Card included in pricing

2

Quality Rating

v/

no or non-response — Expensive some expense  limited expense No cost or additional expense involved

7 Y le 5 /O

6. Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)

Total Cost -
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE:
vinpor: HT74 7 Medboo K @nll

EVALUATOR #: <2

I. Vendor’s Prior Relationship with District (10)

Evaluate the Vendor's experience working with the District.

Quality Rating

Insufticient Response  — Marginal Response s Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

2. Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor’s response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response X Marginal Response t Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.

Quality Rating

" Insufficient Response — Marginal Response ' Meets Standards  Exceeds Standards i Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.

Quality Rating

[nsufficient Response — Marginal Response ' Meets Standards ~ Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.

Quality Rating

ES

Very Expensive  — Expensive  Some Expense  Minimal Expense ~ No Expense

Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.
Quality Rating
Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response _ Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quality Rating

[nsufficient Response ngarQinal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards




4. Vendor’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise (10) ]

valuate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response Meets Standards Ixceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

5.  Use of P-Card (10)

Evaluate the use of P-Card included in pricing

Quality Rating

?{no Or non-response — Expensive s0me expense limited expense  No cost or additional expense involved

6. ‘'Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)

Total Cost -
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE: -9 -0

VENDOR: ATeT '
EVALUATOR#:¢ 5

1. Vendor’s Prior Relationship with District (10)

Evaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response x Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards

Far Exceeds Standards

2. Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor’s response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and

products price list.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response >{ Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.

Quality Rating
[nsufficient Response ¥ Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response X Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards

Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.

Quality Rating

Very Expensive )( Expensive Some Expense Minimal Expense No Expense
Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.
Quality Rating
Insufficient Response — Marginal Response )( Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response X Meets Standards Exceeds Standards

Far Exceeds Standards




4. Vendor’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise (10)
Evaluate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications.
Quality Rating

— Marginal Response Y Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards |

Insufficient Response

Use of P-Card (10)
Evaluate the use of P-Card included in pricing
Quality Rating

no or non-response Expensive )C some expense limited expense No cost or additional expense involved

6. Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40—)//"/—/’/‘::\

Total Cost -




TAINT LOUILS

OOl WIS
R I
o !

[
!

SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE: 4 [ 7 //D
venbor: AT 4T
EVALUATOR #:__imell LWoren

4/

1. Vendor’s Prior Relationship with Districe (10)

Iivaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Quality Rating

Insufticient Response  —— Marginal Response :L//M'eets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

2.  Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor's response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list.

Quality Rating
Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.

Quality Rating

Insuftficient Response — Marginal Response ~ Meets Standards ~ Exceeds Standards _ Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.
g ployee p prog

Quality Rating

- E
Insutficient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.

QQuality Rating

Very Expensive ~ — Expensive ‘V/;)me Expense Minimal Expense No Expense

Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response Marginal Response _ Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quality Rating

[nsufficient Response  ~  Marginal Response Vf(/[iets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards




{.  Vendor’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise (10)
Ivaluate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications.

Quality Rating

Insulticient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards Lxceeds Stundards FFar Exceeds Standards

5. Use of P-Card (10)

Evaluate the use of P-Card included in pricing

Quality Rating

N0 Or nON-response — Expensive s0Mme expense limited expense Ao cost or additional expense involved

6. 'Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)

Total Cost -
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP #012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE: & /24 /o
venoor: . ATs T
EVALUATOR#:_4

I.  Vendor’s Prior Relationship with District (10)

Evaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Qualjty Rating

Insulticient Response — Marginal Response _ Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

2.  Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor's response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list.

Quality Rating

O : : i -
Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.

Quality Rating

'Y,lnsufﬁcient Response — Marginal Response  Meets Standards " Exceeds Standards : Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.

Quality Rating

% | | - -
Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.

Quality Rating

Very Expensive — Expensive  Some Expense _ Minimal Expense No Expense

Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.

Quality Rating

E//lnsufﬁcient Response — Marginal Response  Meets Standards  Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards




4. Vendor’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise (10)

Ivaluate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications.

Quality Rating

§ Insufficient Response = Marginal Response  Meets Standards Lxceeds Standards FFar Exceeds Standards

5. Use of P-Card (10)

Evaluate the use of P-Curd included in pricing

Quality Rating

14 N0 Or non-response — Lixpensive s0me expense limited expense No cost or additional expense involved

6. _Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)

AN
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910

Purchase and Installation of Computers

EVALUATION DATE: _ 5251 (D
VENDOR: H
ToraL COMBINED POINTS: 7] 5. {

Total points in an evaluation area should be averaged from all evaluators. For example, if there are five
evaluators their rating should be averaged, i.e., total points of all five evaluators divided by the number of

evaluators

1. Vendor’s experience working with the District -- 10

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points;
Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:

Todal
I

%%%FF

Aug

5L

2. Submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list -- §

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:

Total Points: §

| §

4t

3. Company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment -- §

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points
Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:

15

T

4. Vendor’s compliance with su%nitting an employee purchase program -- §

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points: / (/Q

Total Points: 3

4.



5. Cost of switching vendors -- 5

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points:_..l .
Total Points:

Total Points;__2&

Total Points: ﬁ
Total Points: §

6. Firm’s warranty Program -- §

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points;__ <
Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:

Total Points:__;)z_

7. MWBE Participation -- 5

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points :__i_.___
Total Points:_ 2
Total Points:__2
Total Points:__Z
Total Points:

[

8. Vendor’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise -- 10

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points:___{g
Total Points:__ (¢
Total Points:___{z

Total Points: L\e
Total Points: 3

9, Use of P-Card -- 10

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

10. Total Price and Cost Effectiveness -- 40 ,

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points:__{©
Total Points: &L
Total Points:___{ 2

Total Points:

Total Points: 7

Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:

S

S
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE: Y-8~

VENDOR:

EVALUATOR #: 5/{3\\;@ LashWerook

1. Vendor’s Prior Relationship with District (10)

Evaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Quality Rating

)/ -

Insufficient Response Marginal Response Meets Standards __Exceeds Standards __ Far Exceeds Standards

2. Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor’s response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list. ‘

Quality Rating , Y
- i i - i
Insufficient Response — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.
Quality Rating /
Insufficient Response — Marginal Response ' Meets Standards  Exceeds Standards __ Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.
Quality Rating /
Insufficient Response  ~— Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.
Quality Rating
Very Expensive — Expensive _ Some Expense _ Minimal Expense _ No Expense
Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.
Quality Rating ,
Insufficient Response — Marginal Response " Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards




4. Vendor’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise (10)

Evaluate the firm’'s overall experience and qualifications.

Quality Rating /

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response  Meets Standards Exceeds Standards  Far Exceeds Standards

5. Use of P-Card (10)

Evaluate the use of P-Card included in pricing

Quality Rating /

no or non-response — Expensive some expense limited expense ~ No cost or additional expense involved

6. Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)

Total Cost -
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
REP #012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE:

VENDOR: 1, ¥

EVALUATOR#: 2

1. Vendor’s Prior Relationship with District (10)

Evaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Quality Rating

Insulticient Response X Marginal Response _ Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

2. Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor’s response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list. .

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response " Meets Standards  Exceeds Standards ' Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response ?( Meets Standards _ Exceeds Standards __ Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response " Meets Standards Exceeds Standards _ Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.

Quality Rating

Very Expensive f){ Expensive  Some Expense Minimal Expense No Expense

Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response  —— Marginal Response _ Meets Standards :Xl Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response  ~— Marginal Response X Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards




4. Vendor’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise (10)

Evaluate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications.

Quality Rating

[nsufficient Response  — Marginal Response A}(l\/lccts Standards Iixceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

5. Use of P-Card (10)

Evaluate the use of P-Card included in pricing

Quality Rating

7<nu Or NON-response — Expensive some expense  limited expense ~ No cost or additional expense involved

6. 'Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)

Total Cost -
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE: £)-G-/0
vespor: H P

EVALUATOR#:_ 4

ﬁ. Vendor’s Prior Relationship with District (10)
Evaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response y Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

2. Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor's response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list.

Quality Rating
Insufficient Response — Marginal Response Y Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the company'’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.
Quality Rating
Insufficient Response x Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.
Quality Rating
Insufficient Response —— Marginal Response >( Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.
Quality Rating
Very Expensive ¥ Expensive Some Expense Minimal Expense No Expense
Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.
Quality Rating
Insufficient Response ‘x Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response Y Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards




4. Vendor’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise (10)
Evaluate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response Marginal Response )( Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

|

5. Use of P-Card (10)
Evaluate the use o, " P_Card included in

Quality Rating

No cost or additional expense involved

Nno or non-response — Expensive X some expense limited expense

]

6. Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)
Total Cost -
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE: % /917D
VENDOR: TV

EVALUATOR #:_ Scirne\\ UOven

~#

1. Vendor’s Prior Relationship with District (10)

Evaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Quality Rating

Insulticient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards

Far Exceeds Standards

2. Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor's response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and

products price list.

Quality Rating

- P . :, e
Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards

Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the company'’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards

Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.

Quality Rating

" .
Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards L/Exceeds Standards

Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.

Quality Rating

Very Expensive  — Expensive __ Some Expense i/’f\y/ﬁnimal Expense

No Expense

Evaluate the firm’s warranty program,

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response _ Meets Standards g/ﬁ Exceeds Standards

Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quality Rating

~
Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response Weets Standards Exceeds Standards

Far Exceeds Standards




I.H:i/_gmmr’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise (10)

Evaluate the firm’s overall experience and yualifications.

"i“;l‘lillily Rating

g e : . / . N y -~ -
[nsulticient Response  — Marginal Response  ¢~"Meets Standards xceeds Standards IPar Exceeds Standards

5. Use of P-Card (10)

Evaluate the use of P-Card included in pricing

Quality Rating

10 Or NON-response — Expensive SUIME expense limited expense

!//ﬁ:cnst or additional expense involved

6. ‘Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)

Total Cost -
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE: & /24 )0
VENDOR:  #/ / '
EVALUATOR#:_ %5

I. Vendor’s Prior Relationship with District (10)

Ivaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Quality Rating

Insufticient Response  — Marginal Response K Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

2. Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor’s response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list.

Quality Rating

[nsutficient Response — Marginal Response \/Meets Standards  Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response VMeets Standards  Exceeds Standards _ Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.

Quality Rating
- - X// i - [ -

Insufficient Response = Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.

Quality Rating

5 N} A ; ( o -
/ Very Expensive — Expensive Some Expense Minimal Expense No Expense

Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.

Quality Rating
[nsufficient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards




4. Vendor’s Kxperience and Demonstrated Expertise (10)

valuate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications.

Quality Rating

Insulficient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards chccds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

5.  Use of P-Card (10)

Evaluate the use of P-Card included in pricing

Quality Rating

Nno or non-response — Expensive some expense /7 limited expense No cost or additional expense involved

6. Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)

Total Cost - 3‘@
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910

Purchase and Installation of Computers

EVALUATION DATE: _ 5 .5 D
VENDOR: 2 [l ]
ToTAL COMBINED POINTS: L4, 4 i{'

Total points in an evaluation area should be averaged from all evaluators. For example, if there are five
evaluators their rating should be averaged, i.e., total points of all five evaluators divided by the number of
evaluators

1. Vendor’s experience working with the District -- 10

Evaluator #1

Total Points;__|{)

Hug

Total

Evaluator #2 Total Points__lp
Evaluator #3 Total Points:_¥
Evaluator #4 Total Points:_{O L/ 02/ 5 ; 47/
Evaluator #5 Total Points:__§

2. Submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list -- 5

Evaluator #1

Total Points: %
Total Points:

Evaluator #2

Evaluator #3 Total Points:_< / 5 j (5’
Evaluator #4 Total Points: X
Evaluator #5 Total Points:

3. Company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment -- 5

Evaluator #1 Total Points: &

Evaluator #2 Total Points:__%

Evaluator #3 Total Points:__ 2 | q 7
Evaluator #4 Total Points:j’__ / (J) S J
Evaluator #5 Total Points:

4. Vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program -- 5

Evaluator #1 Total Points:

Evaluator #2 Total Points:_0

Evaluator #3 Total Points: l ZP \5 ? O’l
Evaluator #4 Total Points: '
Evaluator #5 Total Points:__*



5. Cost of switching vendors -- 5 _— 7/

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points:__ 5 ‘ / 44

Total Points :% '

Total Points: 7
Total Points:__* ;Z i L/l A
Total Points:_f)_

6. Firm’s warranty Program -- 5?

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points:
Total Points:_f)_ i ,7

Total Points:
Total Points: 3

Total Points:__ 2

7. MWBE Participation -- 5

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points:__|

Total Points:_ 2 »
Total Points:_% ; !
Total Points:__2

Total Points:_c2.

L

8. Vendor’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise -- 10

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points:__ 8

Total Points:__{p

Total Points:__{p [p
Total Points;__ % 3

Total Points:__J

[

9. Use of P-Card -- 10

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

10. Total Price and Cost Effectiveness -- 40

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points:__(Q
Total Points:__ &
Total Points:__ 8
Total Points: [Q
Total Points:__ &

Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:

Total Points:
Total Points:
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE: 4%~
VENDOR: e\

EVALUATOR #: Dave [ o8 hborwe A

1. Vendor’s Prior Relationship with District (10)

Evaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response " Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

2. Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor’s response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response " Meets Standards ~ Exceeds Standards i Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment,
Quality Rating
Insufficient Response — Marginal Response " Meets Standards  Exceeds Standards ; Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.
Quality Rating
Insufficient Response — Marginal Response " Meets Standards __ Exceeds Standards " Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.
Quality Rating
o U - o
Very Expensive  — Expensive Some Expense Minimal Expense No Expense
Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.
Quality Rating ,
Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response " Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards " Far Exceeds Standards




4. Vendor’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise (10)

Evaluate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response  ~— Marginal Response  Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

5. Use of P-Card (10)

Evaluate the use of P-Card included in pricing

Quality Rating //
no or non-response — Expensive some expense  limited expense No cost or additional expense involved

6. Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)

Total Cost -
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE:

Vinpor: e |/

EVALUATOR#: 2

1. Vendor’s Prior Relationship with District (10)

Evaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Quality Rating

Insulticient Response  — Marginal Response X Meets Standards Exceeds Standards

Far Exceeds Standards

2.  Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor’s response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and

products price list.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response “* Meets Standards  Exceeds Standards

Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response X Meets Standards  Exceeds Standards

Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.

Quality Rating

[nsufficient Response — Marginal Response X Meets Standards ~ Exceeds Standards

Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.

Quality Rating

Very Expensive — Expensive  Some Expense _ Minimal Expense

XNO Expense
Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.
Quality Rating
Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response \)(/ Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response %Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards

Far Exceeds Standards




[ 4. Vendor’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise (10)

Ivaluate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications.

Insutticient Response  — Marginal Response )@lccts Standards

[ixceeds Standards FFar Exceeds Standards

5. Use of P-Card (10)

Evaluate the use of P-Card included in pricing

Quality Rating

>< 10 Or NON-response — kxpensive some expense

limited expense

No cost or additional expense involved

6. ‘Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)

Total Cost -
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATIONF ORM
EVALUATION DATE: 4-G-|
venpor: {Dell
EVALUATOR#: o5

1. Vendor’s Prior Relationship with District (10)

Evaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response ~ Meets Standards )C Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

2. Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor’s response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list.

Quality Rating
Insufficient Response — Marginal Response X Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.
Quality Rating
Insufficient Response _— Marginal Response £ Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.
Quality Rating
Insufficient Response — Marginal Response ¥ Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.
Quality Rating
Very Expensive Expensive ~ Some Expense >( Minimal Expense No Expense
Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.
Quality Rating
Insufficient Response — Marginal Response >( Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response X Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards




4. Vendor’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise (10)
Evaluate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications.
Quality Rating

| Insufficient Response Marginal Response X Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Use of P-Card (10)
Evaluate the use of P-
Quality Rating

5.

Card included in pricing

some expense 7( limited expense No cost or additional expense involved

Nno or non-response — Expensive

6. Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)
Total Cost - '
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM

EVALUATION DATE: /7 //0

VENDOR: hé’/\\

EVALUATOR #: Sue |} Woren
~)

1.  Vendor’s Prior Relationship with District (10)

Ivaluate the Vendor's experience working with the District.

Quality Rating

!

Insulticient Response — Marginal Response  Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Mar Exceeds Standards

2. Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor's response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list.

Quality Rating

i ! i 5
Insutticient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.
Quality Rating
Insufficient Response — Marginal Response  Meets Standards ' Exceeds Standards __ Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response _ Meets Standards Exceeds Standards ___ Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.

Quality Rating

Very Expensive — Expensive ‘ Some Expense L~Minimal Expense No Expense

Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response _ Meets Standards ifgceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response Vi\’;eets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards




Vgul_or’ﬂ Kxperience and Demonstrated Expertise (10)

Uvaluate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications.

()uzi'liAlW}TR;uing

__Insutficient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards

‘mccds Standards

‘ar Exceeds Standards

5. Use of P-Card (10)

Ivaluate the use of P-Card included in pricing

Quality Rating

Nno Or non-response — Expensive

SOIMe expense limited expense 4"/?1/

O

cost or additional expense involved

6. ‘Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)

Total Cost -
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE: 3’1/ qujz?
VENDOR: D2 )

EVALUATOR #: 5

1. Vendor’s Prior Relationship with District (10)

Evaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Quality Rating pd
Insufticient Response  — Marginal Response _ Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

2. Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor’s response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list.

Quality Rating pad
i (" ép‘/l -
[nsufficient Response  —— Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards ~ Exceeds Standards  Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.

Quality Rating

i i -
Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.

Quality Rating — _

Very Expensive  — Expensive Some Expense  Minimal Expense ~ No Expense

Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.
Quality Rating L~
Insufficient Response = — Marginal Response ~ Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quahty Rating

Insufficient Response }& Marginal Re@ponse Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards




4.

Vendor’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise (10)

Evaluate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications,

Quality Rating

Insulticient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards

if’rfi’:ds Standards ~ Far Exceeds Standards

5.

Use of P-Card (10)

Evaluate the use of P-Card included in pricing

Quality Rating

N0 Or NON-response — Lxpensive SOme expense

limited expense

No cost or additional expense involved

0.

Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)

Total Cost - L{ ,@




y 5&1‘5
While
@5 X4
sl

‘ SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910

Purchase and Installation of Computers

EVALUATION DATE: _ 5 -85 [D
VENDOR: _(_ A1 QAU QL
TOTAL COMBINED PGINTS:

Total points in an evaluation area should be averaged from all evaluators. For example, if there are five
evaluators their rating should be averaged, i.e., total points of all five evaluators divided by the number of
evaluators

1. Vendor’s experience working with the District -- 10

Evaluator #1 Total Points; — ] 74
Evaluator #2 Total Points;__ 2. .Z_Q_{A.Z ____@._
Evaluator #3 Total Points: r ,
Evaluator #4 Total Points:_Z., / 0 DQ/
Evaluator #5 Total Points,__2

2. Submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list -- 5

Evaluator #1

Total Points: L

Evaluator #2 Total Points:__.) ’
Evaluator #3 Total Points:__2 q , X
Evaluator #4 Total Points: )
Evaluator #5 Total Points:

3. Company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment -- 5

Evaluator #1 Total Points:__ |

Evaluator #2 Total Points:__ | '
Evaluator #3 Total Points: ?-; (? ’ . (;L
Evaluator #4 Total Points:__!

Evaluator #5 Total Points:__ |

4. Vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program -- 5

Evaluator #1

Total Points:

Evaluator #2 Total Points:__|

Evaluator #3 Total Points: (O

Evaluator #4 Total Points:__| ) ‘ é’)_{
Evaluator #5 Total Points:___|



5. Cost of switching vendors -- §

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points:

Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:

Total Points:__]

6. Firm’s warranty Program -- §

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points:__|

Total Points :+L
Total Points:_J),

Total Points: l
Total Points:__{

7. MWBE Participation -- 5

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points:_!_
Total Points:#
Total Points:

Total Points:_2
Total Points: i

8. Vendor’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise -- 10

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points:___ &
Total Points: L—[:
Total Points:

Total Points: gf_b_

Total Points:

9, Use of P-Card -- 10

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

10. Total Price and Cost Effectiveness -- 40

Evaluator #1
Evaluator #2
Evaluator #3
Evaluator #4
Evaluator #5

Total Points: &
Total Points; ‘%
Total Points:
Total Points:

Total Points: QJ_

Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:

i

| L
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE: _-H~\0
VENDOR: __Camputnae
EVALUATOR #: Dave LosWbriok

Wy

1. Vendor’s Prior Relationship with District (10)

Evaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Quylity Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response ' Meets Standards _ Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

2. Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor’s response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list.

Quality Rating

i |
Insufficient Response — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.

Quality Rating

i

Insufficient Response - Marginal Response  Meets Standards __ Exceeds Standards " Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.
Quality Rating
Insufficient Response — Marginal Response ' Meets Standards _ Exceeds Standards " Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.

Quality Rating

Very Expensive — Expensive  Some Expense " Minimal Expense _ No Expense

Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.
Quality Rating
Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response ~ Meets Standards Exceeds Standards _ Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quatity Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response Meets Standards  Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards




4. Vendor’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise (10)

Evaluate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards _ Far Exceeds Standards

5. Use of P-Card (10)

Evaluate the use of P-Card included in pricing

ngﬁty Rating

no or non-response — Expensive some expense limited expense ~ No cost or additional expense involved

6. Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)

Total Cost -
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE:
VENDOR: L om Py T
EVALUATOR #:_J

1. Vendor’s Prior Relationship with District (10)

Evaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Quality Rating

' X Insufticient Response  —— Marginal Response " Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

2. Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor’s response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list.

Quality Rating

A . v
Insufticient Response ¥Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response " Meets Standards ? Exceeds Standards " Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.
Quality Rating
)C Insufficient Response — Marginal Response | Meets Standards _ Exceeds Standards _ Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.

Quality Rating

X’ Very Expensive  — Expensive ~_ Some Expense _ Minimal Expense No Expense
Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.
Quality Rating :
Insufficient Response ﬁ/Marginal Response ‘ Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quality Rating

Xlnsufﬁcient Response — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards




4. Vendor’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise (10)

Ivaluate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications.

Quality Rating

| Insufficient Response xwlurginul Response Meets Standards [xceeds Standards ~ Far Exceeds Standards

5. Use of P-Card (10)

Evaluate the use of P-Card included in pricing

Quality Rating

)du) Or NON-response — Expensive some expense ~ limited expense

No cost or additional expense involved

6. 'Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)

Total Cost -
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE: 4-9-]
VENDOR: CompuType
EVALUATOR #:_'_j?;”g

1. Vendor’s Prior Relationship with District (10)

Evaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Quality Rating

)C Insufficient Response — Marginal Response " Meets Standards

Exceeds Standards

Far Exceeds Standards

2. Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor’s response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and

products price list.

Quality Rating
Insufficient Response )C Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the company'’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.

Quality Rating
Insufficient Response X Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards
Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.

Quality Rating
Insufficient Response ‘y' Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.

Quality Rating

Very Expensive ‘>§ Expensive Some Expense Minimal Expense No Expense
Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.
Quality Rating
Insufficient Response zx Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response 7& Marginal Response Meets Standards

Exceeds Standards

Far Exceeds Standards




| 4. Vendor’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise (10)
Evaluate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications.
Quality Rating

— Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Y Insufficient Response

5. Use of P-Card (10)
Evaluate the use of P-
Quality Rating

Card included in

limited expense No cost or additional expense involved

some expense

Nno Or non-response 7'%“ Expensive

. 6. Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)




[\

SAINT LOUIS
-'..',:vl,,:, '_“f{'lf\

SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE: 4 /7 /it
vinDor: Compu  Tude
EVALUATOR #:_Soune\l Loren

]

1. Vendor’s Prior Rcl?ltionship with District (10)

I'valuate the Vendor’s experience working with the District. -

Quality Rating

Insulticient Response  — Marginal Response  Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

2. Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor's response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list.

Quality Rating

j i i .
Insulficient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.

Quality Rating

7 Insufficient Response — Marginal Response  Meets Standards  Exceeds Standards __ Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.

Quality Rating

Insufticient Response — Marginal Response ~ Meets Standards Exceeds Standards  Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.

Quality Rating

e

Very Expensive  — Expensive Some Expense Minimal Expense No Expense

Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.

Quality Rating

i/’l?;:ufﬁcient Response  — Marginal Response _ Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

3. MWBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certification.

Quality Rating

[nsufficient Response  — Marginal Response E/T\jfeets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards




L Vendor’s KExperience and Demonstrated Expertise (10)
- Uvaluate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications.
Quality Rating

~_Insutficient Response  ~ Marginal Response

Mecets Standards Iixceeds Standards Iar Exceeds Standards
5. Use of P-Card (10)
Evaluate the use of P-Card included in pricing
Quality Rating
L/ﬁ) or non-response — Lixpensive s0me expense limited expense No cost or additional expense involved

6. Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)
Total Cost -




SAINT LOUIS

SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910
Purchase and Installation of Computers

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE: _ S /24 /jo
VENDOR: _Copmou THpe
EVALUATOR#:_ 5

1.  Vendor’s Prior Relationship with District (10)

Evaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response  Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

2.  Meeting Overall Proposal requirements (25)

Evaluate the Vendor’s response to submitting prices for equipment configuration, including video monitors, hard drives and
products price list.

Quality Rating

b i i ’ i i
Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the company’s plan for delivery and installation of equipment.

Quality Rating

/Insufﬁcient Response — Marginal Response  Meets Standards " Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the vendor’s compliance with submitting an employee purchase program.

Quality Rating

: Insutficient Response — Marginal Response  Meets Standards Exceeds Standa<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>