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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Date: May 19, 2010
To:  Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent
From: Enos K. Moss, CFO/Treasurer

VENDOR SELECTION METHOD:

-1)-1R

RFP/Bid Agenda Item:

Sole Source Information:

Insurance Policy Renewal 06-25-09-20 Conference:

Ratification Action: X
SUBJECT:

To approve the purchase of a renewal Excess Workers' Compensation Bond with Travelers Insurance Company through our insurance
broker, Marsh USA. The renewal of the policy would be for the period July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011 at a cost not to exceed
$11,125.00. This Bond is continuous until cancelled and the rate has not changed in the last five years.

BACKGROUND:
The Excess Workers' Compensation Bond is the security required by the State of Missouri as collateral for the payment of workers'
compensation claims under the District's approved self-insurance program.

CSIP:  Goal#  SLPS Goal #2 - Process and Performance Row# |75 MSIP: 8.54
FUNDING SOURCE: (Fund Type) - (Function) - (Object Code) - (Location Code) - (Project Code)

Fund Source: 170 - 2514 - 6261 - 970 - 00 GOB Requisition #:

Amount: $ 11,125.00

Fund Source: - - - - Requisition #:

Amount:

Fund Source: - - - - Requisition #:

Amount:

Cost not to Exceed:  $ 11,125.00 | X | Pending Funding Availability lVendor #: 600002438

Department: Risk Management %W

Angela Banks {,ntenm Budget Dlrector
Requestor: : '
Kevin Coyne P /fdvi; ,

I Moss, CFO/Treasurer

7 Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

Reviewed By Reviewed By Reviewed By Budget
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Date: May 19, 2010
To: Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

From: Enos K. Moss, CFO/Treasurer

VENDOR SELECTION METHOD:

RFP/Bid Agenda Item:
Sole Source Information:
X |Insurance Policy Renewal 06-25-09-05 Conference:
Ratification Action: X
SUBJECT:

To approve the purchase of a renewal Excess Workers' Compensation Insurance Policy with Arch Insurance through our insurance
broker, Marsh USA. The renewal of the policy would be for the period July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011 at a cost not to exceed
$171,936.00. The Board approved an option to renew the policy in 2009 as long as the rate is verified by our insurance broker to be
competitive. Our insurance broker, Marsh USA, has verified the rate to be competitive.

BACKGROUND:
The Excess Workers' Compensation Insurance Policy will provide coverage on all District employees. The Policy provides coverage
for those claims that exceed the District's self-insurance limit of $500,000. This is the first year that the coverage has not been bid in
five years. The 2010 cost of $171,936.00 represents a $21,854 decrease over the 2009 cost, an overall decrease of 11%.

CSIP:  Goal#  SLPS Goal #2 - Process and Performance Row# |75 MSIP: 8.54
FUNDING SOURCE: (Fund Type) - (Function) - (Object Code) - (Location Code) - (Project Code)

Fund Source: 170 - 2514 - 6261 - 970 - 00 GOB Requisition #:

Amount: $ 171,936.00

Fund Source: - - - - Requisition #:

Amount:

Fund Source: - - - - Requisition #:

Amount:

Cost not to Exceed:  $ 171,936.00 | X | Pending Funding Availability |Vendor #: 600002438

Department: Risk Management M
Banks; Interim Budget Director
Requestor: /
Kevin Coyne %f - g

-

e I
=

nos Moss, CFO/Treasurer
£ e

¥ Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

Reviewed By Reviewed By Reviewed By Budget
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Date: May 19, 2010
To: Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

From: Enos K. Moss, CFO/Treasurer

VENDOR SELECTION METHOD:

RFP/Bid Agenda Item:
Sole Source Information:
X |Insurance Policy Renewal 06-25-09-02 Conference:
Ratification Action: X
SUBJECT:

To approve the purchase of a renewal Boiler & Machinery Insurance Policy with Hartford Steam Boiler Insurance Company through
our insurance broker, Marsh USA. The renewal of the policy would be for the period July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011 at a cost not
to exceed $40,571.00. The Board approved an option to renew the policy in 2009 as long as the rate is verified by our insurance
broker to be competitive. Our insurance broker, Marsh USA, has verified the rate to be competitive.

BACKGROUND:
The Boiler & Machinery Insurance will provide coverage on $863,216,347 in District real and personal property. This is the first year
that the coverage has not been bid in seven years. The 2010 cost of $40,571.00 represents a $2,458 decrease over the 2009 cost, an
overall decrease of 2.43%. This is the fourth consecutive year of rate decreases from Hartford Steam Boiler.

CSIP: Goal#  SLPS Goal #2 - Process and Performance Row# |75 MSIP: 8.5.4
FUNDING SOURCE: (Fund Type) - (Function) - (Object Code) - (Location Code) - (Project Code)

Fund Source: 110 - 2514 - 6351 - 970 - 00 GOB Requisition #:

Amount: $ 40,571.00

Fund Source: - - - - Requisition #:

Amount:

Fund Source: - - - - Requisition #:

Amount:

Cost not to Exceed:  $ 40,571.00 ! X | Pending Funding Availability |Vendor #: 600002438

Department: Risk Management

Requestor:

Kevin Coyne

Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

Reviewed By Reviewed By Reviewed By Budget
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Date: May 19, 2010
To:  Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

From: Enos K. Moss, CFO/Treasurer

VENDOR SELECTION METHOD:

RFP/Bid Agenda Item:
Sole Source Information:
X |Insurance Policy Renewal 06-25-09-01 Conference:
Ratification Action: X
SUBJECT:

To approve the purchase of a renewal All-Risk Property Insurance Policy with Allianz Global Risks U.S. Insurance Company through
our insurance broker, Marsh USA. The renewal of the policy would be for the period July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011 at a cost not
to exceed $504,665.00. The Board approved an option to renew the policy in 2009 as long as the rate is verified by our insurance
broker to be competitive. Our insurance broker, Marsh USA, has verified the rate to be competitive.

BACKGROUND:
The All-Risk Property Insurance will provide coverage on $863,216,347 in District real and personal property. This is the first year
that the coverage has not been bid in seven years. The 2010 cost of $504,665.00 represents a $44,253 decrease over the 2009 cost,
an overall decrease of almost 5%.

CSIP:  Goal#  SLPS Goal #2 - Process and Performance Row # |75 MSIP: 8.5.4
FUNDING SOURCE: (Fund Type) - (Function) - (Object Code) - (Location Code) - (Project Code)

Fund Source: 110 - 2514 - 6351 - 970 - 00 GOB Requisition #:

Amount: $  504,665.00

Fund Source: - - - - Requisition #:

Amount:

Fund Source: - - - - Requisition #:

Amount:

Cost not to Exceed:  $ 504,665.00 I X | Pending Funding Availability lVendor #: 6000024338

Department: Risk Management Cﬂm

Angela Ba nks,kiﬁterim l/}udget Director

Requestor: /M L / -
Kevin Coyne T A : "

oss, CFO/Treasurer

i Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

Reviewed By g Reviewed By . Reviewed By Budget
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Date: May 19, 2010

To:  Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

From: Enos K. Moss, CFO/Treasurer

VENDOR SELECTION METHOD:

RFP/Bid Agenda Item:
Sole Source Information:
¥ |Board Policy Change Conference:
Ratification Action: X
SUBJECT:

To approve the rescission of District Policy P3511 and District Regulation R3511 and the adoption of the Safety and Risk
Management Policy to replace the rescinded policy and regulation. The Safety and Risk Management Policy has been drafted by the
Safety and Risk Management Committee as one of the priority items to improve District Safety. Also included with the Safety and
Risk Management Policy, for your review, is an employee acknowledgement page and the table of contents for the Safety & Risk
Management Handbook.

BACKGROUND:
The Safety and Risk Management Policy has been drafted as one of the priority objectives of the Safety and Risk Management
Committee. The Policy will be the cover page for the Safety and Risk Management Handbook that each employee will receive and
will be required to acknowledge in writing that they have read and understand the safety program and guidelines in the Handbook.

CSIP:  Goal#  SLPS Goal #2 - Process and Performance Row # - | 126 MSIP: 6.6.1 & 6.6.3
FUNDING SOURCE: (Fund Type) - (Function) - (Object Code) - (Location Code) - (Project Code)

Fund Source: - - - - Requisition #:

Amount: $ -

Fund Source: - - - - Regquisition #:

Amount:

Fund Source: - - - - Requisition #:

Amount:

Cost not to Exceed: $ - I | Pending Funding Availability |Vendor #:

Department: Risk Management = /4/\/\ /RW

Interlm Budget Director

Requestor:
Kevin Coyne dﬂ//w/@’;ﬂwm

Enos Moss, CFO/Treasurer

”  Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

Reviewed By Reviewed By Reviewed By Budget



P3511

ST. LOUIS BOARD OF EDUCATION POLICY

BUSINESS AND NON-INSTRUCTIONAL OPERATIONS

NON-INSTRUCTIONAL OPERATIONS
Operations
Safety
In order to provide a safe, healthful environment for the learning process,
precautionary measures must be taken to prevent accidents. School
buildings will be maintained in compliance with health and safety codes of

the City of St. Louis. Precautionary measures shall be taken to prevent the
spreading of disease in the school and on school property.

Policy adopted: June 26, 1990

Revised: February 9, 1999



R3511

ST. LOUIS BOARD OF EDUCATION REGULATION

BUSINESS AND NON-INSTRUCTIONAL OPERATIONS

NON-INSTRUCTIONAL OPERATIONS

Reference

Operations

Safety

The Board of Education shall designate a safety coordinator who is
responsible for monitoring all aspects of safety. The coordinator ensures
that facilities and grounds are periodically inspected and that corrections
are made promptly in accordance with local and/or state public safety
requirements. The district shall develop and implement emergency
procedures and ensure that all staff members and students are trained in
the safe and proper use of all safety and emergency devices.

In addition, the principal shall make frequent inspections of the building
and grounds to ensure the safety and welfare of students and staff. The
principal shall report immediately to the custodian or custodian supervisor
any unsatisfactory condition of cleaning, heating, lighting, sanitation,
ventilation, or other hazards to health and safety. The principal shall also
report any non-operational safety and emergency devices. If conditions
so warrant, the associate superintendent for site support/instructional and
leadership and the commissioner of buildings, grounds, and property
management also shall be advised.

The commissioner of buildings, grounds, and property management shall
direct the custodial supervisors to make monthly inspections of school
buildings and grounds.

All administrators are responsible for ensuring the safety and welfare of
their staffs.

Legal: Missouri School Improvement Program Standard 14.2

Regulation approved: June 26, 1990

Revised:

Revised:

September 8, 1998

February 9, 1999



REVISION FOR CURRENT P3511 AND R3511

Safety and Risk Management Policy

The St. Louis Public Schools District (District) is committed to providing and
maintaining a safe, orderly, and healthy workplace for all students, employees,
visitors and others present on district property, or at a school sponsored event.
Proactive procedures shall be in place to prevent accidents, occupational injuries,
and illnesses.

Prevention activities to reduce lost work time shall be promoted by the District.
The District shall strive to provide a safe, orderly, and healthy workplace
environment along with providing the appropriate training on safe working
procedures, guidelines, and policies. To ensure safety procedures, guidelines, and
policies are followed the District has developed a school district safety program
that is outlined in the St. Louis Public Schools Safety and Risk Management
Handbook.

The St. Louis Public School Board expects the cooperation of all St. Louis Public
School staff for the maintenance of the safe, orderly, and healthy workplace
environment.

Adopted:
Revised:
Legal Refs:

St. Louis Public Schools District

April 2010



SAFETY & RISK MANAGEMENT HANDBOOK

The safety of all St. Louis Public School (SLPS) personnel, students, and visitors is of vital
importance. To this end, it shall be the policy and practice of SLPS to prevent accidents,
occupational injuries, and illnesses by taking reasonable precautions to protect the safety of all
students, employees, visitors and others present on district property or at school sponsored events.

SLPS shall strive to provide safe working conditions for all staff members and will give prompt
consideration to remediate those conditions that may present a threat to the health and safety of
all staff members. To that end, SLPS will mandate and provide workshops to instruct staff on safe
work practices so that work, teaching, and learning can be accomplished without threat to life,
health or loss of property.

SLPS will respond to employee requests for reasonable accommodations when an employee has a
disability as defined by Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 or the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 and the ADA Amendments Act of 2008.

The Superintendent shall have the overall responsibility for the safety program. SLPS
administrators, as the Superintendent’s designees, will ensure that all employees are kept informed
of current state and local requirements related to occupational safety. Administrators and
principals shall be responsible for administration and supervision of the safety program within their
assigned areas of responsibility.

To ensure safety procedures, guidelines, and policies are followed, SLPS has developed a safety
program that is outlined in this handbook. Every SLPS employee will receive a copy of this
handbook; new employees shall be given a copy upon employment. All employees will receive
annual reviews and updates on the SLPS safety program and protocols.

As a condition of employment | acknowledge that | have read, understand, and will adhere to the
safety program and guidelines contained in the St. Louis Public Schools Safety & Risk Management
Handbook.

JULY 2010

Date: Printed Name:
Employee Signature:

Signed copy of this statement will be kept on file in the Human Resources.

May 2010 Version #4



FAY

EF i ol

AV} SAFETY & RISK MANAGEMENT HANDBOOK
TABLE OF CONTENTS
SECTION | SCHOOL BOARD POLICY ..ccicvieiiinninnmnmacsancsanissssnncssassossssssssssssessassassesnssssasases

Safety & Risk Management Handbook Slgnature Page
Safety & Risk Management Policy Statement

SECTION 1l SCHOOL DISTRICT SAFETY & RISK MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE......ccco0ne.
Committee Organization
SECTION 1l SAFETY RULES, POLICIES, AND PROCEDU} Snenrarnasssnsaseasssssssnsasasacsssssansassan

All Employees
Office/Classrooms
Maintenance/Custodial
Research Science/Lab Safety
SECTION IV EMERGENCY PROCEDURES%»
Bomb Threat
Earthquake
Fire
Intruder
Tornadcr%

SECTION V VIOLENCE PREVE&T!ON ........ erassnesf seigeornsanorsansassessssansassrasaasessessennan cerssssessassens

SECTION VI

ENTeoeereceesbiesaessssesesesessssasassasssssasessssssssssssses

Non-Erﬁergency Medfeai'r eatment
Suicide Preventlon/ Pnstventlon
WORK RELATED lNJURY/ACClDENT INVESTIGATION....cccccecararessensnarcrssssnsanne
m;ury/Accldent investngation Procedures

In}tzry/Accndent Re;wrt Forrﬁ

Workman’ 's Compensatiﬁn Procedures

SECTION \ﬁ% OTHE%U\IJURY[ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION....ccconneevssoncanconcossssses csssssonsescesssas .
o ‘Students N

st@ors
VEHICLE SA§ETY
Cell Pﬁone Use
Drivgrs License
Frgof of Insurance
se of Seat Belts
SECTION X SAFETY & RISK MANAGEMENT PROGRAM TRAINING.....ccccocrennansrccessasanesncs
Safety Program Orientation
Job Specific Training
Periodic Retraining of Employees
Universal Precautions

SECTION VIl

SECTION IX

APPENDIX

May 2010_#4



17



SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Date: June 2, 2010

To:  Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

From: Deanna J. Anderson, Exec. Dir. - Transport & Food Serv

VENDOR SELECTION METHOD:

RFP/Bid Agenda Item: y@?%g; 5}*’}?
Sole Source Information:
X |Contract Renewal 08-06-09-25 Conference:
Ratification Action: X
SUBJECT:

To approve a contract renewal with Chartwells-Thompson Hospitality for food services to be provided to St. Louis Public School's
students in the 2010-2011 school year. The term of this agreement shall be for the period July 1, 2010 through June 20, 2011 unless
terminated by either Party without cause by giving sixty (60) days notice in writing to the other Party of its intent to do so. Means for
the District Food Services are provided under the guidelines and funding provided through the Federal Free and Reduced Meals
Program. The cost of the contract is not to exceed $12,250,000 dollars. This is thp 2nd year renewal of a 4 year contract.

BACKGROUND:

The total cost of the contract is $250,000 less than the FY09-10 contract. Cost of the contract is based on the number of students
enrolled in the District and the number of meals served under the Federal Free and Reduced Meals Program guidelines. The funds
used to provide this service to District students come from the Federal Free and Reduced Meals Program administered by the USDA
and not from District General Operating Funds. Under the renewal of the agreement, Chartwells-Thompson Hospitality will manage
the 2010-2011 regular and summer (2011) school food service programs, as well as vending operation located in the cafeterias and
kitchens of the District school facilities. Pending legal review and availability of funds.

CSIP: Goal#  SLPS Goal #2 - Process and Performance Row # |108 MSIP: 8.12

FUNDING SOURCE: (Fund Type) - (Function) - (Object Code) - (Location Code) - (Project Code)

Fund Source: 510 - 3121 - 6319 - 906 - 00 NonGOB Requisition #:
Amount: $ 12,250,000.00

Fund Source: - - - - Requisition #:

Amount:

Fund Source: - - - - Requisition #:

Amount:
Cost not to Exceed:  $ 12,250,000.00 | X | Pending Funding Availability Vendor #: 600012482

Department: Food Service

——

get Director

Requestor:
Althea Albert-Santiago

{/ ¢ Enos Moss, CFO/Treasurer

Dﬁinna J. Anderson)\Exec. Dir. - TransportE Food Serv 7 Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

Reviewed By Reviewed By Reviewed By Budget



Request for Contract Renewal Form

Date of Submittal: May 18, 2010

Name of Department Head submitting Request: Deanna J. Anderson

Name of Contract: Food Service Management

Purpose of Contract: To provide the food services and food service management for the
District

Are there changes versus prior year contract X Yes No

If Yes explain Changes: The price of the services has decreased from $12.5 M to $12.25M.
The cost savings for 2010-2011 will be $250,152.

Total Cost of Contract (estimated cost of expenses inclusive): $12,250,000

Vendor Name: Chartwells-Thompson Hospitality Vendor Number: 600012482

Start Date of Contract: July 1, 2009

Expiration Date of Contract: June 30,2010

Department Responsible for Vendor Performance Monitoring: Food Services

Approved[_| Disapproved[ | Date:

Superintendent Signature

Please attach the Vendor Performance Report and Proposed Contract



Board Resolution Checklist

B
2

14

Agenda Item: I___I Information I:I Conference Action
. _Method c rement

Method Accompanying Forms Required

DRFP /Bid # 1) RFP Evaluation Summary

DSOle Source 1) Sole Source Request Form, 2) Sole Source Checklist

Contract Renewal 1) Vendor Performance Evaluation Form, 2) Copy of Original Board Resolution,
Prev Bd Res # 08-06-09-25 3) Copy of Original Contract

I:] Ratification 1) Preapproval by Superintendent, 2) Request For Contract Ratification Form

Subject: To approve a contract renewal with Chartwells-Thompson Hospitality for food services to be provided to St. Louis Public School's students in the
2010-2011 school year. The term of this agreement shall be for the period July 1, 2010 through June 20, 2011 unless terminated by either Party
without cause by giving sixty (60) days notice in writing to the other Party of its intent to do so. Means for the District Food Services are provided
under the guidelines and funding provided through the Federal Free and Reduced Meals Program. The cost of the contract is not to exceed
$12,250,000 dollars. This is the 2nd year renewal of a 4 year contract.

Background: The total cost of the contract is $250,000 less than the FY09-10 contract. Cost of the contract is based on the number of students enrolled in the
District and the number of meals served under the Federal Free and Reduced Meals Program guidelines. The funds used to provide this service to
District students come from the Federal Free and Reduced Meals Program administered by the USDA and not from District General Operating Funds.
Under the renewal of the agreement, Chartwells-Thompson Hospitality will manage the 2010-2011 regular and summer (2011) school food service
programs, as well as vending operation located in the cafeterias and kitchens of the District school facilities. Pending legal review and availability of
funds.

CSIP # (Comprehensive School Improvement Plan,) MSIP # (Missouri School Improvement Plan,)
Goal#  SLPS Goal #2 - Process and Performance Row #| 108 MSIP Linkage | 8.12 |

Funding Source Codes

A B C D E F

XXX XXXX XXXX XXX XX |
A) Fund Type: (i.e. 110, GOB... 239, Title I) D) Location Code: (i.e. 111 Gateway High School)
B) Function: (i.e. 2218 Curriculum Services) E) Project Code: (i.e. NC New Curriculum)
C) Object Code: (i.e. 6411 Supplies) F) Fund (GOB or Non-GOB)

A C D E F Non-GOB Fund Source

Funding Source 1 510 6319 906 00 Non GOB
Amount: $  12,250,000.00

# Source 1

s
Funding Source 2
Amount:
-
Funding

Amount:

Requisition # Source 3

Pending Funds Availability Submittal Contact Information
Cost Not to Exceed $ 12,250,000.00 1. Dept Head, Title (i.e., Enos Moss, CFO/Treasurer)
Deanna J. Anderson, Exec. Dir. - Transport & Food Serv
Vendor Number 600012482 2. Department Proposing Board Resolution

Food Service

3. Department Contact Person
Althea Albert-Santiago
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n%% SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Date: June2,2010
To: Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

From: Deanna Anderson, Exec. Dir., Transport Food Sves

VENDOR SELECTION METHOD:

] RFP/Bid Agenda Item:
] Sole Source Information:
[] Contract Renewal Previous Bd. Res. #: 10-20-09-17 Conference:
[] Ratification Action:

SUBJECT:
To approve a one year contract extension renewal with Metropolitan Taxicab Corporation, St. Louis County Cab

Company, Inc., and Harris Cab Company to provide student transportation services in a total amount not to exceed
$1,350,000 beginning July 1, 2010 and ending with the summer session of 2011.

BACKGROUND:
See attached

CSIP: Goal 2: Process Performance  Row: 110 MSIP: 8.10.1

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

Fund Source: 927-110-2551(2553)-6341-00 | GOB Requisition #:
Amount: $250,000

Fund Source: 822-110-2336-6341 GOB Requisition #:
Amount: $1,100,000

Fund Source: ’ Requisition #:
Amount:

Cost not to Exceed: XIPending Funding Availability | Vendor #: Multiple
$1,350,000.00

Department: Transportation

ela Banks, Interlm Budget Director

Requestor: Deanna Anderson

Enos Moss, CFO/Treasurer

Deanna Anderso xec Dlr Transport Food Sve.

/ Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

Revised 11/30/09 Reviewed by Budget:



Documentation for Renewal of Taxi Cab Contracts for FY10-11

On October 20, 2009, the SAB voted to enter into an agreement with the three (3) taxicab companies
listed below. The taxicab transportation services are necessary for students not provided a bus due to
special needs as required by their Individual Education program (IEP); students requiring taxi
transporation under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; Students in Transition (homeless)
under the McKinney Vento Act of 2001; and students who are unable to be served by a regular bus due
to road conditions. Multiple taxi companies are used due to availability of vehicles, types of service
required, and cost. As was practiced in the past, the cost for students that are homeless and attend
school in another district will be split (50/50) with the district they are attending. Of the $1,100,000
requested for the Students In Transition program $300,000 will be reimbursed. In FY09-10, Students In
Transition served 2,513 students. Furthermore, stimulus funds received for Students in Transition FYO9-
10 are not available in FY10-11. A comparison cost per trip from 09-10 vs 10-11 is:

09-10 10-11
Harris $17.68 $17.68
Metropolitan $16.58 $17.41
County $17.33 $18.20

It is recommended that the Special Administrative Board of the Transitional School District of the City of
St. Louis approve a one (1) year contract extension with multiple vendors (listed above) beginning July1,
2010 and ending with the summer school session of 2011 pending legal review and availability of funds.



b \ENTl OUIS

Vendor Performance Report

Type of report: Final [{] Quarterly [ ] Report Date: ﬂ?M 25 20/0
Dept / School: e, QL f, bin Tamak [faing Reported By: Dop d~,

Vendor: \Notcw Colp Cropspig s | Verdor®

e
Contract #/P.O/ #: Contract Name: / flsz
Contract Amount: $ Award Date: 007‘05{’:& rd / 209

Purpose of Contract (Brief Description): % % 0 CQ-/L’J ggwgm

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; | =
Unsatisfactory

Category Rating Comments (Brief)

Quality of Goods / Services

Timeliness of Delivery or
Performance

Brreoct tegpuart- furnaround,

mwmm(ﬂw E S

Business Relations

M@W?M

e cehponac

7\ 005 o o md el

Customer Satisfaction

\_'i"z;@? &@mam&fv%
Cugtoners |ove et

Cost Control

Average Score Add above ratings: divide the total by the number of

areas being rated.

,_.;‘.u%ux F‘i\)(ﬂ&@)!—l\)u@ v-—l\)bd-h@ —NNJ‘—@

Would you select / recommend this vendor again? Please he aware that an answer of yes authorizes the Purchasing
Department to seek renewal of the available option year for this contract. All items and conditions within the current contract
shall be honored during this renewal period.

Please Check  Yes [FF No []




W’ﬁiMT 2 WSS

Vendor Performance Report

Type of report: Final m Quarterly [ ] Report Date: W;f 25 2010
Dept / School: Sﬂ Iv’l Tra ns: 3‘4 on Reported By: "D el & L T;;,Q e - mufr
Vendor: A0S (1) CoMpANY Vendor #:__(; 0000 47/
Contract #/ P.O/ #: i Contract Name: 79.° -, L
Contract Amount: $ AwardDate: Oy dfyl0p 2/ 2009

Purpose of Contract (Brief Description): Mﬂig :ﬁmj’&m(hm {M g@?ﬁ%

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; | =
Unsatisfactory

Category Rating Comments (Brief)

Quality of Goods / Services

Timeliness of Delivery or
Performance

Mintal Corplamds
fruffic conbutedTo Servicd)

Turned avound. cab Wﬁ bsap

1
Business Relations 6 6(@@;} o Commun Cotion !
g .

Flexble/justijatisa

4
3
2
1
Customer Satisfaction @ ?Uf iS &{} ()578 N 53 ‘H}& (Y«{& C%c% e Senice.

3
i Drcn g s back et for L relocdivg |
4

Cost Control
1
Average Score [__’% Add above ratings: divide the total by the number of
areas being rated.

Would you select / recommend this vendor again? Please be aware that an answer of yes authorizes the Purchasing
Department to seek renewal of the available option year for this contract. All items and conditions within the current contract
shall be honored during this renewal period.

Please Check  Yes[5d No[]




TAINT LOUTS

Vendor Performance Report

Type of report: Final [_] Quarterly [_] Report Date:
Dept / School: Reported By:
Vendor #:

Vendor: \ly [[5) 4y F&h@m@am %

Contract #/ P.O/ #:

Contract Name:

Contract Amount: $

Award Date:

Purpose of Contract (Brief Description): Q@ i—«r @ (}Jﬂ ng&é

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; | =

Unsatisfactory

Category Rating

Comments (Brief)

Quality of Goods / Services

Timeliness of Delivery or
Performance

Tuenowsund e st %f‘ewi'@
Not celiabie day to-day

Business Relations

Q%ﬁ*@uﬂ’ +o ot viao Phbve
DbFce Closéd péarmé,

Customer Satisfaction

e e I orne

Sudatts chous %iﬁm

e alen alow l2ida mxftf%\#ﬂw dueto
&Mfi/u“w% RSIT)))

Cost Control

Average Score 5 {

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

Would you select / recommend this vendor again? Please he aware that an answer of yes authorizes the Purchasing
Department to seek renewal of the available option year for this contract. All items and conditions within the current contract

shall be honored during this renewal period.
Please Check

Yes[] No[Z




Vendor Performance Report

Type of report: Final [EL Quarterly [_]

Report Date: May 25, 2010

Dept / School: Transportation

Reported By: Deanna J. Anderson

Vendor: Metropolitan Taxicab Corportation

Vendor #: 6000012701

Contract #/P.O/ #: 4500150487 & 4500149962

Contract Name: Taxicab

Contract Amount: $ 150,000

Award Date: October 21, 2009

Purpose of Contract (Brief Description):
To provide taxi cab services for student transportation.

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; 1 =

Unsatisfactory

Category Rating

Comments (Brief)

Quality of Goods / Services

5
4
1

Timeliness of Delivery or
Performance

&

Business Relations

Customer Satisfaction

@

Cost Control

5
4
2
1
5
@
3
2
1
5
4
2
1
2
1

Average Score

3.4

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

Would you select / recommend this vendor again? Please be aware that an answer of yes authorizes the Purchasing
Department to seek renewal of the available option year for this contract. All items and conditions within the current contract

shall be honored during this renewal period.
Please Check

Yesm No []




Vendor Performance Report

Type of report: Final ;El Quarterly [_] Report Date; May 25, 2010
Dept / School: Transportation Reported By: Deanna J. Anderson
Vendor: Harris Cab Company Vendor #: 600004710
Contract # / P.O/ #: 4500150477 & 4500150486 Contract Name: Taxicab
Contract Amount: $ 110,000 Award Date: October 21, 2009

Purpose of Contract (Brief Description):
To provide taxi cab services for student transportation.

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; 1 =
Unsatisfactory

Category Rating Comments (Brief)

Quality of Goods / Services

Timeliness of Delivery or
Performance

Business Relations

Customer Satisfaction

Cost Control SeMS we&ld‘{ ‘M\lm\ées WM
8@57
Average Score Add above ratings: divide the total by the number of
50 areas being rated.

Would you select / recommend this vendor again? Please be aware that an answer of yes authorizes the Purchasing
Department to seek renewal of the available option year for this contract. All items and conditions within the current contract
shall be honored during this renewal period.

Please Check  Yes (K] No[J




SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
" | Date: September 30, 2009

To: Dr. Kelvin Adams, Superintendent

From: Deanna J. Anderson, Executive Director of Transportation and Food Services

Agenda Item: [O-RC-0G-/"

Information; [
[

Conference:

Action: IZI

Subject:

Request approval to enter into agreements with Metropolitan Taxicab Corporation, St. Louis County Cab
Company, Inc., and Harris Cab Company to provide student transportation services in a total amount not to
exceed $1,192,639.

Background:

The taxicab transportation services are necessary for students not provided a bus due to special needs as required by
their Individual Education Program (IEP); students requiring bus transportation under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973; Students in Transition (homeless) under the McKinney Vento Act of 2001; and students who are unable to
be served by a regular bus due to road conditions. Multiple taxi companies are used due to availability of vehicles,
types of service required, and cost. As was practiced in the past, the cost for students that are homeless and attend
school in another District will be split (50/50) with the District they are attending. Total cost in 08-09 for this service
was $1.8M. A comparison cost per trip from 08-09 vs 09-10 is:

08-09 09-10
Harris $15.98 $17.68
Metropolitan $16.80 $16.58
County e $17.33

It is recommended that the Special Administrative Board of the Transitional School District of the City of St. Louis
approve a one (1) year taxicab contract with multiple vendors (with an option for two one year renewals) beginning
October 21, 2009 and ending with the summer school session of 2010 pending legal review and availability of funds.

CSIP Pg 25 MSIP 8.13

Funding Source ¢ 927-110-2551-6341-00($1 10,000); 927-110-2553-6341-00 ($175,000);
822RM-110-2336-6341-00 ($907,639) Requisition No.

Cost not to exceed:

Reepmmendation: Approval

son, Executive Director of
tation and Food Services
e~ — Dr. Kelvin Adams

Enos Moss, CFO / Treasurer Superintendent of Schools

.
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é;?» SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Date: May 26, 2010
To:  Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

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

VENDOR SELECTION METHOD:

] RFP/Bid Agenda Ite
[] Sole Source Information: _
X] Contract Renewal Previous Bd. Res. #: 01-26-10-06 Conference:
[] Ratification Action:

SUBJECT:
To approve a contract renewal with Belcan InfoServices to provide temporary technical personnel to be used in the
Technology Department to support Intranet, email account and server administration. The contract is for the period July
1, 2010 - December 31, 2010 and the cost is not to exceed $50,000.00.

BACKGROUND: ‘

Belcan InfoServices specializes in providing temporary and direct hire technical personnel. As a result of changes in
staffing in the Technology Department, a need has been identified for an individual with the technical knowledge to
support the SLPS Intranet, email accounts and assist with server administration. The current individual was identified by
Belcan, approved by the Technology Department and has been a productive asset to the department.

CSIP: Goal 2: Process Performance  Row: 94 MSIP: 6.4.1 8.10.1

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

Fund Source: 110-2828-6319-981-75 GOB Requisition #:
Amount: S 50,000.00

Fund Source: Requisition #:
Amount:

Fund Source: Regquisition #:
Amount:

Cost not to Exceed: $50,000.00 | DXPending Funding Availability | Vendor #: 600013993

Department: Technology W

Angela Banks, Interim Budget Director

Requestor: J.F. Larry i

V.74

V£ = g

o s

A

Enos Moss, CFO/Treasurer

Dﬁe olyn La@ry, Interim Info.Technology Officer

Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

Revised 11/30/09 Reviewed by Budget:



Request for Contract Renewal Form

Date of Submittal: 5-27-2010

Name of Department Head submitting Request: J. F. Larry

Name of Contract: Belcan, Corp- Temporary Services

Purpose of Contract: To provide temporary technical support personnel in the Technology
Department for Internet, email and server support.

Are there changes versus prior year contract X Yes [ ] No

Yes explain Changes: This contract is for a 6 month period, if needed. Once the District is
stabilized, we should determine exactly which positions need to be filled.

Total Cost of Contract (estimated cost of expenses inclusive): $50,000.00

Vendor Name: Belcan Corp. Vendor Number: 600013993

Start Date of Contract: July 1, 2010

Expiration Date of Contract: December 30, 2010

Department Responsible for Vendor Performance Monitoring: Information Technology

Approved|_] Disapproved[ | Date:

Superintendent Signature

Please attach the Vendor Performance Report and Proposed Contract
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@ SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Date: May 27, 2010
To:  Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

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

VENDOR SELECTION METHOD:

] RFP/Bid Agenda Item:@é o
Sole Source Information:

[X] Contract Renewal Previous Bd. Res. #: 05-28-09-20 Conference:

[] Ratification Action:

SUBJECT:
To approve a sole source contract renewal with Kronos Leasing to provide a software upgrade and hardware and
software maintenance and support for the Kronos time and attendance system used by the District for the period from
July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011 at a cost not to exceed $170,610.00.

BACKGROUND:

This is the annual maintenance agreement for the Kronos time and attendance system. Kronos Workforce Central
Software and 100 terminals were installed in the District in 2007. The hardware maintenance provides problem
resolution support to the District's technicians when outages are reported and the technician is unable to repair the
terminal. To ensure continued support, we are upgrading to the latest software version-6.1. This software upgrade will
provide continued support, replacement of malfunctioning terminals, and assistance with problems that may result from
software failures.

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

FUNDING S0URCE: (ex: 110 Fund Type — 2218 Function— 6411 Object Code - 111 Location Code - 00 Project Code)

Fund Source: 110-2828-6319-981-75 GOB Requisition #:
Amount: $ 170,610.00

Fund Source: Requisition #:
Amount:

Fund Source: I Requisition #:
Amount:

Cost not to Exceed: $170,610.00 | XPending Funding Availability | Vendor #: 600012700

Department: Technology mm

Angela Banks, Interim Budget Director

Requestor: J.F. Larry -

N i j /L Enos Moss, CFO/Treasurer
yn L@y, Interim Info.Technology Officer | [

Dr%sol

Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

Revised 11/30/09 Reviewed by Budget:



Request for Contract Renewal Form

Date of Submittal: 5-27-2010

Name of Department Head submitting Request: J. F. Larry

Name of Contract: Kronos, Inc- Time and Management System

Purpose of Contract: To provide the software, support and maintenance required for the
District’s time management system.

Are there changes versus prior year contract X Yes [ | No

If Yes explain Changes: We are proposing upgrading KRONOS to the latest version-6.1. If
we are keeping the system, we should upgrade because the 5.2 version that we are using is
no longer supported by the company.

Total Cost of Contract (estimated cost of expenses inclusive): $170,000.00

Vendor Name: KRONOS, Inc. Vendor Number: 600012700

Start Date of Contract: July 1, 2010

Expiration Date of Contract: June 30, 2011

Department Responsible for Vendor Performance Monitoring: Information Technology

Approved[_] Disapproved] | Date:

Superintendent Signature

Please attach the Vendor Performance Report and Proposed Contract



REQUEST FOR
SOLE SOURCE PURCHASE

Requestor: J. F. Larry Date: 5-27-2010
Department / School: Information Phone Number: 345-2383
Technology

Definition: Sole Source is a good or service that is only available from one (1) source (vendor
manufacturer, etc...)

Unique Goods / Services Requested for Sole Source Purchase (describe in detail below)

Kronos Inc. provides the District’s time and management system which is used for payroll.

Vendor Name: Kronos, Inc. Email: Katherine.Helen @kronos.com
Vendor Contact: Katherine Helen Phone Number 314-422-5050

Justification Information

1. Why the uniquely specified goods are required?

Kronos provides the software support and maintenance required to assure the functionality of the
time and attendance needed for payroll

2. Why good or services available from other vendors /competitors are not acceptable?

Kronos, Inc. is the developer manufacturer of the software system.

3. Other relevant information if any (i.e., attach manufacturer’s statement verifying
exclusive availability of product etc...)

4. List the Names of other Vendors contacted & Price Quotes:

[ certify the above information is true and correct and that I have no financial, personal or other
beneficial interest in the specified vendor.

Your sole source request will not be approved without the required signatures below:

Dertment Head Date

CFO Date

Superintendent Date

Purchasing Department Page 1 of 1 May 2007
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@ SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Date: May 26, 2010
To:  Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

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

VENDOR SELECTION METHOD:

] REP/Bid Agenda Ttem Af)- &)
Sole Source Information: ]
[X] Contract Renewal Previous Bd. Res. #: 07-21-09-6 Conference: [
[] Ratification Action: X

SUBJECT:
To approve a sole source contract renewal with Tyler Technologies, Inc. for annual license renewal of the Student
Information System to be provided from July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011 at a cost not to exceed $385,822.00.

BACKGROUND:

The current Student Information System is a web-based application provided by Tyler Technologies, Inc. and was
implemented District-wide in 2007. Tyler Technologies acquired School Information System (SIS) in 2008. SIS, Inc. was
the original vendor of the student system. Additionally, the student system serves as the authoritative data source for
the collection and reporting of student data by providing enrollment, attendance, grades and various demographic
information for all students. This system also facilitates data driven decision making. This contract has been amended
(reduced from 4 agreements) to include software licenses, server management, Auto Calling System (School Reach),
Custom Programming and On-site training.

CSIP: Goal 2: Process Performance  Row: 91 MSIP: 6.4.1

FUMDING 3OURCE: (ex: 110 Fund Type — 2218 Function— 6411 Object Code - 111 Location Code — 00 Project Code)

Fund Source: 981-110-2223-6441-13 Cop Requisition #:
Amount: $385,822.00

Fund Source: Requisition #:
Amount:

Fund Source: Requisition #:
Amount:

Cost not to Exceed: $385,822.00 l DJPending Funding Availability | Vendor #: 600013770

Department: Information Technology W

Requestor: J. F. Larry = L

M O/Treasurer

Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

Revised 11/30/09 Reviewed by Budget:



Request for Contract Renewal Form

Date of Submittal: 5-27-2010

Name of Department Head submitting Request: J. F. Larry

Name of Contract: Tyler Technologies-Student Information System

Purpose of Contract: To provide the District with SIS licenses, a call notification system
(School Reach), custom programming and on-site training.

Are there changes versus prior year contract X Yes [ | No

If Yes explain Changes: This year we are combining several modules under one contract.

Total Cost of Contract (estimated cost of expenses inclusive): $385,822.00

Vendor Name: Tyler Technologies, Inc. Vendor Number: 600013770

Start Date of Contract: July 1, 2010

Expiration Date of Contract: June 30,2011

Department Responsible for Vendor Performance Monitoring: Information Technology

Approved[_| Disapproved] | Date:

Superintendent Signature

Please attach the Vendor Performance Report and Proposed Contract



REQUEST FOR
SOLE SOURCE PURCHASE

Requestor: J. F. Larry Date: 5-27-2010
Department / School: Information Phone Number: 345-2383
Technology

Definition: Sole Source is a good or service that is only available from one (1) source (vendor
manufacturer, etc...)

Unique Goods / Services Requested for Sole Source Purchase (describe in detail below)

To contract with Tyler Technologies for the SIS licenses, call notification system, customer
programming and on-site training.

Vendor Name: Tyler Technologies, Inc. Email: Bob.Fowler @tylertech.com

Vendor Contact: Bob Fowler Phone Number 888-445-8503

Justification Information

1. Why the uniquely specified goods are required?

The SIS system is the authoritative source for the collection and reporting of student data for the
District.

2. Why good or services available from other vendors /competitors are not acceptable?

The SIS software is only available from Tyler.

3. Other relevant information if any (i.e., attach manufacturer’s statement verifying
exclusive availability of product etc...)

4. List the Names of other Vendors contacted & Price Quotes:

I certify the above information is true and correct and that I have no financial, personal or other
beneficial interest in the specified vendor.

Your sole source request will not be approved without the required signatures below:

il é ] Départment Head Date
CFO Date
Superintendent Date

Purchasing Department Page 1 of 1 May 2007
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SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Date: June 3,2010
To: Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

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

VENDOR SELECTION METHOD:

[ RFP/Bid Agenda Item:
X Sole Source Information:
X] Contract Renewal Previous Bd. Res. #: 11-19-09-07 Conference:
[] Ratification Action:

SUBJECT:

To approve a sole source renewal contract with Morenet to allow District connectivity to training, technical support and
online reference resources as recommended by DESE. These services will be provided July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011
at a cost not to exceed $14,000.00.

BACKGROUND:

The District was cited previously for not providing adaquate library reference resources. While this service is more
expensive this year, we are receiving more valuable online resources, technical support and training at a discounted
price.

CSIP: Goal 2: Process Performance  Row: 57 MSIP: 6.8.1

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

Fund Source: 110-2828-6319-981-54 GOB Requisition #:
Amount: $14,000.00

Fund Source: Requisition #:
Amount:

Fund Source: Requisition #:
Amount:

Cost not to Exceed: $14,000.00 ! DPending Funding Availability | Vendor #: 600006850

Department: Technology @4,‘« W

a Banks, Int erim Budget Director

Requestor: J.F. Larry VW

s, CFO/Treasurer

: esol}n Laﬁ‘y, Interim Info.Technology Officer i R

Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

Revised 11/30/09 Reviewed by Budget:



Request for Contract Renewal Form

Date of Submittal: 5-27-2010

Name of Department Head submitting Request: J. F. Larry

Name of Contract: MoreNet

Purpose of Contract: To provide a MoreNet membership with Internet access to on-line
reference resources as recommended by DESE.

Are there changes versus prior year contract X Yes [ ]| No

If Yes explain Changes: The MoreNet membership is more expensive because the agency
experienced a reduction in state funding.

Total Cost of Contract (estimated cost of expenses inclusive): $14,000.00

Vendor Name: MoreNet Vendor Number: 600006850

Start Date of Contract: July 1, 2010

Expiration Date of Contract: June 30, 2011

Department Responsible for Vendor Performance Monitoring: Information Technology

Approved|_] Disapproved | Date:

Superintendent Signature

Please attach the Vendor Performance Report and Proposed Contract



REQUEST FOR
SOLE SOURCE PURCHASE

Requestor: J. F. Larry Date: 5-27-2010
Department / School: Information Phone Number: 345-2383
Technology

Definition: Sole Source is a good or service that is only available from one (1) source (vendor
manufacturer, etc...)

Unique Goods / Services Requested for Sole Source Purchase (describe in detail below)

Morenet’s District membership fee of 14000.00

Vendor Name: Morenet Email: Eric@more.net
Vendor Contact: Eric Nicklas Phone Number 573-882-0289

Justification Information

1. Why the uniquely specified goods are required?

Morenet membership provides the District’s librarians access to online reference resources as
recommended by DESE.

2. Why good or services available from other vendors /competitors are not acceptable?

This membership is only available from Morenet.

3. Other relevant information if any (i.e., attach manufacturer’s statement verifying
exclusive availability of product etc...)

4. List the Names of other Vendors contacted & Price Quotes:

I certify the above information is true and correct and that I have no financial, personal or other
beneficial interest in the specified vendor.

Your sole source request will not be approved without the required signatures below:

y Department Head Date
CFO Date
Superintendent Date

Purchasing Department Page 1 of 1 May 2007
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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:

24
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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 -
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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

b 40 -
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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{ ,@
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‘ 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)
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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 -
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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 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 MMWBE Certification.

Qugfity Rating

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




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

Evaluate the firm’s overall experience and yualifications,

Quality Rating

%f 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

Y no or non-response — Expensive SOme expense

L

limited expense No cost or additional expense involved

6. 'Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)

.rnl;llCost‘% B:&l Load E.Al?%ﬁi“}y - A,\*i}_'}( 5[{}?6% ﬁi" fr ey 0% Kf”;p

e




SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RFP # 012-0910

Purchase and Installation of Computers

EVALUATION DATE: __ O 05 /0 _
VENDOR: _[ilhoy 5 /BShEi1G e S
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 workmg w1th the District -- 10

Evaluator #1 Total Points; f /7
Evaluator #2 Total Points.__* E M -—@—
Evaluator #3 Total Points: ‘4
Evaluator #4 Total Pomtsj 5’2/0

Evaluator #5 Total Points:

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

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

Total Points:
Total Points: 3
Total Points: i 5 j

Total Points:
Total Points:

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

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

Total Points:
Total Points;__ > j
Total Points:__4 j L,Z
Total Points:__H

Total Points:____l___

L8

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

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

Total Points:

Total Points: :
Total Points: ée
Total Points:

Total Points: l

[ O~



5. Cost of switching vendors -- §

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

Total Points:

Total Points:__ &,
Total Points:__7

Total Points:__°
Total Points:

6. Firm’s warranty Program -- 5

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

Total Points:
Total Points:
Total Points:

Total Points: §
Total Points:+

7. MWBE Participation -- S

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

Total Points:_%_
Total Points:__*
Total Points:__2%
Total Points:__ 3

Total Points:__ ! —

15

[

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

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

Total Points: l 0
Total Points:

_
Total Points: S 9
Total Points:
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:__2)
Total Points:___{o

Total Points: &

Total Points:

t

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

I

i/

L

39

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

PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
EVALUATION DATE: 4-%-10
VENDOR: _ Huber

EVALUATOR #: Dove LosWbroh

1 |

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

- . - - ;;/

] H H ]
[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
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 .
[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 /

7

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:

VENDOR:
EVALUATOR#: 22

Serves On/fy

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

Evaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Quality Rating

Insufticient 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
& 9
products price list.

Quality Rating

Insutficient 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

. i . i
“}( Insufficient Response — Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

Evaluate the cost of switching vendors.

Quality Rating

Very Expensive 7><Expensive ~ Some Expense  Minimal Expense No Expense
Evaluate the firm’s warranty program.
Quality Rating
Insufficient Response — Marginal Response b( 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 X Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards




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

M

¥¥¥¥¥ Evaluate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications.

Quality Rating

[nsufficient Response  — Marginal Response XMc«:ts Standards Exceeds Standards Iar 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: &-9-10
VENDOR: _Heqbei
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 Fxceeds Standards

2. Meeting Overall Proposal requirements 25

products price list.

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

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response Meets Standards )( Exceeds Standards

FFar Exceeds Standards

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

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response — Marginal Response Y 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 X 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




Quality Rating

4. Vendor’s Experience and Demeonstrated Expertise (10) A‘
Evaluate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications. J

)C Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards (

Insufficient Response Marginal Response

5. Use of P-Card (10)
Evaluate the use of P-Card included in pricing

Quality Rating

no or non-response — Expensive Y 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 h‘V,\LUz\'l‘l()NAFORM
EVALUATION DATE: 4 /7 /10

vioor: Hober 4 A5 500y
EVALUATOR #: ’Sjﬁmg\\ Loven

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

Ivaluate the Vendor's experience working with the District.

Quality Rating

L

lnsulticient 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

Vi i { ) .
Insufticient Response Marginal Response Meets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards

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

Quality Rating

Insutficient Response — Marginal Response  Meets Standards ﬂi6::<3eds 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

Very Expensive — Expensive L~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. MWRBE Participation (5)

Evaluate the Firm’s response on MWBE Certificution.

Quality Rating

Insufficient Response  — Marginal Response M/Iiets Standards Exceeds Standards Far Exceeds Standards




]Vuulur’s Experience and Demonstrated Expertise (10) T
 Uvaluate the firm’s overall experience and qualifications.
Quality Rating

__Insulficient Response — Marginal Response Mecets Standards g/fjcccds Standards I'ar Exceeds Standards

5. Use of P-Card 10)

Evaluate the use of P-Curd included in pricing

Quality Rating

%) or non-response — Expensive S0ImMeE expense limited expense ~ No cost or additional ¢xpense 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: S JL4)/p
VENDOR:  Huber ¢ Assor
EVALUATOR#: 4

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

Evaluate the Vendor’s experience working with the District.

Quality Rating

® Insulficient 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

H

o“ 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.

Qualjty 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 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

NoO Or non-response — Expensive SOMeE expense limited expense ~ No cost or additional cxpense involved

6. 'Total Price and Cost Effectiveness (40)

rr()talCoﬁ Bs?l Wl no b szpim/ — dixjé—"j/ kﬁ[ﬂ["‘u hﬂz reelds R PP




25



uf%% SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Date: May 27, 2010
To: Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

From: Blake Youde, Dep. Supt., Institutional Advancement

VENDOR SELECTION METHOD:

[l RFP/Bid Agenda Ite

X Sole Source Information:

X Contract Renewal Previous Bd. Res. #: Conference: ]
(] Ratification Action: X
SUBJECT:

To approve a sole source renewal contract with Sharon Slane for consulting services and grant writing services to be
provided from July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011 at a cost not to exceed $50,000.00.

BACKGROUND:

The consultant will continue to work with the Development Office to design, develop, and submit grant proposals that
specifically address District needs and Accountability Plan objectives. Current projects funded through grant proposals
written by Dr. Slane are as follows: 21st Century Community Learning Centers, Early Reading First, Teaching American
History, Mott Foundation and Homeless Children and Youth. Projects currently being written include: Full Service
Community Schools, School Dropout Prevention, Improving the Climate for Learning and Smaller Learning Communities.

CSIP: Goal 2: Process Performance  Row: 126 MSIP: 6.6.1

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

Fund Source: 110-2518-6319-973-00 é@% Requisition #:
Amount: $ 50,000.00

Fund Source: I Requisition #:
Amount:

Fund Source: Requisition #:
Amount:

Cost not to Exceed: $50,000.00 l DdPending Funding Availability | Vendor #: 600006555

Department: Development Office ﬁ c‘m

Angela Banks, Interim Budget Director

e

P ——

Blake %u’d/e, Dep. Supt., Institutional Advancement e =G

Enos Moss, CFO/Treasurer

Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

Revised 11/30/09 Reviewed by Budget:



Request for Contract Renewal Form

Date of Submittal:
May 27, 2010

Name of Department Head submitting Request:
Blake Youde

Name of Contract:
Dr. Sharon Slane

Purpose of Contract: Consulting services and grant writing.

Are there changes versus prior year contract [ | Yes [X] No

If Yes explain Changes:

Total Cost of Contract (estimated cost of expenses inclusive):

$50,000
Vendor Name: Vendor Number:
Dr. Sharon Slane 600006555

Start Date of Contract: July 1, 2010

Expiration Date of Contract: June 30, 2011

Department Responsible for Vendor Performance Monitoring: Institutional Advancement

Approved[ ] Disapproved[ | Date:

Superintendent Signature

Please attach the Vendor Performance Report and Proposed Contract



REQUEST FOR
SOLE SOURCE PURCHASE

Requestor: Linda Riekes Date: May 17, 2010

Department / School: Development Office Phone Number: 345-2465

Definition: Sole Source is a good or service that is only available from one (1) source (vendor
manufacturer, etc...)

Unique Goods / Services Requested for Sole Source Purchase (describe in detail below)

Dr. Slane has written a number of grants that are still active as well as grant proposals that are
currently being considered. Her services relative to both the active grants and the grants that she
has submitted on behalf of SLPS is required. In addition, her familiarity with the District and its
needs cannot be duplicated.

Vendor Name: Sharon Slane Email: sharonslane@charter.net

Vendor Contact: Phone Number: 314-727-7987

Justification Information

1. Why the uniquely specified goods are required?

The award of outside funding is essential in order for the district to fully meet the requirements
of the Comprehensive School Improvement Plan (CSIP) and Accountability Plan.

2. Why good or services available from other vendors /competitors are not acceptable?

The vendor has developed, over the last 24 years, a unique understanding of the need of the
district and a grasp of the district’s internal policies and procedures, enabling extremely efficient
turnaround time and outstanding results.

3. Other relevant information if any (i.e., attach manufacturer’s statement verifying
exclusive availability of product etc...)

Attached is a list of funded proposals written by the vendor from 1986 through 2010 - $65.8
million in awards to the district.

4. List the Names of other Vendors contacted & Price Quotes:

I certify the above information is true and correct and that I have no financial, personal or other
beneficial interest in the specified vendor.

Your sole source request will not be approved without the required signatures below:

Department Head Date
CFO Date
Superintendent Date

Purchasing Department Page 1 of 2 May 2007



Sole Source Checklist
1. Check one of the following:

& One-of-a-kind The commodity or service has no competitive product and is available
from only one supplier.
Prior to checking this box you must complete each of the following tasks:
e Search the internet for companies providing similar services.
e Search purchasing files to determine if district has a record of vendors(s)
that have provided similar services.
e Document search activities and findings

O Compatibility The commodity or service must match existing brand of equipment for
compatibility and is available from only one vendor.
Prior to checking this box you must complete the following task:
e Provide documentation from the provider of the original
equipment/services that the equipment/services in question must be
provided by the vendor in question

Q Replacement Part The commodity is a replacement part for a specific brand of
existing equipment and is available from only one supplier.
Prior to checking this box you must complete the following task:
e Document a search for additional suppliers

Q Delivery Date Only one supplier can meet necessary delivery requirements.
Prior to checking this box you must complete each of the following tasks:
e Document delivery date and quotes from at least two other vendors
e Document rationale in support of treating the delivery date as mission
critical

(] Research Continuity The commodity or service must comply with established District
standards and is available from only one supplier.
Prior to checking this box you must complete the following task:
e Document district adoption of standard (i.e. Textbook adoption)

Q Unique Design The commodity or service must meet physical design or quality
requirements and is available from only one supplier.
Prior to checking this box you must complete the following task:
e Sole supplier (i.e. Regional Distributor)

O Emergency URGENT NEED for the item or service does not permit soliciting
competitive bids, as in cases of emergencies, disasters, etc.
Prior to checking this box you must complete the following task:
e Complete Emergency Purchase Form
2. If'the Sole Source Criteria is met, then complete the Sole Source Form;
3. Ifthe Sole Source Criteria are no met, then the item must be bid.

Purchasing Department Page 2 of 2 May 2007



Vendor Performance Report

Type of report: Final Quarterly [_]

Report Date: May 17, 2010

Dept / School: Development Office

Reported By: Linda Riekes

Vendor: Dr. Sharon L. Slane

Vendor #: 600006555

Contract #/ P.O/ #:

Contract Name:

Contract Amount: $ 50,000

Award Date:

Purpose of Contract (Brief Description): Proposal planning and development services.

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; 1 =

Unsatisfactory

Category Rating Comments (Brief)
Quality of Goods / Services 5X The consultant consistently wins 3-4 grant awards per
4 year for the district, with a 24 year exceeding $65.8
3 million.
2
1
Timeliness of Delivery or 5X All proposals completed by the consultant were
Performance 4 developed in a reasonable time frame and were submitted
3 on or before the deadline.
2
1
Business Relations 5X The consultant was highly professional and responsive in
4 all aspects of her work.
3
2
1
Customer Satisfaction 5X Feedback on the quality of the consultant’s work is
4 excellent.
3
2
1
Cost Control 5X The consultant fees are extremely cost-effective,
4 representing less than 1.3 percent of the dollars brought
3 into the district in 2009-2010.
2
1
Average Score 5 Add above ratings: divide the total by the number of

areas being rated.

Would you select / recommend this vendor again? Please be aware that an answer of yes authorizes the Purchasing
Department to seek renewal of the available option year for this contract. All items and conditions within the current contract

shall be honored during this renewal period.

Please Check

YesXI No[]




A LIST OF FUNDED PROPOSALS WRITTEN BY SHARON SLANE 1986-2010
65.8 Million

$65.8 million ($65,801,337)

77 grants

Average grant = $854,563
@%$2,860,928/year over 23 years
@ 3.35 grants/year over 23 years

Safe Schools Grant, Year 4 Continuation—St. Louis Public Schools (DESE, $24,964)

Teaching American History—St. Louis Public Schools (USDOE, $1,305,735 for five years)
Homeless Children and Youth 2009—St. Louis Public Schools (DESE, $149,772 for one year)
Full Service Schools—St. Louis Public Schools (Charles Stewart Mott Foundation, $100,000 for one
year)

Homeless Children and Youth 2008—St. Louis Public Schools (DESE, $149,705 for one year)
Connections for Youth 2007 (Ames & Henry)—St. Louis Public Schools (DESE, $1,177,956 over
five years)

Connections for Youth 2007 (Bunche & Carr Lane)—St. Louis Public Schools (DESE, $1,177,956
over five years)

Connections for Youth 2007 (Cole & Hickey)—St. Louis Public Schools (DESE, $1,227,848 over
five years)

Mad Science Afterschool Program (three grants: Oak Hill, Sherman, Mark Twain)—St. Louis Public
Schools (Governor Blunt’s Afterschool METS Program, $29,805 for one year)

Afterschool Health and Nutrition Program (three grants: Baden, Clay, Shepard)—St. Louis Public
Schools (Governor Blunt’s Afterschool Health Program, $29,982 for one year))

Parents As Storytellers—St. Louis Public Schools (The Barbara Bush Foundation for Family
Literacy, $64.,412 for one year)

Advanced Placement Incentive Program—St. Louis Public Schools (USDOE, @ $2,944,754 over
three years)

Early Reading First—St. Louis Public Schools (USDOE, $4,276,926 over three years)

Teaching American History—St. Louis Public Schools (USDOE, $619,749 over three years)
Reading First—St. Louis Public Schools (Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education, $10,164,986 over four years)

P-8 Technology-integrated Magnet School Initiative—St. Louis Public Schools (USDOE, $8,030,160
over three years)

Connections for Youth 2004—St. Louis Public Schools (DESE, @$2,200,000 over five years)
Carol M. White Physical Education Program—St. Louis Public Schools (USDOE, $209,345)
Teaching American History—St. Louis Public Schools (USDOE, $687,637 over three years)
School Library Literacy Initiative—St. Louis Public Schools (USDOE, $180,829)

Connections for Youth 2003—St. Louis Public Schools (DESE, $979,934 over five years)

Soldan Sound System and Scholarships—St. Louis Public Schools (Paul Newman Foundation,
$20,000)

Smaller Learning Communities—St. Louis Public Schools (USDOE, $1,458,942 over three years)
St. Louis LEAD—St. Louis Public Schools (Wallace-Reader’s Digest Funds, $4,840,720 over

five years)

Dropout Prevention Program—St. Louis Public Schools (USDQE, $364,150)

School Renovation Project—St. Louis Public Schools (DESE, $200,000)

Connections for Youth 2000: A 21 Century Community Learning Centers Program—St. Louis
Public Schools (USDOE, $5,959,308 over three years)

Urban Teacher Academy Project—St. Louis Public Schools (Recruiting New Teachers, Inc., $25,000)
St. Louis Regional Partnership for Excellence in Teacher Preparation: A Teacher Recruitment
Initiative—University of Missouri-St. Louis/St. Louis Public Schools (USDOE, $ 1,421,537 over
three years)

Safe Schools/Healthy Students—St. Louis Public Schools (USDOE, $4,558,122 over 3 years)



Connections for Youth: A 21* Century Community Learning Centers Program—St. Louis Public
Schools (USDOE, $3,059,308 over three years)

School To Entrepreneurship, Middle School—St. Louis Public Schools (Ewing Marion Kauffman
Foundation, $78,594)

Planning Grant for School Reform—St. Louis Public Schools (Walton Family Foundation, $35,000)
Toyota Families in Schools—St. Louis Public Schools (National Center for Family Literacy,
$99,263)

NSF Tutoring Project—St. Louis Public Schools (National Science Foundation, $141,407)
Missouri Preschool Project—St. Louis Public Schools (DESE, $953,705)

Mini Society Project, Elementary—St. Louis Public Schools (Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation,
$88,200)

Technology Literacy Challenge Fund-Infrastructure Grant—St. Louis Public Schools (DESE,
$192,578 over two years)

Alternative In-School suspension Model—St. Louis Public Schools (DESE, $169,855 over three
years)

Community Service Program for Suspended Minority Youth—St. Louis Public Schools (Missouri
Department of Public Safety, $32,592 per year for three years)

Positive Alternatives to Violence for Female Juvenile Offenders—St. Louis Public Schools/St. Louis
Family Court (Missouri Department of Public Safety, $34,643 per year for three years)

Cote Brilliante School/Community Park and Gardens—St. Louis Public Schools (Whitaker
Foundation, $84,625)

St. Louis RAMS Health and Physical Fitness Program—St. Louis Public Schools (St. Louis RAMS
Foundation, $10,000)

The Bridge Project: Connecting Parents and Schools Through Voice Messaging—St. Louis Public
Schools (Work/Family Directions, Inc., Citicorp, IBM, BJC Health System, $120,000)

Interactive Communications for the Severely Health-impaired Homebound Student—St. Louis Public
Schools (MasterCard International, $41,508)

Technology-based College Information and Preparation—St. Louis Public Schools (MasterCard
International, $34,596)

High-speed Internet Access to Elementary Schools—St. Louis Public Schools (Southwestern Bell,
$10,000)

New Links to New Learning—St. Louis Public Schools (Southwestern Bell Foundation, $35,000)
Elementary School Alumni Project—St. Louis Public Schools (J. Ben Miller, $25,000)

Initiative to Redesign/Transform Professional Development for Elementary, Middle, and Secondary
Principals in the St. Louis Public Schools—St. Louis Public Schools (Danforth Foundation,
$269,629)

Middle School Initiative: Redesigning/Transforming Middle Level Education in the St. Louis Public
Schools—St. Louis Public Schools (Danforth Foundation, $699,000)

The St. Louis Parent Partnership Academy—St. Louis Public Schools (Danforth Foundation,
$599,023)

Project Turnaround—St. Louis Public Schools (United Way, $34,924)

A Good Beginning for Every Child—St. Louis Public Schools (Danforth Foundation, $34,749)
Project "Safety Nets"—St. Louis Public Schools (DOE, $914,802)

St. Louis Consortium for Dropout Prevention—St. Louis Public Schools (DOE, $865,851)
Portfolio Assessment Project for Enrichment Labs—St. Louis Public Schools (DESE, $15,000)
Parents As Teachers of the Humanities (PATH)—St. Louis Public Schools (Missouri Humanities
Council, $6,315)

Leadership for Action (a drug education/training for educators)—St. Louis Public Schools

(DOE, $ 95,054)

Parents As Teachers of the Humanities (PATH)—St. Louis Public Library/St. Louis Public Schools
(NEH, $ 25,000)

Project Even Start (a family-centered education program)—St. Louis Public Schools

(DOE, @$1,000,000)

Crack, Alcohol, AIDS, and Infants, a training program for educators—St. Louis Public Schools
(DOE, $ 81,442)



The Bill of Rights Then and Now—Webster University/St. Louis Public Schools

(Bicentennial Commission, $ 58,988)

Law-Related Education for Special Learners—Bar Association of Metropolitan St. Louis/St. Louis
Public Schools (DOE, $ 100,000)

SCOPE, an after-school program for K-12 students—St. Louis Public Schools (DOE, $ 100,000)
Missouri Literacy Project for Homeless Adults—St. Louis Public Schools (DOE, $280,617)
Prevention and Support Services (PASS), a prevention training program for school counselors,
social workers, and nurses—St. Louis Public Schools (DOE, $112,277)

The Bill of Rights: An Interdisciplinary Study—St. Louis Public Schools

(Bicentennial Commission, $66,650)

Teachers As Prevention Resources (TAP) Project—St. Louis Public Schools (DOE, $150,000)
Citizenship In Action (a drug and alcohol abuse prevention training program for parents, teachers,
and students)—St. Louis Public Schools (DOE, $175,000)

Project CARE (drug and alcohol abuse prevention, K-6)—St. Louis Public Schools (DOE, $114,478)
Enhancing Self-Esteem Through Art and Storytelling—St. Louis Public Schools (DESE, $15,000)
Writers of the Harlem Renaissance (a humanities project for the middle grades)—St. Louis Public
Schools (NEH, $13,338)

American Essayists and Social Justice (a humanities project for the middle grades)—St. Louis Public
Schools (NEH, $12,632)

Equity Around the World (a curriculum development project for grade 6)—St. Louis Public Schools
(DOE, $39,644)

Missouri Then and Now: Models of Civic Responsibility for Young Students (a law-related
education curriculum for grade 4)—St. Louis Public Schools (DOE, $50,816)

Project PLACE, law-related education for grade 3---St. Louis Public Schools (DOE, $45,000)
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L), SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Date: May 20, 2010

To:  Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

From: Blake Youde, Dep. Supt., Institutional Advancement

VENDOR SELECTION METHOD:

[l RFP/Bid Agenda Item
[] Sole Source Information:
X] Contract Renewal Previous Bd. Res. #: 10-20-09-01 Conference:
[] Ratification Action:

SUBJECT:
To approve a renewal contract with Compass Management Consulting, LLC for consulting services to be provided from
July 15, 2010 through June 30, 2011 at a cost not to exceed $24,000.00. T his contract is renewable annually for the life of

the grant.

BACKGROUND:

Compass Management Consulting, LLC was selected through an RFP to provide external evaluation services for "Let
Freedom Ring: Participating in American History Through Primary Documents", a Teaching American History grant
awarded to the St. Louis Public Schools by the U.S. Department of Education. The overarching goal of "Let Freedom
Ring" is to reform and revitalize the District's American history program at the elementary school level through an
intensive professional development program for all of the District's fourth and fifth grade teachers. The project will serve

30 fourth and fifth grade teachers each year.

CSIP: Goal 2: Process Performance  Row: 126 MSIP: 6.6.1

FUNDING SOURCE: (ex: 110 Fund Type — 2218 Function— 6411 Object Code - 111 Location Code — 00 Project Code)
Fund Source: 290-2518-6319-973-UQ Non-GOB Requisition #:
Amount: $ 24,000.00
Fund Source: Requisition #:
Amount:
Fund Source: Requisition #:
Amount:
Cost not to Exceed: $24,000.00 | XPending Funding Availability | Vendor #: 600013865

Department: Development Office y CAMW

o/ Angela Banks, Interim Budget Director
Lind4 Rj

Blake Yéud /Dep. Supt., Institutional Advancement

Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

Revised 11/30/09



Request for Contract Renewal Form

Date of Submittal:
May 27, 2010

Name of Department Head submitting Request:
Blake Youde

Name of Contract:
Compass Management, LL.C

Purpose of Contract: External evaluation services for the Elementary Teaching American
History Grant.

Are there changes versus prior year contract [ | Yes [X] No

If Yes explain Changes:

Total Cost of Contract (estimated cost of expenses inclusive):

$24,0000
Vendor Name: Vendor Number:
Compass Management 600013865

Consulting, LLC

Start Date of Contract: July 1, 2010

Expiration Date of Contract: June 30, 2011

Department Responsible for Vendor Performance Monitoring: Institutional Advancement

Approved[ ] Disapproved[ | Date:

Superintendent Signature

Please attach the Vendor Performance Report and Proposed Contract



Vendor Performance Report

Type of report: Final Quarterly [_] Report Date: June 30, 2010
Dept / School: Development Office Reported By: Linda Riekes
Vendor: Compass Management Consulting, LLC Vendor #: 600013965
Contract #/ P.O/ #: 4500149990 Contract Name:

Contract Amount: $ 24,000 Award Date:

Purpose of Contract (Brief Description):
External evaluation services for the Elementary Teaching American History Grant project, “Let Freedom Ring;:
Participating in American History Through Primary Documents.

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; 1 =
Unsatisfactory

Category Rating Comments (Brief)

Quality of Goods / Services 5X
4
3
2
1

Timeliness of Delivery or 5X
Performance 4
3
2
1

Business Relations 5X
4
3
2

Customer Satisfaction 5X
4
3
2
1

Cost Control 5X
4
3
2
1

Average Score 5 Add above ratings: divide the total by the number of
areas being rated.

Would you select / recommend this vendor again? Please be aware that an answer of yes authorizes the Purchasing
Department to seek renewal of the available option year for this contract. All items and conditions within the current contract
shall be honored during this renewal period.

Please Check  Yes[X] No[]




SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Date: September 24, 2009

To: Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

From: Blake Youde, Deputy Superintendent of Institutional Advancement
Agenda Item /O~Q0O~( jQ{)/
Information
Conference [_—_]
Action =

Subject:

Contract with Compass Management Consulting, LLC for consulting services to be provided from
October 21, 2009 through June 30, 2010, renewable annually (July 1-June 30) for the life of the grant,
subject to acceptable performance, at a cost not to exceed $24,000 per year.

Background:

Compass Management Consulting will provide external evaluation services for “Let Freedom Ring:
Participating in American History Through Primary Documents,” a Teaching American History grant
awarded to St. Louis Public Schools by the U.S. Department of Education. The overarching goal of
“Let Freedom Ring” is to reform and revitalize the district’s American history program at the
elementary school level through an intensive professional development program for all of the district’s
fourth and fifth grade teachers. The project will serve 30 fourth and fifth grade teachers each year.

The project is aligned with state and district standards. (MSIP: 6.7; CSIP: 6.7.2)

The external evaluation contract for “Let Freedom Ring” was issued as RFP #007-0910 on September
10, 2009. A bidder’s conference was held on September 17, 2009, and bids were opened and evaluated
on September 24, 2009. Compass Management Consulting, LLC was the successful bidder.

Funding Scurce: 290-2518-973-UQ-6319-290 Requisition No.: 10114941
Cost not to exceed:  $24,000

Recommendation:  Approval

Woude, Deputy Superintendent Angela Banks, Interim Budget,
stitutional Advancement Direct?r

A /f ,«f‘f / éi_-/"”“

Enos Moss Kelvin R. Adams, Ph.D.
CFO/Treasurer Superintendent of Schools

1 51 / ,// .
M Wlyer
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JE‘; SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

nt

Date: May 20, 2010
To:  Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

From: Blake Youde, Dep. Supt., Institutional Advancement

VENDOR SELECTION METHOD:

[] RFP/Bid Agenda Ttem: L=/
[] Sole Source Information: ]
[] Contract Renewal Previous Bd. Res. #: Conference: ]
Memorandum of Understanding Action: X
BJECT:

To approve a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with Coat-A-Kid, Inc. to allow Coat-A-Kid, Inc. to provide new
coats, hats and gloves to kids in need, and to fit these coats on students with help from the staff at the elementary and
special needs schools where needs are identified by the District. The services included in this MOU will be provided from
August 1, 2010 to June 30, 2011.

BACKGROUMD:

The Coat-A-Kid Program has worked in a number of District schools over the past several years. The MOU will
formalize the relationship between the District and Coat-A-Kid, Inc. to ensure that students in need will receive new coats,
hats and gloves.

CSIP: Goal 2: Process Performance  Row: 44 MSIP: 7.6.1

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

Fund Source: Requisition #:
Amount:

Fund Source: Requisition #:
Amount:

Fund Source: | Requisition #:
Amount:

Cost not to Exceed: $ 0.00 | [_|Pending Funding Availability | Vendor #:

Department: Development Office

Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

Revised 11/30/09 Reviewed by Budget:



MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
(WITH NON-FUNDRAISING)

This Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) is entered into by and between the Saint
Louis Public Schools (“SLPS”) and the Coat-A-Kid, Inc. (“Agency”) on this 1* day of August
2010.

The purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding is to establish a partnership
between Coat-A-Kid, Inc. and the St. Louis Public Schools in order to allow Coat-A-Kid,
Inc. to provide coats to kids in need, and to fit these coats on students with help from the
staff at specified elementary and special education schools. The Memorandum of
Understanding begins August 2010 for the 2010-2011 school year.

1. Fundraising: It is understood by The Agency that the SLPS does not endorse any
fundraising efforts by the Agency, whether or not associated with the activities and duties
contemplated by this MOU. To the extent that the Agency believes in the future that its activities
require fundraising, the parties agree that all documents and activities associated with any such
fundraising effort will be cooperatively prepared and separately agreed to, and must be
approved by the Special Administrative Board of the Transitional School District of the
City of St. Louis prior to implementation.

2. Limitation of Liability: Each party to this MOU shall be solely responsible for any and all
actions, suits, damages, liability, or other proceedings brought against it as a result of the alleged
negligence, misconduct, error, or omission of any of its officers, agents or employees. Neither
party is obligated to indemnify the other party or to hold the other party harmless from costs or
expenses incurred as a result of such claims, and the SLPS shall continue to enjoy all rights,
claims, and defenses available to it under law, to specifically include Mo.Rev.Stat. §537.600, et
seq. Nothing in the MOU shall be construed as an indemnification by one party or the other for
liabilities of a party or third persons for property or any other loss, damage, death, or personal
injury arising out of the performance of this MOU. Any liabilities or claims for property or other
loss, damage, death, or personal injury by a party or its agents, employees, contractors, or assigns
or by third persons arising out of and during this MOU shall be determined according to
applicable law. SLPS does not relinquish or waive any of its rights under applicable state
governmental immunities law.

3. Background Checks: All Personnel providing services under this MOU that may in any
way come into contact with students must undergo background checks consistent with those used
by the SLPS and state-licensed facilities; all such checks must be performed and passed prior to
any Personnel providing any services hereunder. At a minimum, checks hereunder shall include
a Department of Family Services background check, a criminal background check, and
fingerprinting. The cost of all such background checks shall be borne by the Agency, and the
SLPS shall not be liable for such cost under any circumstance. The Agency will provide written
confirmation to SLPS that the background checks on all Personnel hereunder reflected no
negative findings, that said Personnel passed the background checks and are, therefore, eligible
to provide services under this MOU.

1569106.02



4. Student Information: The Agency acknowledges that it shall now, and in the future may,
have access to and contact with confidential information of students, including but not limited to
the education and/or medical records of students. Both during the term of this MOU and
thereafter, the Agency covenants and agrees to hold such information in trust and confidence and
to exercise diligence in protecting and safeguarding such information, as well as any other
information protected from public disclosure by federal or state law or by the policies or
procedures of the SLPS. The Agency will not disclose any confidential information to any third
party except as may be required in the course of performing services for the SLPS hereunder or
by law, and any disclosure will be in compliance with the Family Education Rights and Privacy
Act (“FERPA”) and the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996
(“HIPAA”).

5. Obligations of SLPS:

(a) SLPS will identify the number of schools to receive new coats, hats, gloves from Coat-A-
Kid, Inc. St. Louis Public Schools will provide a district liaison person to work directly with
Coat-A-Kid, Inc. to quickly and effectively resolve any needs or issues that might arise in the
process of providing new coats, hats, and gloves to SLPS students identified in need.

(b) St. Louis Public Schools will provide meetings and correspondence with social workers and
other school personnel as requested by Coat-A-Kid, Inc.

(¢) St. Louis Public Schools will provide a May Meeting with participating social workers to
discuss the benefits for the students and to look carefully at ways of improving the process for
students and volunteers.

6. Obligatiohs of Agency:

(a) Coat-A-Kid, Inc will provide new coats, hats and gloves free of charge to students identified
by SLPS as in need in the specified SLPS elementary schools, and special needs schools.

(b) Coat-A-Kid, Inc will work closely with the district liaison and explain any needs and issues
promptly that might arise in the process of providing new coats, hats, and gloves to SLPS
students identified as in need so that they can be resolved quickly and effectively.

(¢) Coat-A-Kid, Inc. will maintain an accurate record of items provided and number of children
served.

7. Success of this program will be measured using the following Performance Standards:

Performance Standards: Agency performance at the end of the term of this Memorandum of
Understanding will be measured by the Agency’s compliance with the following performance
standards:



(a) Coat-A-Kid, Inc. will provide new coats, gloves, and hats. The number of recipients will be
mutually agreed upon by SLPS and Coat-A-Kid, Inc.

(b) Coat-A-Kid, Inc will serve students who were provided a new coat but have been identified
as needing to have a replacement coat. The number of recipients will be mutually agreed upon
by SLPS and Coat-A-Kid, Inc.

8. Term and Renewal: The term of the MOU will be one year from the Effective Date, unless
earlier terminated by either party by providing thirty (30) days’ written notice to the person who
has signed as a representative of each party below.

Saint Louis Public Schools Coat-A-Kid, Inc.
By: By:

Name: Name:

Title: Title:
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. SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Date: May 20, 2010
To: Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

From: Blake Youde, Dep. Supt., Institutional Advancement

VENDOR SELECTION METHOD:

] RFP/Bid Agenda Item{
[] Sole Source Information:
[] Contract Renewal Previous Bd. Res. #: Conference:
X] Memorandum of Understanding Action:

SUBJECT:

To approve a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with The Little Bit Foundation to provide basic essentials such as
uniforms, clothing, shoes, underwear, school supplies and hygiene items to those children in need at 11 of the District
elementary schools. The MOU will be for the period August 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011.

BACKGROUND:

The Little Bit Foundation has worked in a number of District schools over the past several years. The MOU will
formalize the relationship between the District and The Little Bit Foundation to ensure that students in need will receive
the basic essentials mentioned above.

CSIP: Goal 2: Process Performance  Row: 44 MSIP: 7.6.1

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

Fund Source: Requisition #:
Amount:
Fund Source: Requisition #:
Amount:
Fund Source: Requisition #:
Amount:
Cost not to Exceed: $ 0.00 | [|Pending Funding Availability | Vendor #:
Department: Development Office W
/ " Angela Banks, Interim Budget Director
Requestoy~ dfie ey /

Blak%de, Dep. Supt., Institutional Advancement

Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

Revised 11/30/09 Reviewed by Budget:



MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
(NON-FUNDRAISING)

This Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) is entered into by and between the Saint
Louis Public Schools (“SLPS”) and The Little Bit Foundation on the 1** day of August 2010.

The purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding is to establish a partnership
between The Little Bit Foundation and the St. Louis Public Schools. The Little Bit
Foundation will provide basic essentials such as uniforms, clothing, shoes, underwear,
school supplies and hygiene items to those children in need. The Memorandum of
Understanding begins August 2010 for the 2010-2011 school year.

1. Fundraising: It is understood by The Agency that the SLPS does not endorse any
fundraising efforts by the Agency, whether or not associated with the activities and duties
contemplated by this MOU. To the extent that the Agency believes in the future that its activities
require fundraising, the parties agree that all documents and activities associated with any such
fundraising effort will be cooperatively prepared and separately agreed to, and must be
approved by the Special Administrative Board of the Transitional School District of the
City of St. Louis prior to implementation.

2. Limitation of Liability: Each party to this MOU shall be solely responsible for any and all
actions, suits, damages, liability, or other proceedings brought against it as a result of the alleged
negligence, misconduct, error, or omission of any of its officers, agents or employees. Neither
party is obligated to indemnify the other party or to hold the other party harmless from costs or
expenses incurred as a result of such claims, and the SLPS shall continue to enjoy all rights,
claims, and defenses available to it under law, to specifically include Mo.Rev.Stat. §537.600, et
seq. Nothing in the MOU shall be construed as an indemnification by one party or the other for
liabilities of a party or third persons for property or any other loss, damage, death, or personal
injury arising out of the performance of this MOU. Any liabilities or claims for property or other
loss, damage, death, or personal injury by a party or its agents, employees, contractors, or assigns
or by third persons arising out of and during this MOU shall be determined according to
applicable law. SLPS does not relinquish or waive any of its rights under applicable state
governmental immunities law.

3. Background Checks: All Personnel providing services under this MOU that may in any way
come into contact with students must undergo background checks consistent with those used by
the SLPS and state-licensed facilities; all such checks must be performed and passed prior to any
Personnel providing any services hereunder. At a minimum, checks hereunder shall include a
Department of Family Services background check, a criminal background check, and
fingerprinting. The cost of all such background checks shall be borne by the Agency, and the
SLPS shall not be liable for such cost under any circumstance. The Agency will provide written
confirmation to SLPS that the background checks on all Personnel hereunder reflected no
negative findings that said Personnel passed the background checks and are, therefore, eligible to
provide services under this MOU.

1569108.02



4. Student Information: The Agency acknowledges that it shall now, and in the future may,
have access to and contact with confidential information of students, including but not limited to
the education and/or medical records of students. Both during the term of this MOU and
thereafter, the Agency covenants and agrees to hold such information in trust and confidence and
to exercise diligence in protecting and safeguarding such information, as well as any other
information protected from public disclosure by federal or state law or by the policies or
procedures of the SLPS. The Agency will not disclose any confidential information to any third
party except as may be required in the course of performing services for the SLPS hereunder or
by law, and any disclosure will be in compliance with the Family Education Rights and Privacy
Act (“FERPA”) and the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996
(“HIPAA”).

5. Obligations of SLPS:

(2)In each Little Bit Foundation School, a school liaison will be assigned to identify children in
need and work with The Little Bit Foundation school representatives to make sure those needs
are met.

(b)School staff will be committed to identifying children in need and to determining “need” vs.
“want.” They will work with the liaison to complete and submit order forms.

(¢) The school liaison and social workers will assist The Little Bit Foundation in following up
with children served to ensure that their needs continue to be met.

6. Obligations of Agency:

(a) Provide clothing, shoes, coats, backpacks, books and hygiene items to those children
identified as “in need” at The Little Bit Foundation sponsored schools.

(b) The Little Bit Foundation volunteers will visit the schools each week and personally see that
each child is fit properly.

(¢) The Little Bit Foundation staff and volunteers will work with the school staff and liaison to
help them identify children that are in need.

7. Success of this program will be measured using the following Performance Standards:

Performance Standards: Agency performance at the end of the term of this Memorandum of
Understanding will be measured by the Agency’s compliance with the following performance
standards:

(a) The Little Bit Foundation will serve 100% of the children in need that have submitted
requests through the school liaison.




(b) The Little Bit Foundation will provide services with the utmost care and compassion and
treat every child with dignity and respect.

8. Term and Termination: The term of the MOU will be one year from the Effective Date,
unless earlier terminated by either party by providing thirty (30) days’ written notice to the
person who has signed as a representative of each party below.

Saint Louis Public Schools (Agency) The Little Bit Foundation
By: By

Name: Name:

Title: Title:
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w% SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Date: May 27,2010
To: Dr. Kelvin R. Adams, Superintendent

From: Blake Youde, Dep. Supt., Institutional Advancement

VENDOR SELECTION METHOD:

[ RFP/Bid Agenda Item:
[] Sole Source Information:
[] Contract Renewal Previous Bd. Res. #: Conference:
Memorandum of Understanding Action:
SUBJECT:

To approve a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with The Curators of the University of Missouri on behalf of the
University of Missouri to implement and evaluate the Missouri College Advising Corps program at Soldan International
Studies High School. The program will be in place for the period July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2011. This is the second year of
the program at Soldan.

BACKGROUND:
The Missouri College Advising Corps Program will be placed in Soldan to advise students on how to prepare for college
admission, choose a college that matches their interests and complete admission and financial aid applications.

CSIP: Goal 2: Process Performance  Row: 44 MSIP: 7.6.1
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT (MOA)
for the
Missouri College Advising Corps
(MU Project # C00014462)

by and between
The Curators of the University of Missouri
on behalf of the University of Missouri

and the
St. Louis Public School District for Soldan International Studies High School
1. Purpose

This Memorandum of Agreement (hereafter MOA) describes the nature of the collaborative
effort and specifies the roles and responsibilities of the University of Missouri (hereafter MU)
and school/district in implementing and evaluating the Missouri College Advising Corps
(hereafter MCAC) program. MU and the school/district OR college understand that this
collaborative effort is not a joint venture or partnership agreement between the two parties. This
MOA does not authorize either party to represent the other party in any discussions with third

parties or entities.

2. Program Design
One MCAC College Guide (hereafter Guide) will be placed in the school to advise students on

how to prepare for college admission, choose a college that matches their interests, and complete
admission and financial aid applications.

3. Responsibilities
MU:

e Employ and compensate the Guide.
Provide pre- and in-service training to the Guide.

@

e Monitor services provided by the Guide through oversight of personnel issues (e.g.
appearance, professionalism, hours worked, work schedule, and leave time).

e Make on-site visits to observe and monitor the Guides’ work.

e Provide evaluative feedback to the Guide about his/her work performance.

e Discuss the Guide’s performance with the site supervisor.

e Maintain ongoing communication with the site supervisor and other contact persons
designated by the school/district.

e Oversee program evaluation as described in Section 4 of this MOA.

o Facilitate and conduct a first-of-year, mid- and end-of-year meeting with the site
supervisor (an assessment of the program will be conducted at the mid- and end-of-year
meetings).

School/District:

» Understand the role and responsibilities of the College Guide.
* Provide a collaborative atmosphere to facilitate student access to college.



(S

e Provide a private or semi-private office space, a computer with internet access, a phone,
and read only access to student data for the Guide to use while on site. The Guide agrees
to use these resources for the provision of services to students.

e Provide data for the purpose of evaluating the program’s success and as described in
Section 4 of this MOA.

e Provide ongoing on-site supervision through designation of a site supervisor who will:

o
O
o

Guide:

attend a site supervisor orientation session;

provide direction and support to the Guide while servicing students in the school;
work with the Guide to set goals for the year that are congruent with the schools’
goals;

introduce the Guide at a faculty meeting, general assembly, or other venues so
students, teachers, counselors, and administrators understand the Guide’s role;
assist in identifying low-income, first-generation, underrepresented students to
progress toward college admission;

hold ongoing meetings with the College Guide to provide updates on progress,
solve issues that arise and explore opportunities for further collaboration;

have direct and regular contact with the MCAC program staff involved in the
administration of this program; and

participate in first-of-year and mid- and end-of-year meetings with MCAC
program staff (an assessment of the program will be conducted at the mid- and
end-of-year meetings).

e Provide these services, free of charge:

O
®)
o

Advise students on a one-to-one basis regardmg their post-secondary plans;

Hold open office hours as well as scheduled appointments;

Review students’ college application materials and assist with understanding the
FAFSA and other financial aid forms;

Work closely with guidance staff and other administrators to promote students’
college-going behavior;

Coordinate publicity and outreach, ensuring that students and their families are
aware of opportunities involving college admission and financial aid;

Provide information through presentations, Web sites, brochures, and other forms
of communication;

Plan and coordinate visits to colleges and universities in Missouri for students to
experience campus life and identify a “best fit”;

Help students find scholarship resources;

Host college fairs and information sessions for students; and

Participate in extracurricular activities in the high school and its surrounding
community for the purpose of building relationships with students and their
families.

Upon agreement of MU and the school/district, additional services may be provided so
that unique needs of the schools’ students are met, as the program matures, and/or
additional funding is obtained. Additional responsibilities agreed upon by both parties
should be submitted as an attachment to the signed Annual Agreement.
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4. Program Evaluation
Funding for the MCAC program is provided by MU and by external funders. As a condition of
external funding, the program will be evaluated on an ongoing basis.

Data will be collected and managed through a technology firm contracted by the National
College Advising Corps (NCAC), MCAC’s umbrella organization. It is required that the
school/district provide needed data. Data will be used for program evaluation purposes only and
treated as confidential, except as may be required by law. All results of data analysis will be
reported in aggregate and no individual student will ever be identified.

Data to be collected will include, but not necessarily be limited to: baseline information on the
school, including college matriculation rates and student attainment of intermediary college
enrollment goals (such as percent taking college entrance exams and FAFSA applications);
information on enrolled students during program implementation, including identifying
information, intermediary goals, and college enrollment; and information on services provided to
students. At the school level, the Guide will collect data to help target and track services and
evaluate the program’s success.

5. Rights Reserved
MU reserves the right to move a Guide from one school to another.
The school/district reserves the right to request that a Guide be moved out of the school.

6. Cancellation of MOA
This MOA may be cancelled by either party, provided advance written notice of at least 30 days

is given to the other party.



ANNUAL AGREEMENT
Memorandum of Agreement for MU Project # C00014462

Name of School/District/College (Fill in the name of the partner school and district)
High School Name _So\ Qaa Talenatss pa) Shodlieg \/L . Schs, )
School District Name ST . Upte €olic Selarale

Duration of Agreement:

This agreement applies exclusively to theigie -~~oil school year.

The College Guide begins service in the school/district on or around August 1,2) 8 and
concludes on the last day of school.

If funding is obtained, MU will discuss with the school/district continuation of the MCAC

program for additional years.

Name of Site Supervisor designated by the school/district

NAME: [\ ice L. Mans PH.D,

TITLE: fecds trac  Princio -~

MAILING ADDRESS: 418 lraioa Vo d. . <h. lonl, MO L2y og
PHONE:\314) 3L -G LLL evt. |09 i

E-MAIL: PAice, Manisy g\@s.ﬁr‘:\)

Central Point of Contact
The parties listed below will serve as the central point of contact for this MOA. Either party may

change points of contact by giving written notice.

If different that the Site Supervisor listed above,
NAME:
TITLE:
MAILING ADDRESS:
PHONE:
E-MAIL:

MU names Dr. Ann Korschgen, Vice Provost for Enrollment Management, 573-882-7651,
korschgena@missouri.edu as the central point of contact for issues related to this agre<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>