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Protest Decision

Matter of:
Case No.:

Posting Date:

Contracting Entity:

Solicitation No.:

Description:

DIGEST

Under a solicitation for enrichment services to non-custodial parents, Chief Procurement Officer

Protest of Fatherhood & Families Engagement Program, Inc.
2016-114

November 6, 2015

SC Department of Social Services

5400009899

Noncustodial Parent Initiatives

ruled (a) claim that typographical errors in amendments confused protester was untimely; (b)

claim that cost proposal was misunderstood denied where cost was not an evaluation factor; (c)

arithmetic error in award statement did not violate Code where Record of Negotiations

confirmed correct value of resulting contract; (d) Code Sections 11-35-1520(9) (tie bids) and -

1520(13) (minor informalities) not applicable to perceived defects in RFP; and (e) claim that

protester should have been scored higher denied, absent any indication that evaluators lacked

reasonable basis for their scores or were actually biased against protester.
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AUTHORITY

The Chief Procurement Officer® conducted an administrative review pursuant to S.C. Code Ann.

811-35-4210(4). This decision is based on the evidence and applicable law and precedents.
DECISION

Fatherhood & Families Engagement Program, Inc. (FFEP) protests the South Carolina
Department of Social Services (DSS) posting of a Notice of Intent to Award of a contract to SC
Center for Fathers and Families (CFF), to provide Noncustodial Parent Initiatives. FFEP’s letter

of protest is incorporated by reference. [Attachment 1]
The CPO denies the protest.

Findings of Fact

Request for Proposal Issued: 07/28/2015
Amendment 1 Issued 08/12/2015
Amendment 2 Issued 08/13/2015
Bid Opening 08/28/2015
Amendment 3 Issued 09/15/2015
Intent to Award Posted: 09/23/2015
Letter of Protest Received 10/01/2015
Background

The Chief Procurement Officer delegated authority to DSS to solicit proposals for Noncustodial
Parent Initiatives. DSS issued this Request for Proposals on July 28, 2015, as solicitation number
5400009899. The original proposal due date was August 28, 2015 with any questions about the
solicitation due to the procurement officer by August 10, 2015. The award posting date was
listed as September 11, 2015.

! The Interim Materials Management Officer delegated the administrative review of this protest to the Chief
Procurement Officer for Information Technology.



Protest Decision, page 3
Case No. 2016-114
November 6, 2015

DSS issued Amendment #1 on August 12, 2015, with a description on the cover page as
“Noncustodial Parent Initiatives.” The amendment responded to questions from potential
offerors about this solicitation. There were several clerical errors on the cover page: The type of
solicitation was identified as an Invitation for Bids instead of a Request for Proposals; the
solicitation number was listed as 5400009986 (which was actually an Invitation for Bids issued
by the Department of Health and Human Services for UTS Corrective Action); the opening date
was August 10, 2015, 2 days before the amendment was issued; and the award posting date was
August 20, 2015.

DSS issued Amendment #2 the next day, August 13, 2015, with the same solicitation type,
solicitation number, and description as Amendment 1. Amendment #2 changed the opening date
back to August 28, 2015, and the award posting date back to September 11, 2015. These were

the only changes to the solicitation by this amendment.

Amendment #3 was issued on September 15, 2015, after proposals were opened. It carried the
same errors regarding solicitation type and number as Amendment #2. However the body of the
amendment changed the award posting date to September 18, 2015.% This was the only change to

the solicitation by this amendment.

DSS posted a Notice of Intent to Award to the South Carolina Center for Fathers and Families on

September 23, 2015, with the proper solicitation number and description.
Discussion

FFEP’s initial allegation is that the errors on the cover pages of the Amendments as detailed
above, caused considerable confusion to the FFEP Inc. in its bid preparation and consequently the
award should be cancelled pursuant to Regulation 19-445.2085(C)(1) (“Inadequate or ambiguous
specifications were cited in the [solicitation]”). The Code provides potential bidders the

opportunity to protest a solicitation or amendments within 15 days of issuance of the document.

2 Typically delays in posting an award notice are announced by notice, not amendment. SCEIS users have available
specific forms for this purpose. One extends the time for posting and the other announces the new posting date. See
S.C. Code Ann. Reg. 19-445.2090(B).
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If the amendments created such significant confusion as to impede preparation of its proposal,
FFEP should have protested the solicitation. Section 11-35-4210(1)(b) states:

(b) Any actual bidder, offeror, contractor, or subcontractor who is aggrieved
in connection with the intended award or award of a contract shall protest to the
appropriate chief procurement officer in the manner stated in subsection (2)(b)
within ten days of the date award or notification of intent to award, whichever is
earlier, is posted in accordance with this code; except that a matter that could have
been raised pursuant to (a) as a protest of the solicitation may not be raised as a
protest of the award or intended award of a contract.

(emphasis added)

DSS posted Amendment #3 on September 15, 2015, making the last day for a timely protest
September 30. FFEP failed to protest until October 1. To the extent it attempts to protest the

solicitation or any amendment, it is untimely. This issue of protest is dismissed.’

FFEP’s second issue is that DSS did not properly evaluate the offerors’ cost. Section 11-35-
1530(5) provides that: “Price may, but need not, be an evaluation factor.” Cost was not included
in the evaluation criteria for this solicitation. In lieu of evaluating cost, the solicitation included
the evaluation of a business proposal that was to address “Risk Analysis, Risk Mitigation, and
Risk Sharing among a coalition of service providers.” The Business Proposal was included as

Evaluation criteria #3:

3. Business Proposal - 20 Points: The value of the proposed solution to
meet or exceed the needs of this RFP with specific respect to Risk Analysis, Risk
Mitigation, and Risk Sharing among a coalition of service providers.

Since the solicitation legally excluded the evaluation of cost, there is no basis for FFEP’s claim

that cost was improperly evaluated. This issue of protest is denied.

® Even if the protest were timely, the errors cited were clerical and had no effect on the specifications or material
requirements of the solicitation. There is no evidence that FFEP actually was confused by these mistakes, as it
submitted its offer on time and apparently responded to the material requirements of the solicitation. Consequently
there is no justification to cancel the award for inadequate or ambiguous specifications
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The third item from FFEP’s protest is the observation of an error in addition on the Intent to
Award as follows:

Significant Notation: The final award amount the Department of Social Services
shows for the “successful bidder” over the five year period is $5,942,747. The
actual dollar amount for the figures shown by year for the “successful bidder”
totals $5,915,747, a difference of $27,000; that is, the actual Award is $27,000
more than the bidder required. The fact that this numerical error occurred raises
questions regarding the competency of the evaluation of the Proposals.

Comparing the annual breakdown on the Intent to Award to the breakdown in the Record of
Negotiations indicates the transposition of two numbers in the annual cost of year 5 on the Intent
to Award. According to the Record of Negotiations, the total potential value of $5,942,747 is the
correct amount and the Record of Negotiations supersedes the Intent to Award in the Order of

precedence.

Record of Negotiations Intent to Award

Year 1 $918,899.00 $918,899.00

Year 2 $1,215,010.00 $1,215,010.00

Year 3 $1,242,565.00 $1,242,565.00

Year 4 $1,269,620.00 $1,269,620.00

Year 5 $1,296,653.00 $1,269,653.00
$5,942,747.00 $5,915,747.00

This is a clerical error and not a violation of the Code or Regulations. This issue of protest is

denied.
FFEP’s next protests:

The Code (Section | 1-35-1520(9)(d) stipulates, “Tie bids involving South
Carolina firms must be resolved in favor of the South Carolina firm located in the
same taxing jurisdiction as the governmental body’s consuming location.” The
entity to which the Florence Region’s NCP Award was issued is not within the
same taxing jurisdiction as the consuming location; whereas, the FFEP, Inc. is
located within the same taxing jurisdiction as the consuming location and has
operated unilaterally as a Fatherhood Program for more than 10 consecutive
years.

This section of the Code only applies to situations where two or more bids have identical prices:
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Section 11-35-1520(9) Tie Bids. If two or more bidders are tied in price while
otherwise meeting all of the required conditions, awards are determined in the
following order of priority:

That is not the situation here. This issue is dismissed.
FFEP’s next issue states:

Section 11-35-1520(13), provides information regarding items, or anomalies that
are considered minor informalities and irregularities in Bids. The FFEP Inc.
submits that the violations, abnormalities, and inconsistencies that occurred in the
evaluation of its Proposal exceed the threshold to be classified as “minor,” and
consequently, deserves redress.

Section 11-35-1520(13) is titled “Minor Informalities and Irregularities in Bids.” It is intended to
avoid rejection of an otherwise responsive offer which contains trivial yet technical
responsiveness issues, where those issues do not affect the bid price, quality, quantity, or
delivery of the supplies or performance of the contract. The statute by its terms has no

application to errors in a solicitation. This issue is dismissed.

FFEP’s final issue addresses the three evaluation criteria listed in the solicitation and its belief
that it should have received the maximum points available for each criterion. Section 11-35-2410
states that the evaluator’s ranking of proposals required by Section 11-35-1530(7) and the
determination to award required by Section 11-35-1530(9) are final and conclusive, unless
clearly erroneous, arbitrary, capricious, or contrary to law. While FFEP may believe that it
should have scored higher, there is no indication that the evaluators were clearly erroneous,
arbitrary, capricious, or violated the law. The CPO will not substitute his judgement for that of

the evaluators. This issue of protest is denied.

Recommendations

In Amendment #1, DSS was asked if this was cost reimbursement or fixed price proposal and
whether indirect costs were allowable. DSS responded that this was a fixed price proposal and all
costs were to be included in the proposal. The awarded five-year cost of this contract is
$5,942,747.00. Even though DSS required offerors submit a firm fixed price, it opted to evaluate
a business proposal that did not include the cost or price of the proposals. The only reference in
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the solicitation to the Business Proposal is in the evaluation criteria where offerors were only
required to address risk analysis, risk mitigation, and risk sharing among a coalition of service
providers. There is nothing in the solicitation to indicate why DSS felt that managing risk among
a coalition of service providers was more important than nearly $6 million dollars in cost to the
taxpayers. In addition, there apparently was not a common understanding among the evaluators
of what they were to consider with relation to this evaluation criteria as evidenced by the

evaluator’s comments for the Business Proposal evaluation criteria:

Evaluator:
The offeror provided a breakdown of the budget. The offeror provided letters of
support from potential partners.

Evaluator:

FFEP, Inc. specified that they would be able to implement the remaining counties
in 90 days. FFEP, Inc. uses a lot of volunteers within their program. They also say
they will be implementing certain services, but they did not give details to the
plans.

Evaluator:
Meet requirements. Debt to income ratio is questionable. The reference letters of
support demonstrate the intention to partner with various community agencies.

Evaluator:

Debt to income ratio shows a high risk.
On the surface it appears that the evaluators considered factors other than risk analysis, risk
mitigation, and risk sharing when evaluating criteria #3. However, no prospective offeror
questioned the fact that cost was not being evaluated as part of the business proposal and no

actual offeror questioned the evaluation of the business proposal.

The clerical and typographical errors coupled with the questions about the evaluation of the
business proposals indicate the need for additional training at DSS prior to the issuance of any

more Requests for Proposals.

For the reasons stated above, the protest of Fatherhood & Families Engagement Program, Inc. is
denied.
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For the Materials Management Office

opiadind B JB e

Michael B. Spicer
Chief Procurement Officer
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INCP PROTEST FEEP{ 10-01 -2015}.1.1:::3{ Page 1 of 5
STATE OF S0OUTH CAROLINA )BEFORE THE CHIEF 1 PROCUREMENT
OFFICER

IN THE MATTER OF: AWARD PROTEST )
YPOSTING DATE: August 28, 2013
Fatherhood & Families Engagement )
Program, Inc. ) AWARD DATE: September 28, 2015
)
vs. ) NON-CUSTODIAL PARENT (NCF)
JPROPOSAL NUMBER: 5400009899

South Carolina Department of Social Services ) FLORENCE REGION AWARD

The South Carolina Consolidated Procurement Code (the Code) (11-35-4210(1) grants the right to
protest 1o any actual bidder who is aggrieved in connection with the intended award of a contract.
The Fatherhood & Families Engagement Program, Inc. (FEEP) herewith protests the award of the
above referenced Non-Custodial Parent (NCP) Award for the Florence Region for reasons contained
herein.

Ifem 1:

231} of the Code stipulates, “When it is determined afier an award has been
issued but before performance has begun that the State's requirements for the goods or services have
changed or have not been met, the award or contract may be canceled and either re-awarded or a new
solicitation issued, if the Chief Procurement Officer determines in writing that (1) Inadequate or
ambiguous specifications were cited in the invitation.” Note the following amendments that followed
the original Solicitation:

A. Exhibit I (the original Solicitation, issued on July 28, 2015) displays the Solicitation Number as
S400009899:

B. Exhibit IT {Amendment Number 1, issued on August 12, 20015) displays a changed Solicitation
Mumber as 5400009986,

. Exhibit I1I {Amendment Mumber 2, issued August 13, 201 5) displays the Solicitation Number
as 5400009986);

. Exhibit IV (Amendmenmt Number 3, issued September 15, 2015) displays the Solicitation

hitps:mail-attachment_googleusercontent.com/attachment/n/0¢ Mview=attdeth=15023928%...  10/1/2015
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Mumber as S400009986.
E. Exhibit V is submitted as documentation the aforementioned Amendments were in faet,
submitted.

In addition, announcements from the Department of Social Services changed the bid openings from
the original date of September 11, 2013, to September 18, 2013; and finally, to September 23, 2015,

Because there was a significant departure from the original Solicitation number, the subscquent
amendments caused considerable confusion to the FFEP Ine, in its bid preparation.

Item 2;

Section 19-445 2085(CY4) of the Code stipulates an Award may be cancelled prior to performance
when it is determined “the invitation did not provide for consideration of all factors of cost to the
State, ...", The FFEP Inc. submitted a bid for the Florence Region with a total budget for the five
vear period of $6,535,584 over the five vear period of the Award. The Successful bidder’s proposal
was $5,943,747 over the five year period of the award, or $592,837 less than the FFEP Inc. over the
five year period of the Award. However, the Department of Social Services did not consider the fact

Because the FFEP Inc. would provide state matching funds (via certified public expenditures), the
FFEP Inc."s Proposal would actually total $1,340,838 less than the successful bidder’s Proposal; and
the FFEP Inc. Offer would be at no cost to the State. Refer to Exhibit V1, which illustrates the
difference in the two proposals.

The FFEP In¢. herein contends based on dollar value, the Award should have been extended to FFEP
Inc. The fact the FFEP Inc. made the Department of Social Services aware that the state match would
be provided is included on page 17 of the FFEP Inc. Offer; and should have been considered a part of
the Offer. Because it is enumerated in the context of the FEEP Inc.’s Offer, it is officially a part of
the FFEP Inc.’s Offer. Further, it is to the State’s advantage to contract with the FFEP Inc. Reference
Exhibit V1. It is apparent this critical step was omitted by the Department of social Services in its
evaluation of the Offers,

Item 3:

Significant Notation: The final award amount the Department of Social Services shows for the
“successful bidder” over the five vear period is $5,942,747. The actual dollar amount for the figures
shown by year for the “successful bidder” totals $5,915,747, a difference of $27,000; that is, the
actual Award is $27,000 more than the bidder required. The faet that this numerical error occurred
raises questions regarding the competency of the evaluation of the Proposals.

https://mail-attachment. googleusercontent.com/attachment/0 Mview=attd th=15023928%... 10/1/2015
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m 4

The Code (Section 11-35-152009)d) stipulates, “Tie bids involving South Carolina firms must be
resolved in favor of the South Carolina firm located in the same taxing jurisdiction as the
governmental body's consuming location.” The entity to which the Florence Region’s NCP Award
was issued is not within the same taxing jurisdiction as the consuming location; whereas, the FFEP,
Inc. is located within the same taxing jurisdiction as the consuming location and has operated
unilaterally as a Fatherhood Program for more than 10 consecutive years.

Page 2 of 4 Pages
Item 5:

Section 11-35-1520(13), provides information regarding items, or anomalies that are considered
minor informalities and irregularities in Bids. The FFEP Inc. submits that the violations,
abnormalities, and inconsistencies that occurred in the evaluation of its Proposal exceed the threshold
to be classified as “minor,” and consequently, deserves redress.

Item 6:

Page 24 of the Solicitation lists the following areas on which scoring would be based:

1. Functional Requirements — 50 Points: The degree, completeness, capacity and suitability of
the OFFEROR" 3 response to meet or exceed the requirements of this RFP.

2. OFFEROR's Qualifications — 30 Points: The completeness, capacity and suitability of the
OFFEROR s response by meeting the needs of the RFP with regards to the OFFERORs depth
and breadth of experience, and evidence of successful cultural competency within the State of
South Carolina.

3. Business Proposal — 20 Points: The value of the proposed solution to meet or exceed the
needs of this RFP with specific respect to Risk Analysis, Risk Mitigation, and Risk Sharing
among a coalition of service providers.

Regarding Number 1 above: FFEP Inec. staff concludes it is inconceivable that an agency that
operates outside the local consuming area can be determined to be more qualified than the FFEP Inc.,
which is currently operational within the area; and has been operational within the local consumption
area for the last 11 consecutive years. Further, FFEP Inc. already has long established working
relationships with the court system, schools, local supporting agencies and other entities which are
peripherally involved with success in assisting NCPs move forward. The FFEP Ine. should have been

https:/fmail-attachment. poogleusereontent.com/attachment w0 Pview=att&th=15023928%... 107172015
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awarded 50 points for this requirement.

Regarding Number 2 above:

FEEP Inc. provided a full and comprehensive response regarding its capacity and suitability of
meeting the needs of the consuming locality. In regard to cultural competency, the FFEP Ine. is a
minority owned business; whereas, the successful bidder is not. FFEP Inc. staff has observed
numerous situations where companies who are not members of the consuming majority have appliced
methods and practices that simply do not connect, Mass media have played and apparently continues
to play a crucial role in the way white Americans perceive African-Americans. As a result of the
overwhelming media focus on crime, drog use, gang violence, and other forms of anti-social behavior
among African-Americans, the media have fostered a distorted and pernicious public perception of
African-Americans. FFEP Inc. staff lives in the commumity with many of the NCP's that will be
served via this RFP, They go to Church with them and their children go to the same schools. We
simply cannot envision how an outside company can have more care and concern than FFEP Ine.
FFEP Inc. should have been awarded the full 30 points for this criteria.

Page 3 of 4 Pages

Regarding Number 3 above:

FFEP Inc. and its operations represent minimal risk for the State with regard to the services offered.
Should 11 consecutive years of providing exceptional service in the same geographical region be over
looked? Ifthat is the case, then what is the formula for suceess for such a program? Risk is defined
as the probability or threat of damage, injury, liability, loss, or any other negative occurrence that is
caused by external or internal vulnerabilities, and that may be avoided through preemptive action.
There i3 no hidder in this process with a better record than the FFEP Inc. The FFEP Ine. should have
received no less than the full 20 points for this criteria.

REQUE

The Fatherhood & Families Engagement Program, Inc. of Florence, South Carolina, herewith
requests the Chief Procurement Officer to Cancel the Offer extended to the SC Center for Fathers and
Families of Columbia, SC for Region IV; and either extend the Offer to the FFEP Inc., or re-open the
process in order that a fair and judicial decision may be reached on a new Offer,

https:/fmail-attachment googleusercontent.com/attachment w0 Tview=attdc th=15023928%... 10/1,/2015
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L
Roger Gore, Executive Director
FFEP Inc.
September 30, 2015
Florence, South Carolina
Page 4 of 4 Pages

https://mail-attachment. googleusercontent. com/attachment/w/0/ Mview=att&th=15023928%... 1012015
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State of South Carolina
Request for Proposal

Solicitntos:

Uit Issucd:
Procuremient (fficer:
Pleonu:

B -Muil Addres;
hailing Address:

SN

OTEREDIS

BMICHELE MAHON

E03-306-7402

Bighele, M

SC Deparament of Sosisl Services
\n: Peogurement (HTice - Reom 215

" MO Bos 15200

Colwmbin, S0 TFH12- 1500

DESCRIFTION: Moncustedial Parent Initiatives

USING GOVERNMENTAL UNIT: Depactment of Sacial Services

[ sUBMIT YOUR OFFER ON-LINE AT THE FOLLOWING URL: Ritp:{vwsw procurcimet se. goy

SUBMIT OFFER BY (Opening DateTime): 08282005 10:00:00

QUESTIONS MUST BE REEFIVED] 1072005

COMFEREMCE TYFE: Mot Applicable
DATE & TIME:

[ A1 inpproprise, tee "Confeesces < Fre-DiSTopesa™ & “Sile Wil provision)

(Sew “Demdline For Submisvion (F Offer” prondsdon

P

LOCATION: Not Applicable

AWARD & | Award will be posted on 091172015, The award, this solicitation, any amendments, and any related
AMENDMEMNTS |notioes will be posted at the following web address: i wwve procurement. sc. ooy

¥ou must submit a signed copy of this form with Your Offer. By signing, You agree to be bound by the terms of the
Salicitation. You agree ta hold Your Offer open for a minimum of thirty (30} calendar days after the Opening

D, e “Signing Your Ofer® provizion )

NAME OF OFFEROR

ATl gl mame o beisiess salbviliing e idTed)

Any awnd issged will be isseed w0, and the epaimot will be lommed with,
Lhe entity idemtifed as the (iTeror, The enbwy neamed s the ol fzron mest bo
a sinple amd distingl kegal emlity. Do not use te rame of a branch offics o
& division of a larper enisty il the branch or division & sol 8 Separsic lepsl
cnlily, 16, 3 separals corporalon, pafvership, sofc proprcionship, o,

ALUTHORIZED SIGNATURE

{Pirsam iivesl be shosized to il binding offfer 1o cominc on behall of Dfenor )

DATE SIGMNED

TITLE

iheines titln of parson pipning stove)

STATE VENDOR MO,

(Registen b Dbisin 5.0 Wendor Mo, sl s pirssssmsal s gk

FRINTED MAME

{prinied nere of person wening abave

STATE OF INCORPORATION

IF i o o etaaralion, el the slale ol carustom )

OFFEROR'S TYPE OF ENTITY: (Check ong)
___ Hale Proprietorskip __Parinership

. Corporate ontity (not x-exempd)

__ Cosparnthon (bax-exempl)

[Soe “Tigping Yier (ffcr” provisaos. |

Other

___ Geovernment codity [fodoml, state, or bpeal)

CUNVER PACRE « ORLIME OHLY [Plid. J003)
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Solictation;
Ml bvusd;
Precesemen Oificer:

SAHIRRA

Nz

MCHELE BAATION

H3-E98-T402

Mikchele sl s goy

S Depanment of Social Sorvioes
Amec Procoresrent Office - Room 225
PO Box (520
Columbin 50 19202-1520

State of South Carolina

Invitation For Bid
Amendment I

E-Mtail Address:
heailing Addjeess:

DESCRIPTION: Noncustodial Parent Inftiatives
USING GOVERNMENTAL UNIT: Department of Social Services

The Term “(ffer™ Means Your "Bid" or "Proposal™. Your offer musi be submitted in o sealed package. Solicitation
Numher & Openivng Date must appedr on package exterior. See "Submining Your Paper Offer or Modification® provision.

SUBMIT ¥OUR SEALED Of

cRTETIET ADBREssest]

PO Box [ 320
Columbia 5C 29202-1520

MAILING ADDRESS; ADBRESS: &
SC Department of Social Services SC Department of Social Services
Adin: Procurement Office - Room 125 Atti: Procurement Office - Room 225

PO Box 1520
Columbin 3C 29202-| 520

For Sokmiami

SUBMIT OFFER BY (Opening Date'Time ). DRFIQZOLS 10:M:0D
QUESTIONS MUST BE RECEIVED BY:  07/21/2015 at 10:00:00
NUMBER OF COFIES TO BE SUBMITTED: SEE PAGE 3 OF SOLICITATION

150 O CHTer™

CONFEREMCE TYPE: Not Applicable LOCATION: Mot Applicable
DATE & TIME:
[ i propriite, s "Cosfizesees - Fre-RidPropral® & “Rile Visi™ pravisian)

AWARD &

Aoward will be posted on B8/2002005. The award, this solicitation, any amendments, and any refated
AMENDMENTS

notices will be posted at the following web address: hilps/www. procurement. sc.goy

Yon must submit a sipned copy of this form with Youor Offer. By zigning, You agree to be bound by the terms of the
Solicitation, You agree to hodd ¥ our Offer open for a minimum of thirty (30) calendar days after the Opening

hate, [See “Sigeing Your Offer” provisos )

HAME OF OFFEROR

(Fall Bepal naime of besincs subestiieg the offer)

Ay meerd issaed will be issued o, md the contract will e formed with,
the entity ideatified s the (Hiemr. The crtity named &= the offesor must be
a mmgle sad distincl legal entity. Do mot sse e rame of o besnch office or
a division of 4 langer oatity if e bramch or division i not & separaie legal
eRiily, L&, @ sepaniis conporatien, parinorship, solo proprictorship, el

AUTHORIZED SIGMNATURE

(Poreaa st b St laiized 10 Submil birding offor ke conirst o bohall of Ofform

DATE SIGNED

TITLE

Trusingsy tinke ol person sipnieg abave]

STATE VENDOR NO.

(Rapisir is Dl 5.0, Verslor Mo, st wewsw procuremenl e pov

PRINTED NAME

{pemicd rams of poreon sgsing dreeh

STATE OF INCORPORATION

T oas g corparniion, WicnnilPy ohe siaie of iscospomiog. )

OFFEROR'S TYPE OF ENTITY: (Check one)
__ Sole Propricionship
__ Cosporale enlity (nof lax-cxempt)

__ Parinershin
Corporation [las-exémpl)

{Gec “Signnp Vo (i panzion )

" Giovemnment eniity {federal, siaie, or local)

TR
COWER PAGE - PAPER OMLY (MAIE, 3015y

Page 1ol 4
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" licitabon: | SRS

State of South Carolina -;:.blg Issued: | IEMATANTS

Procurement OWicer | MICHELE MAHORN
Phone: | B05-B0E-T407

Invitation For Bid -l A M.m_m.pqgg'« am
Mailing Adidress; | SC Depariment of Social Servies
Amendrment 2 " Adin: Procurerment Olfes - Roows 135
POy Box 1520

Calembia 50 9202-1520

DESCRIFTION: Noncustodial Parent Initintives
USING GOVERMMENTAL UNIT; Department of Social Services

The Term "Offer" Means Your “Bid" or “Propesal™. Yo offer wust be submitied in a sealed package. Solicitation
Number & Operimg Dl nuest appecr o package axterior. See "Submitting Four Faper Offer or Modifieation™ provision.
SUBMIT YOUR SEALED €

L’&'EE"Im-'

SC Department nl'Su-unE S-e:rw;cs
Avtin: Procurement Office - Room 225
PO Bax 1520 POy Box 1520

Columbia SC 29202-1520 Columbia SC 20202-1520

SUBMIT OFFER BY (Opening DateTime):  &2802015 10:00:00 [See "Dealline For Submbsien OFOfa” provisies)
QUESTIONS MUST BE RECEIVED BY:  07/2172015 at 10:00:00
MUMBER OF COFIES TOBE SUBMITTED: SEE PAGE 3 OF SOLICITATION

COMFERENCE TYPE: Mot Applicable LOCATION: Mot Applicable
DATE & TIME:
|4 approprisla, see “Coalermces - -G Vrepaml & “Fie Viel" proviszas)

SC l)epanm-aﬂ of Social Services
Alln: Procuremient Office - Rioom 225

AWARD & | Award will be posted on 91172005, The award, this solicitation, any amendments, and any relabed
AMENDMEMTS |notices will be postes at the following web address: hiipdwww. prociremsit. sc oy

¥iow must submit a signed copy of this form with Y our Offer. By signing, You agree to be bound by the terms of the
Solicitation. You agree io hold Your Offer open for a minimum of thirty (30) calendar days after the Opening

Drarte. [Boe Rigring You OfFer” provisios. )

NAME OF OFFEROR Any aweed issued wil be issusd in, and She cominet will be fomed with,
iha entity idemified 25 the Offeror. The enlity named as the affercr musi be
asingle and distine) legal entity. Do il use the naste of & branch, ofices o
tﬂnhmornmm-rmmwﬁmamtmm

Al lepal marme uf Buiineis smilting the offer) entily, e, aseparale corp , pan P, Sole progriesoeship, ic.

AUTHORIZED SIGHMATURE DATE SIGNED

| Pt it e el hreriead B submeil binding offer o cosinec oo Bekal 7 of Ofioer )

TITLE STATE VENDOR NO.
Chaminene (il of persca sgaieg sbavel [ Ripginsden i Cibipan 5 . Vondor Mo, 3 ws perousement_so gav)
PRINTED NAME STATE OF INCORPORATION
(prtnted wame of peraom signing abo AIF ¥ iae s capastalion, identily the viate of mcorpomiion )
OFFEROR'S TYPE OF ENTITY: (Check one) {See “Sigring, Yiwr Offer” provisis.
__ Sole Proprietorship ___ Parinership ___ Diher _
Coap enkily (not tax il _ Comporation [tax-cxempl) ___ Governmend endity (federal, stade, or loeal)

CGIVER FAGE - PAPER ONLY CWAR, 25y

Page 1of 2
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= Soliciintion | SHK00G0RG

State of South Carolina Dale lspd: | 15205

Procunmment DTweer: | MICHELE BAAHN

. s Phen: | $03-254- 7402

Invitation For Eid IE-Mail Address: | Iachche mahoniddas s poy
Amendment ¥ Miailiing Address: | SC Depanment of Social Services

Allg Procpeemend Oifice - Room XI5

PO B 1520

Cnlombia 3C 29202- | 5%

DESCRIFTION: Moncustodial Parent Initiatives
USING GOVERNMENTAL UNIT: Department of Social Serviees

The Term "Cffer" Means Your “8id™ or “Propogal™  Four ofer et be submitted in ¢ reated poctage. Solicialion
Number & Opening Dale must appear on pockage exterioe. See “Submitting Your Paper Offer or Modification” provision.

SLBMIT YOLIR SEAL

MAILING ADDRESS:
SC Department of Sockal Services
Aiin: Procurement Office - Room 225

SC Depantment of Social Services
Aftn: Procurement Office - Room 225

PO Box 1520 PO Box 1520
Columbia SC 29202-1520 Columbia SC 29202-1520
SUBMIT OFFER BY (Opening Date/Time): 828472015 10:00:00 [Sen *Diamdlons Tor Submissom (f Offer” previsien]

QUESTIONS MUST BE RECEIVED BY:  07/21/2015 at 10:00:00
NUMBER OF COPIES TO BE SUBMITTED: SEE PAGE 3 OF SOLICITATION
CONFERENCE TYPE: Mot Applicable LOCATION: Mot Applicable

DATE & TIME:
s appropnas, see “Conlerenoes - Pre-BldFropesal™ & “Sie Vist™ povizioss)

AWARD & | Award will be posted on 9112015, The award, this solicitathon, any amendments, and any related
AMENDMENTS | notices will be posted at the following web address: hitpiwaww procurement_se.sov

¥ ou must submit a signed copy of this form with Your Offer. By signing, You agree to be bound by the terms of the
Solicitation. You agres to hold Your Offer open for a minimum of thirty (20) calendar days after the Opening

Dade, {50 " ping Wouw OTer® provishm)

MNAME OF OFFEROR Ay awanl issuel will b issucd 1o, @nd the contrac will be formed wilh,
the entity identificd s the DiTcror, The ceity mamel 82 the efTens st be
a single snd distinet legal eniicy. Do not use the rame of o beanch office or
a divisiom of a larger endity il the hranch o division is nol, ) separale legal

{10 e marme ol B ez vt ing e ol enlily, ie., & separabe corporabion, parnesship, sele peopeicionship, eic.

AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE DATE SIGNED

Pareon mvisl b witbeoried 10 dobmil binding offer o conined on bobael Mol O )

TITLE STATE VENDOR NO.
[bainss titke o jwan signiag sbove) [Regisier s Dhisin 547, Vondor Mo, st wwaw procurement 5o gov)
PRINTED MAME STATE OF INCORPORATION
[primted paiec of persen sigrang above) AU yrou pre w corperction, identi By U sk ol WspoEisn
OFFEROR'S TYPE OF EMTITY: (Check one) [Foe “iprong Four Offer” prosision )
___ Eole Progrictorship _ Parmership _ Other

__ Corparase sty (ol lax-exempty __ Corpemiion (iax-cxemply ___ Govemment entity (lederal, stuic, or local)

L —
COVER PALE - PAPIR DMLY {MAR. 3H 35}

Page 1 of 2
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sociological needs of their developing children; and
8) In general, enhancing their presentation to the community to make them productive
cilizens.

In the past FFEP Inc. has received some limited support from the State through the
Depariment of Social Services; however, that support ended in 2013 due to lack of State
funds. In spite of the fact state funding dissipated in 2013, FFEP Inc, staff continued to
work volunteering their time because of their commitment to the youth we served; and
the inspiration they received from the many suceesses of our program participants.
FFEP Ine. has now developed community resounces that would be able to serve as
certified public expenditures (CPEs) that could serve as state matching funds, enabling
the State to draw down Federal funding for the support and expansion of the services
provided by our programs.

In 2014, FFEP Inc., received commitments from two additional consultants with
Pilstanding academic credentials in the areas of child development and counseling. One
hese individuals will devole substlantial efforis toward South Carolina®s at-risk

: lation to enlist the efforts of parents and extended families in avoiding children’s
icipation in the Child Welfare System, (i.e. child protective services, fosier care and
el 1, Level 2, and Level 3 group homes, and at times, death of a child) by providing

# Child Development Training to program participants; and by broadening this training by

conducting regional training symposiums open to the public at least three times per year.

FFEFP Inc. recognizes many socioeconomically disadvantaged parents do not understand
stages of a child's development and this lack of understanding often leads to

maltreatment of the child. FFEP Inc. recognizes the important influences a father can

P hiEve on his child is often indirect,

P Inc. understands that a father who has a good relationship with the mother of their
dren is more likely to be involved and to spend time with their children and to have
ildren who are psychologically and emotionally healthier. One of the most important
enefits of a positive relationship between mother and father and a benefit directly related
;ﬁubjeﬂhres of the Child Protective Services caseworker, is the behavior it models

other individual has committed to provide counseling to both program participants
stafl. Program participants will reccive career counseling services that include but
not limited to job coaching and job skills development; but will assist them in their
milation into the community as viable dynamic citizens.

P Inc. siaffing consists of volunteer professionals with college degrees and in some
cases more than 30 years of professional experience as emplovees of the State of South
Carolina. FFEP Inc. regularly collaborates with professional consultants to enhance the
functioning of staff and improve the services we provide to NMCPs. FFEP Inc. has one
eonsultant with a Doctorate Degree in counseling; and another with more than 35 hours
toward a Doctorate Degree in Education, with a concentration in Early Childhoed
Development.

FFEPs professional services are based on Evidence Based Practice and Educational
Bascd Research,

FFEP Inc. Page 17
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STATE OF S0UTH CAROLINA
5C DEPARTMENT OF S0CIAL SERVICES
ATTN: PROCUREMENT OFFICE - ROOM 309
PO BOX 1520
COLUMBLA SC 29202-1520

Intent to Award
Posting Date: September 23, 2015

Solicitation:  S400009599
Description: NONCUSTODIAL PARENT INITIATIVES
Apgency: Department of Social Services

The Stale intends to award coniract(s) noted below. Unless otherwise suspended or canceled, this document becomes the
fimal Statement of Awerd effective October 6, 2015, 8200 AM EST.  Unless otherwise provided in the solicitation, the
final stztemment of award serves as acceptance of your affer.

Contractor should not perform work on or meur any costs sssocinted with the cortract prior to the effective date of the
contract. Contractor should not perform any work prier o the receipt of a purchase order from the using governmenial unit.
The State assumes no lability for any cxpenses incarred prior to the effective date of the contract and issuance of a
purchase onder.

CERTIFICATES OF [NSURANCE COVERAGE TO BE FURNISHED PRICR TO COMMENCEMENT OF SERVICES
LUNDER CONTRALCT,

Any actual bidder, offeror, contractor, or subconractor who s aggrieved in connection with the miended award or award
ol 1 contract shall protest within ten days of the date notification of award is posted in accordance with this code. A protest
shall be in ‘A‘fh’.ihg. sleall ser forth If1t-g,m|.|n|h of the prn‘lnl!md the relief requested with mwgh p:rﬁl;ulu:iqrm give natice
of the isswes to be decided, and must be received by the appropriste Chief’ Procurement Officer within the time provided.
[Section 11-35- 4210]

Contract Number: 440001 1449

Aowarded To: 5C CENTER FOR FATHERS AND FAMILIES (T00D154313)
271 MIDDLEBURG DRIVE - SLITE 111
COLUMBIA SC Z9204

Total Potential Valoe: £ 5942, 747.0d
Muaximom Contract Period: October (6, 2015 throwgh October 05, 2020
Ttem  Description Unit Price Tuodal

01l NCP Florence Region ¥ | 5 918,595.00 £ D18.895.00
00012 WCP Florence Begion Yr 2 £ 1,215010.00 § 1.215,0010.00
00013 WCP Florence Region Yr 3 § 1,242 56500 % 1,242 565,00
00014 NCP Florencz Region Y14 § 1,269,620.00 £ 1,269 620.00
M015  NCP Florence Region ¥r 3 § 1,269.653.00 5 1,269 653.00

Procarement Officer

MICHELE MAHOMN

EXHIRIT VIII



STATEMENT OF RIGHT TO FURTHER ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW
Protest Appeal Notice (Revised September 2015)

The South Carolina Procurement Code, in Section 11-35-4210, subsection 6, states:

(6) Finality of Decision. A decision pursuant to subsection (4) is final and conclusive,
unless fraudulent or unless a person adversely affected by the decision requests a
further administrative review by the Procurement Review Panel pursuant to Section
11-35-4410(1) within ten days of posting of the decision in accordance with
subsection (5). The request for review must be directed to the appropriate chief
procurement officer, who shall forward the request to the panel or to the Procurement
Review Panel, and must be in writing, setting forth the reasons for disagreement with
the decision of the appropriate chief procurement officer. The person also may
request a hearing before the Procurement Review Panel. The appropriate chief
procurement officer and an affected governmental body shall have the opportunity to
participate fully in a later review or appeal, administrative or judicial.

Copies of the Panel’s decisions and other additional information regarding the protest process is
available on the internet at the following web site: http://procurement.sc.gov

FILE BY CLOSE OF BUSINESS: Appeals must be filed by 5:00 PM, the close of business. Protest
of Palmetto Unilect, LLC, Case No. 2004-6 (dismissing as untimely an appeal emailed prior to 5:00
PM but not received until after 5:00 PM); Appeal of Pee Dee Regional Transportation Services, et
al., Case No. 2007-1 (dismissing as untimely an appeal faxed to the CPO at 6:59 PM).

FILING FEE: Pursuant to Proviso 111.1 of the 2015 General Appropriations Act, “[r]equests for
administrative review before the South Carolina Procurement Review Panel shall be accompanied by
a filing fee of two hundred and fifty dollars ($250.00), payable to the SC Procurement Review Panel.
The panel is authorized to charge the party requesting an administrative review under the South
Carolina Code Sections 11-35-4210(6), 11-35-4220(5), 11-35-4230(6) and/or 11-35-
4410...Withdrawal of an appeal will result in the filing fee being forfeited to the panel. If a party
desiring to file an appeal is unable to pay the filing fee because of financial hardship, the party shall
submit a completed Request for Filing Fee Waiver form at the same time the request for review is
filed. The Request for Filing Fee Waiver form is attached to this Decision. If the filing fee is not
waived, the party must pay the filing fee within fifteen days of the date of receipt of the order
denying waiver of the filing fee. Requests for administrative review will not be accepted unless
accompanied by the filing fee or a completed Request for Filing Fee Waiver form at the time of
filing.” PLEASE MAKE YOUR CHECK PAYABLE TO THE “SC PROCUREMENT REVIEW
PANEL.”

LEGAL REPRESENTATION: In order to prosecute an appeal before the Panel, business entities
organized and registered as corporations, limited liability companies, and limited partnerships must
be represented by a lawyer. Failure to obtain counsel will result in dismissal of your appeal. Protest
of Lighting Services, Case No. 2002-10 (Proc. Rev. Panel Nov. 6, 2002) and Protest of The Kardon
Corporation, Case No. 2002-13 (Proc. Rev. Panel Jan. 31, 2003); and Protest of PC&C Enterprises,
LLC, Case No. 2012-1 (Proc. Rev. Panel April 2, 2012). However, individuals and those operating as
an individual doing business under a trade name may proceed without counsel, if desired.



South Carolina Procurement Review Panel
Request for Filing Fee Waiver
1105 Pendleton Street, Suite 209, Columbia, SC 29201

Name of Requestor Address

City State Zip Business Phone

1. What is your/your company’s monthly income?

2. What are your/your company’s monthly expenses?

3. List any other circumstances which you think affect your/your company’s ability to pay the filing fee:

To the best of my knowledge, the information above is true and accurate. | have made no attempt to
misrepresent my/my company’s financial condition. | hereby request that the filing fee for requesting
administrative review be waived.

Sworn to before me this
day of , 20

Notary Public of South Carolina Requestor/Appellant

My Commission expires:

For official use only: Fee Waived Waiver Denied

Chairman or Vice Chairman, SC Procurement Review Panel

This day of , 20
Columbia, South Carolina

NOTE: If your filing fee request is denied, you will be expected to pay the filing fee within fifteen
(15) days of the date of receipt of the order denying the waiver.
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