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April 23, 2013 
To: School Committee 
 Becky McFall, Superintendent 
From: Buckner Creel 
 
Subject:  Recommendation for Award – Pod C Lease, July 2013 – June 2016 
 
Process.  In accordance with M.G.L. 30B and the procedures outlined in the memo prepared 
for the School Committee dated February 14, 2013 (copy attached), proposals for operating a 
licensed school-aged child care program in Pod C were solicited from potential operators 
using the following Request for Proposal (RFP) process: 
 
• At its meeting on February 28, 2013, the School Committee declared Pod C surplus and 

identified use restrictions by approving the following motion: 
“Moved…that the School Committee VOTES that Pod C continues to be surplus space 
and available for rent, that it desires that Pod C be used for a licensed after-school and 
school recess period school-aged child care program and related uses, and that it allows 
the acceptance of less than fair market rental rates for the lease of Pod C to promote a 
public purpose by providing an affordable after-school and school recess period care 
center for school-aged children. 

• Legal notices were published in the Lincoln Journal on March 14 and March 21, 2013. 
• A three-person Selection Committee consisting of a School Committee member, the 

Administrator for Business and Finance (the procurement official) and a Business Office 
employee with RFP experience and training was formed. 

• Goods and Services announcements on the State Publications and Regulations web site 
were published announcing the availability of RFP documents on March 13, 2013. 

• Three potential proposers picked up an RFP packet: 
o Lincoln Extended-Day Activities Program (LEAP) 
o Springboard Education for America (Springboard) 
o Learn It Systems (Learn It)   

• Three potential proposers attended the mandatory pre-proposal conference held March 22, 
2013 at 11:00 am: 

o Lincoln Extended-Day Activities Program (LEAP) 
o Springboard Education for America (Springboard) 
o Learn It Systems (Learn It) 

• No addenda were added to the RFP packet after the pre-proposal conference. 
• Two proposals were received prior to the deadline on April 12, 2013 at 11:00 am. 
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Proposal evaluation criteria.  The RFP included eleven criteria against which the proposals 
would be evaluated.  Two of the criteria (a. licenses and certifications required, and b. 
Evidence of insurability) were designated pass-fail in the RFP.  A third criterion (k. Proposed 
rent and allowance for maintenance) stated that the amount must meet or exceed the 
minimums.  The Selection Committee decided to assign weights to the remaining eight criteria, 
and to score each criteria from 1 to 10.  The resultant weighted scores had a theoretical 
maximum score of 100. 
 
Before the proposals were received, the Selection Committee met and assigned weights to the 
evaluation criteria.  Table 1 shows the evaluation criteria and weights. 
 

Table 1. 

weight criterion 

0 
a. Licenses and certifications required by federal and Commonwealth laws and 

regulations  (pass-fail) 

0 
b. Evidence of insurability:  comprehensive public liability insurance for bodily 

injury and property damage in the amount of $1,000,000, and Worker’s 
Compensation coverage (pass-fail) 

  

10 
c. Continuity of operations:  the stability of having the same staff, director and 

programs is important to the well-being of the children attending the after-school 
program 

10 
d. Length of time program has been operating, a five-year enrollment history 

and a two-year enrollment projection 

10 e. References 

15 f. Staff training and experience 

15 g. Proposed staff/child ratio 

20 
h. Description of program to be offered, including activities by season, hours of 

operation, etc. 

5 i. Composition of governing board, including level of parent participation 

15 j. Proposed program fee structure 

100   

  
 

0 
k. Proposed rent and allowance for maintenance and capital projects (must 

meet or exceed minimum) 
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Proposal Results.  LEAP and Springboard submitted proposals which were received prior to 
the official proposal receipt deadline; the proposals are attached.  The materials submitted by 
Springboard meet the requirements of the RFP instructions.   
 
The materials submitted by LEAP did not include sufficient information to evaluate items j. 
Proposed program fee structure, h. Description of program to be offered and i. Composition of 
governing board.  However, the Selection Committee was able to find supplemental material 
on the LEAP web site, and decided to consider this insufficiency a non-fatal informality to be 
waived.  With the waiver for LEAP, both firms are responsive proposers. 
 
Both proposers have successfully operated a licensed school-aged child care program for over 
five years, and I find nothing within the documents submitted or in other information 
available to me to cause me to believe that they will not be able to continue operating a 
licensed school-aged child care program.  Therefore, both firms are responsible proposers. 
 
Proposal Evaluation.  Separately, the Selection Committee members reviewed the proposals 
and assigned scores, then met to discuss the results of the scoring.  The scores for each 
criterion were averaged and the averaged scores summed, resulting in an overall evaluation 
score.  The averaged scores are displayed in Table 2.    
 
While both proposers exhibit strengths in multiple areas, significant differences in scores were 
observed in the areas of staff training and experience, description of program to be offered and 
proposed program fee structure.  Springboard’s staff training and experience is described on 
pages 5-9 of their proposal.  Their program is described on pages 9-14 of the proposal.  Pages 
15 and 18 describe the automated account management system PARENT CONNECT 
Springboard offers for enrollment, scheduling and payment management. 
 
Finally, the proposed program fee structure described by Springboard on pages 21-22 of their 
proposal is significantly lower and more flexible than the current LEAP fee structure.  Both 
proposers offer financial assistance; while Springboard ties this assistance to the National 
School Lunch Program’s standards for Free and Reduced Lunches, the LEAP criteria for 
financial assistance is unclear. 
 
 
 
The overall scores on the evaluation criteria are: 

 
LEAP – 69.9 
Springboard – 91.1 

 
Springboard’s evaluation score exceeds that of LEAP by 30%.  
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Table 2. 

weight criterion LEAP Springboard 

0 
a. Licenses and certifications 

required (pass-fail) 
pass pass 

0 
b. Evidence of insurability 
   (pass-fail) 

pass pass 

  
  

10 c. Continuity of operations:   10.0 9.0 

10 
d. Length of time program has been 

operating, 
9.3 8.7 

10 e. References 6.0 7.0 

15 f. Staff training and experience 8.9 14.4 

15 g. Proposed staff/child ratio 14.5 13.5 

20 
h. Description of program to be 

offered, including activities by season, 
hours of operation, etc. 

10.7 19.0 

5 i. Composition of governing board 3.7 4.5 

15 j. Proposed program fee structure 6.9 15.0 

100 totals 69.9 91.1 

  
 

  

0 
k. Proposed rent and allowance for 

maintenance and capital projects 
(must meet or exceed minimum) 

$28,000/$2,800 
meets 

$31,000/$3,100 
exceeds 
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References.  The proposals included references, which were checked by the Selection 
Committee.  A summary of the responses received follows. 
 
LEAP References 
Pros 

• Collaborate with Rec Dept 
• Supportive in moving children from one site to another 
• Serve valuable need in town 
• "like a big neighborhood" 
• "unofficial town program" 
• Staff ingrained in the community 
• Staff is thoughtful about the kids and their welfare 
• "kids love it" 
• Always take time for play 
• Great working relationship with school's counselor 
• "no major issues or complaints" 

Cons 
• They haven't changed with the times 
• Parent feedback:  Could be a bit more transparent, not sure how things get done 
• Disappointment with staff responses (not all of the staff) 
• Could be tighter regarding safety  
• Need to tighten up communication to parents, especially new ones 
• Could use professional development regarding child behavior and discipline 
• Could they align policies and practices--it's not clear if they have them ( a handbook?) 
• Not clear on leadership--who is in what roles? 

 
SPRINGBOARD References 
Pros 

• Devoted a lot of resources to the program 
• Successful in hiring certified teachers 
• Very conscientious 
• Flexible 
• Will deliver program you want 
• Parent feedback is positive 
• Good balance of fun and academics 
• "super flexible and responsive" 
• Professionally run program 
• Always positive feedback from parents 

 
Cons 

• Based on the packaging/presentation, the school only initially received 2/3 of what was 
presented 
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Price Analysis.  The rule for award included in the RFP documents states: 
 

“The Lincoln Public Schools will accept the most advantageous offer from a 
responsive and responsible proposer, taking into consideration all evaluation 
criteria and price.” 

 
The prices proposed by LEAP for the first year’s rent of $28,000 and the first year’s 
maintenance allowance of $2,800 meet the minimums established by the School Committee.  
The prices proposed by Springboard for the first year’s rent of $31,000 and the first year’s 
maintenance allowance of $3,100 exceed the minimums established by the School Committee 
by 10.7%.  These amounts will be escalated by 2% in each of the subsequent years; if either or 
both of the option years are exercised, the 2% price escalation will continue for the duration of 
the agreement.  The prices proposed by Springboard provide a greater value to the School 
Committee.   
 
Recommendation.  Springboard Education in America is a responsive, responsible proposer 
who has offered an advantageous price.  Their proposal has a higher evaluation score by 30%, 
provides a lower and more flexible fee structure for participating parents and yields a rent 
higher by 10.7%.  Accordingly, the Selection Committee recommends that the School 
Committee accept the Springboard proposal and enter into a rental agreement with them for 
the use of Pod C for the three-year period beginning July 1, 2013 and ending June 30, 2016.  
The School Committee could elect to extend the agreement for one or two years at the 
Committee’s option should that prove advantageous at a later time. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Lincoln Public Schools 

 

  Buckner M. Creel 

  Administrator for Business and Finance 

 
February 14, 2013 

To: Rebecca McFall, Superintendent 
  School Committee 
From: Buck Creel 
 
Subject:  Proposed Request for Proposal (RFP) Process for Lease of Pod 
 
General Considerations.  For more than 17 years, Pod C has been leased to an outside 
organization which runs an after-school care program for our children.  The current five-
year lease of Pod C with LEAP ends on June 30, 2013.  The current annual rent is 
$28,137.72, so the rental value of the property over the five-year period will exceed $25,000 
and a formal RFP process must be followed to comply with M.G.L. 30B § 16.   
 
Declaration of Excess, Identification of Use Restrictions.  Before the lease can be 
recompeted, the School Committee:  
 

• must affirm by public vote that Pod C continues to be surplus space and available 
for rent.   

• should affirm by public vote that it desires the surplus space be used for a licensed  
school-aged child care program and related uses. 

• should affirm by public vote that the Committee’s objective is to promote a public 
purpose by providing an affordable after-school and school recess period day care 
center for school-aged children rather than raising revenue, to allow the acceptance 
of less than fair market rental rates. 

 
The Administration will propose a motion for these affirmations at the February 28 
meeting, and request the School Committee take a formal vote at the March 7 meeting.  
 
Agreement terms.  Following the public vote, I recommend that the School Committee 
issue a Request for Proposal with the following scope of services and provisions: 
 

• Use:  Pod C will be restricted to use for a licensed school-aged child after-school 
and school recess period care program and related uses.   

 
• Term:  Three years to be renewed annually, plus the possibility of two extension 

years.  While Mass General Law chapter 30B does not limit the length of real 
property contracts, M.G.L. chapter 40 section 3 does limit the term of public 
building leases by towns to ten years, and Town bylaws limit us to a six-year 
contract period.  Similar terms have worked well for this use in the past, and the 
possibility of an extension year makes the administration of the next recompetition 
more flexible.   
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• Payments:   
o The current lease provides for establishing an initial lease, then using a two 

percent escalator for each subsequent term of the lease.  This process works 
well, and provides some increase for inflation while encouraging the care 
provider to keep the child care fees at an affordable level.   

o The rent includes the use of the space, utilities and custodial services 
(including light maintenance and snow removal) from September through 
June, and a yearly summer cleaning.   

o I recommend that we set the minimum acceptable initial rent at $28,000, a 
reflection of the approximate current cost of operating Pod C. 

o The current practice of an annual capital improvements allowance should be 
continued, with some adjustment to the responsibilities in the current clause 
wording.  I recommend that we set the initial allowance at $2,800.   

o I recommend we continue the current practice of the Schools paying for 
utilities and building the cost into the rent. 

 
• Other terms:   

o We should ask the proposers to provide programs for the current schedule. 
o We should discuss the terms of a possible lease modification to support a 

school project.  Proposed lease language follows: 
 

“If the Lincoln Public Schools, in its sole discretion, undertakes a major 
public school building construction project requiring the relocation of 
students or staff at any of the facilities under its control during the term of 
the Agreement, which thereby makes it necessary, in the sole opinion of the 
School Committee, to use Pod C, it may terminate the Agreement upon one 
year’s written notice to the Proposer, or it may modify the Agreement to 
provide for shared use of Pod C or to provide alternate space on the Lincoln 
Campus for the Proposer’s program upon four month’s written notice to the 
Proposer.  
 
In the event the Lincoln Public Schools modifies the Agreement to provide 
for shared use of Pod C or to provide alternate space on the Lincoln Campus 
for the Proposer’s program, the current rent payment and capital 
improvement allowance will be reduced by one-quarter.” 

    
• Rule for Award:   The RFP process allows a best-value basis for evaluating the 

proposals, so the agreement is awarded to the responsible and responsive bidder 
whose proposal provides the best value to the Committee.  The criteria for 
evaluation must be spelled out in the RFP, and I suggest that they include the 
following:   

 
o Licenses and certifications required by federal and Commonwealth laws and 

regulations  (pass-fail) 
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o Evidence of insurability:  comprehensive public liability insurance for bodily 
injury and property damage in the amount of $1,000,000 (pass-fail) 

o Continuity of operations:  the stability of having the same staff, director and 
programs is important to the well-being of the children attending the after-
school program. 

o Length of time program has been operating 
o References 
o Staff training and experience 
o Proposed staff/child ratio 
o Description of program to be offered, including activities by season, hours of 

operation, etc. 
o Composition of governing board, including level of parent participation 
o Proposed fee structure 
o Proposed rent 

 
The Committee may wish to designate a member to work with the Business Office 
to refine the criteria and scoring model, and to serve on the proposal evaluation 
team. 

 
 
 
Timeline.  The following timeline is proposed for the Committee’s approval: 
 

• February 28, 2013 Present the proposed RFP language and first reading of 
declaration of excess and use restrictions. 
 

• March 7, 2013 Vote on declaration of excess and use restrictions. 
 
• March 8 to 12, 2013 Edit and complete documents. 

 
• March 13, 2013 Posted on line in Central Register. 
 
• March 13, 2013 Distribute RFP packets; on site for pick up.  Advertise 

in Lincoln Journal for two consecutive weeks. 
 

• March 22, 2013 Proposers’ Conference, 10:00 AM. 
 
• April 12, 2013 Proposal opening, 10:00 AM.  Determine 

responsiveness. 
 

• April 12 to 18, 2013 Check references, determine responsibility and score 
proposals. 

 
• April 25, 2013 Recommendation to SC for vote to award contract. 
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• May 2, 2013 SC discusses and votes. 
 

• May 3 to 9, 2013 Formally award contract. 
 

 
 
Proposed language for vote  
 
“…that the School Committee VOTES that Pod C continues to be surplus space and 
available for rent, that it desires that Pod C be used for a licensed after-school and school 
recess period school-aged child care program and related uses, and that it allows the 
acceptance of less than fair market rental rates for the lease of Pod C to promote a public 
purpose by providing an affordable after-school and school recess period care center for 
school-aged children.” 
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