From: Kibler,Mandy <Kiblerm@sctechsystem.edu>
To: 'Kovacs, Elisabeth'EKovacs@dew.sc.gov
Anne Iriel (Airiel@scvrd.state.sc.us)airiel@scvrd.state.sc.us
Charmeka Bosket (CBosket@ed.sc.gov)CBosket@ed.sc.gov
Soura, ChristianChristianSoura@gov.sc.gov
George Patrickgpatrick@sccommerce.com
Jackson, LaCrystalLAJackson@dew.sc.gov
Jacobs, AngelaAJacobs@dew.sc.gov
James Richter (richter@myscma.com)richter@myscma.com
Mclnerney, Michaelmmcinerney@sccommerce.com
Cothran, Rickrcothran@tctc.edu
Sherlock, PatPSherlock@dew.sc.gov
Stout, Jr., DavidDstout@ed.sc.gov
Pretulak, Susanpretulaks@sctechsystem.edu
CC: Scott English (SEnglish@ed.sc.gov)SEnglish@ed.sc.gov
Mikee Johnson (mjohnson@coxwood.com)mjohnson@coxwood.com
Tedeschi, DebraDTedeschi@dew.sc.gov
Date:  6/11/2013 8:39:23 AM
Subject:  RE: SC WorkReady Communities-ACT Contract

E -

At this time we need a contract in place so | would recommend going with the 2 year contract so we can get this
started. Not sure why ACT would care about 3,4,5 since they could renegotiate but an initial contract for the 2 years
is more important than the recertifications. We have made commitments to counties that we would cover Workkeys
and other services during their certification process so it is crucial to get whatever we can in place as soon as possible.

Mandy

Mandy M. Kibler
Vice President

J?sc [—m Finance and Governmental Affairs

—SYSTEM

kiblerm@sctechsystem.edu

THIS ELECTRONIC MESSAGE AND ANY ATTACHMENTS ARE INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS
ADDRESSED, AND MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL AND EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE UNDER APPLICABLE LAW.
DO NOT FORWARD THIS MESSAGE WITHOUT EXPRESS CONSENT OF THE SENDER. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
review, reliance, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please
immediately notify the sender by return email message and delete all copies of the original communication. Thank you for your cooperation.

From: Kovacs, Elisabeth [mailto:EKovacs@dew.sc.gov]

Sent: Friday, June 07, 2013 3:03 PM

To: Anne Iriel (Airiel@scvrd.state.sc.us); Charmeka Bosket (CBosket@ed.sc.gov); Christian Soura (christiansoura@gov.sc.
gov); George Patrick; Jackson, LaCrystal; Jacobs, Angela; James Richter (richter@myscma.com); Kibler,Mandy; Kovacs,
Elisabeth; Mclnerney, Michael; Cothran, Rick; Sherlock, Pat; Stout, Jr., David; Pretulak, Susan

Cc: Scott English (SEnglish@ed.sc.gov); Mikee Johnson (mjohnson@coxwood.com); Tedeschi, Debra

Subject: SC WorkReady Communities-ACT Contract

All,
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Just wanted to give you a very quick and brief update on the contract.

We had a call scheduled with ACT this afternoon and unfortunately, one of the state procurement officers was stuck
in another meeting and a lot of ACT’s issues are with standard procurement language. We had to keep deferring the
conversation until ACT said we should just reschedule the call since they had 11 people tied up on the call. We are
shooting for another call Tuesday and our state procurement folks are working diligently to try and find compromises
where we can. ACT understands that we need to have a signed contract by the end of our fiscal year, which is fast
approaching. Otherwise, we lose some of our funding earmarked for this initiative that has to be “obligated” by the
end of June or we lose it.

The other big issue is that the Budget and Control state procurement folks attempted to add language that would
allow us to renew the initial two-year contract with ACT for an additional three years. This would a help us not to go
through sole-sourcing the project and renegotiating from scratch. This would also be a win-win for ACT because it
would allow a renewal but also allow for the price to be renegotiated in years 3, 4, and 5. ACT doesn’t seem to see
how it is in their benefit and wants to make sure that we don’t have much room to negotiate below their “standard
pricing” in years 3, 4, and 5.

All that to say, as a group, the Leadership Team wants to see this initiative sustained after the initial two-year period,

especially as we “re-certify” counties. My question to the Leadership Team is should we tell ACT we want to go back

to just the 2 year contract and deal with this in the future or should we push to have the contract renewable after the
initial two-year term? Please let me know your thoughts by Monday COB so we can be prepared for the call with ACT
on Tuesday.

| will keep you posted. Have a great weekend.

EK



