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Unreasonable Requirements
· Requiring statewide bids instead of establishing smaller regions within the state to ensure more competition to provide services or items.
· Requiring the deliveries to occur within a 1 or 2 hour window
Unnecessary experience or excessive bonding
· Requiring the vendor to have 5 or ten years of experience serving schools.
· Having a bond of $100,000 when the contract value is only $1 million
· Requiring vendors to supply display racks (i.e. Coke, Frito-Lay, little Debbie’s) before their products are allowed to be purchased. 
Collusion
· The bid solicitation is published and a group of farmers decide to group their bids together as one because they don’t want to undercut the other.
· A SFA provides their favorite vendor with specific details (product specifications) concern a bid that will be posted in six months. 
· A vendor agrees to provide the SFA with a 3% discount price under the lowest bid; however all credits, discounts and rebates from the manufacture would be credited to the vendor. 
Noncompetitive awards
· Hire a consultant to advise how to improve your POS and then award a contract to that consultant to develop and manage the software.
· Hire a consultant in food purchasing and logistics and then award the distribution contract to the consultant’s wholesale distribution network.
Organizational Conflicts of Interest
· Food Service Directors cousin owns a farm and the FSD buys from the cousin without going through appropriate procurement processes.
· Buying a product from a local vendor because they are a supporter of the school’s football program.
· Buying from the Superintendents’ family farm or business





Specifying “Brand Name” only
· Bid specifications say the item must be a Tyson chicken strip Product # 123543 without conducting proper taste tests with students comparing all available chicken strip brands that meet the SFA developed specification to determine the meeting the specs and is the most popular brand with the student taste testers.
· Buying a oven brand because the salesman told you it was the best one to meet your needs and not testing or comparing other comparable brands to ensure the oven meets the actual needs of the SFA.
· Because the vendor sells a popular and trustworthy brand of equipment, the SFA pays all invoices that are submitted without having knowledge on the allowable or unallowable cost. 
Any arbitrary Action
· Have conducted all of the procurement procedures and awarded the contract to a to a friend of the Food Service Director’s  but failed to maintain documentation to justify the award was based on price and relationship.
· After receiving guideline from NSLP on new nutritional specification that will not be effective until 2020; the SFA awards the bid to a vendor who met the specification, but cost are extremely high.  
· The SFA hired a consultant who retired from the SA in the purchasing department. The consultant advises the SFA to sign the FSMC contract without the approval of the SA; because they had read it over and everything was fine. 


