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INTRODUCTION 

Public procurement represents one of the most stable, scalable avenues for 

organizational growth, yet it remains one of the least understood. Companies enter this 

space with compelling services and strong missions, but without the internal structures 

that the procurement ecosystem demands. Public agencies speak the language of 

compliance, evaluation, and statutory guardrails, while vendors are used to storytelling, 

relationship-building, and direct articulation of value. This guide exists to bridge that gap 

and transform RFP strategy from reactive to proactive. With strategy, a commitment to 

time (6 months – 1 year), you will turn the RFP alerts you receive into tangible 

contracts. 

RFP SchoolWatch was created by our founder, Gary Slattery, who identified a 

significant roadblock for vendors accessing RFP data at scale. With that singular 

purpose, he developed a system to remove the opacity from the discovery of 

opportunities. By offering the most granular and customized filtering available, 

RFP SchoolWatch ensures organizations can focus on the substance of procurement 

rather than a scavenger hunt. A filtered list of solicitations does not create 

competitiveness. A clear understanding of the public procurement environment, an 

internal narrative that aligns the entire organization, and a set of consistent practices 

that turn RFP participation into a strategic function rather than an episodic scramble, 

thus creating competitive advantage. 

This guide introduces foundations. It does not assume familiarity with procurement, nor 

does it burden new entrants with excessive jargon. Instead, it offers a grounded 

explanation of how procurement works, how organizations mature within it, and how a 



contracting footprint is built over time through strategy discipline, alignment, and clarity. 

The pages that follow provide a conceptual foundation and intellectual scaffolding for 

entering government contracting intentionally and effectively. The structural tools in the 

guide, such as templates, research guides, and compliance checklists, are in the 

appendices. For a deeper understanding of foundational practices, please read our 

blog, “Accelerating Growth Through Focused Strategies”. 

SECTION 1: ENTERING PUBLIC PROCUREMENT 

Organizations moving into public procurement often believe they are encountering a 

uniquely challenging system, which is a predictable consequence of stepping into a 

regulated environment without a map. Public procurement documents ask questions 

differently, outline expectations differently, and evaluate vendors in ways that can feel 

foreign to those accustomed to direct-to-school or commercial sales. 

The first experience is often interpretive as vendors discover that RFPs have their own 

architecture: sections that define scope, outline requirements, list mandatory forms, and 

detail how submissions will be evaluated. This structure is unfamiliar because most 

organizations simply have not lived inside it before. When seen for the first time, the 

length of an RFP can feel impossible, but it is not! The right tools and tactics make even 

the most inexperienced RFP writers feel in control and informed. In reality, it is a 

blueprint to learn from because it’s an organized representation of what the agency 

must justify, document, and defend to make a public purchase. 

The absence of internal scaffolding often makes this early stage overwhelming, leading 

teams to back out of the RFP process altogether. Organizations have strong services, 

strong products, and committed teams, yet lack a standardized language to consistently 

https://rfpschoolwatch.com/blog/accelerating-growth-through-focused-strategies/
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describe them. By building a central repository, teams rewrite content repeatedly, often 

introducing subtle inconsistencies. 

These inconsistencies create misalignment in the narrative, and evaluators, trained to 

detect discontinuity, will reflect these findings in their evaluation. Nothing undermines 

credibility faster than a proposal that reads like multiple versions of the same truth 

stitched together. 

Branding, product wording, organization overviews, milestones, and pricing must all be 

consistent. It is often through the RFP process that companies find out just how 

inconsistent their messaging is. This is an opportunity to learn at an organizational level, 

gather department leads, and ensure all messaging is consistent. Some of these 

perceived RFP headaches are organizational improvements in disguise if you are 

analyzing with a growth mindset. 

Over time, organizations learn that the difficulty stems from encountering the public 

procurement system without internal alignment. Public procurement exposes 

fragmentation because the proposal becomes a diagnostic artifact. A strong proposal is 

a sign of coherence; a fragmented proposal is a sign of internal silos. This is why 

organizations that succeed in procurement tend to be disciplined about narrative 

consistency. They maintain updated content, govern their internal messaging, and 

articulate their models clearly across departments. Effective communication, 

collaboration, and the removal of silos are at the center of organizations that use RFPs 

to capture a large percentage of annual revenue. 

Understanding these dynamics reframes the early stage of procurement into a 

professional transition. Once an organization recognizes that the initial friction results 



 

from missing infrastructure rather than missing capability, the path forward becomes 

actionable and grounded. For a deeper understanding of cross-departmental 

collaboration to support RFP strategy, please visit our blog: “Aligning Product, Sales, 

and Operations for Successful RFP Strategy”. 
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SECTION 2: SOLICITATION TYPES & PROCUREMENT LOGIC 

The veil of public procurement dissolves once teams learn to distinguish between 

solicitation types and understand their purpose; daily RFP vetting becomes controlled 

and streamlined. RFIs, RFQs, RFPs, ITBs/RFBs, pre-qualifications, and Approved 

Vendor Lists are not different flavors of the same process — they are signals of buyer 

intent, each aligned with a specific stage of organizational readiness. 

An RFI, for example, is exploratory. Agencies issue RFIs when they are still defining the 

problem or surveying the landscape. Responding to an RFI is less about winning and 

more about positioning — shaping the agency’s understanding of what solutions exist. 

An RFQ, by contrast, is transactional. The agency already knows what it wants; it is 

assessing cost, not conceptual fit. Narrative flourish is irrelevant in an RFQ. Precision is 

essential. 

RFPs occupy a different space altogether. They are the mechanism through which 

agencies evaluate both the suitability of the solution and the organization’s capacity to 

deliver it. RFPs reward clarity, evidence, and alignment more than charisma. They invite 

differentiation, but within the architecture of public accountability. 

The strongest RFP responses are grounded, direct, consistent, and structurally aligned 

with the agency’s strategic priorities. 

ITBs and RFBs shift again — these are procurement instruments that prioritize cost 

among compliant bidders. These solicitations treat narrative as irrelevant beyond 

compliance.Pre-qualifications and AVLs represent another category entirely: they are 

not about purchasing in the moment, but about enabling purchasing in the future. Being 

included on an AVL or pre-qualified list can unlock years of purchasing, because 



 

agencies can buy from those lists without repeating a full competitive process. 

Once organizations understand the purpose behind each solicitation type, they begin 

treating it as a coded system. The way to take hold of this system starts with 

understanding intent, which allows vendors to respond with precision and conserve 

energy for the opportunities most aligned with their goals. For a deeper understanding 

of solicitation types, please visit our “Decoding Procurement Terms” blog. 
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SECTION 3: BUILDING A CONTRACTING FOOTPRINT 

The development of a contracting footprint rarely begins with a dramatic award from a 

large state or major district. More often, it emerges from a series of smaller 

engagements, such as a contract in a rural district, a pre-qualification in a mid-size city, 

or an inclusion that leads to a pilot. This local cooperative approval enables access 

across multiple jurisdictions and is one of the most overlooked tools vendors have for 

early-stage sales enablement. 

These early engagements are foundational because they demonstrate that the 

organization can deliver successfully within public systems. They allow vendors to 

develop case studies grounded in real-world data. They create a record of reliability that 

evaluators increasingly rely on when comparing vendors with similar offerings. One of 

the biggest roadblocks for new vendors is a lack of references. RFP responses require 

at least three references with similar work performed in a school or government agency. 

These early-stage deals are more valuable than vendors often understand. Over time, 

these small footholds become a regional presence; a regional presence becomes a 

cross-provincial reach; a cross-provincial reach becomes national visibility. 

Your strategic writing emphasizes that procurement growth is not volume-driven but 

system-driven. Organizations that chase every ample opportunity exhaust themselves. 

Organizations that consistently pursue aligned opportunities with discipline build 

credibility. Procurement is not a lottery. It is a slow-building ecosystem in which each 

engagement strengthens the foundation for the next. 

This guide helps organizations position themselves not for isolated wins, but for 

sustained presence, which will become recognizable to procurement officers, evaluation 



 

committees, and state-level reviewers across jurisdictions. For a more in-depth look at 

these concepts, please review “Is Your RFP Strategy Too Narrow?” 

  

https://rfpschoolwatch.com/blog/is-your-rfp-strategy-too-narrow/


SECTION 4: FOUNDATIONAL FOR EFFECTIVE RFP PRACTICE 

The organizations that mature most quickly in procurement are those that internalize a 

few essential principles and operate with a growth mindset. Poor scoring on a bid 

tabulation is an opportunity to audit responses, bring departments together, and improve 

in the exact areas you fell short. What could be more valuable than a procurement 

officer telling you precisely where you need to enhance your product, offerings, or 

pricing? 

The first principle is that procurement is predictable. Once an organization understands 

that RFPs follow a structural blueprint and exist to satisfy legal requirements, the 

documents no longer feel adversarial. The questions cease to feel abstract and become 

purposeful. Vendors learn to anticipate what evaluators are looking for, how scoring 

works, and how narrative structure influences clarity. 

The second principle is that content maintenance is an organizational responsibility. The 

most significant liability in proposal writing is outdated or inconsistent language. 

Organizations that maintain accurate, current content across proposals communicate 

stability. 

The third principle is that misalignment within a proposal reveals internal 

disorganization. When one section describes bi-weekly coaching and another describes 

monthly sessions, evaluators sense that the vendor has not fully reconciled its own 

model. Maintaining alignment requires cross-functional collaboration among product, 

sales, operations, and leadership—a shared narrative that prevents divergence. 



 

The fourth principle is that funding literacy is a competitive edge. Agencies must justify 

purchases within allowable uses of federal, state, and local funds. Vendors who 

understand Title I, II, III, IV-A, IDEA, REAP, or provincial funding structures and can 

effectively articulate those alignments naturally within their proposals reduce evaluator 

uncertainty. 

The fifth principle is that diversification strengthens strategy. A healthy RFP portfolio 

contains a mix of geographies, district sizes, solicitation types, and sectors. Diversity 

protects against legislative shifts, budget cycles, and competitive density. Vendors who 

build diverse procurement pipelines insulate themselves from market volatility. The best 

thing RFP Teams and CEOs can do right now is to remove the concept of target states 

and become aware of the untapped funding in overlooked states. Perceived target 

states are often saturated and complex to sell into because competitors are practically 

shoulder-to-shoulder trying to get in. It is a misconception that you can only sell where 

you have relationships, and that mindset hinders growth and revenue. 

These principles transform procurement from a reactive task into a structured, 

informed, strategic function within the organization. For a more in-depth look, please 

review our blog, “Understanding Title Funding: A Vendor’s Guide to Federal K-12 

Opportunities”. 
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SECTION 5: STRUCTURE AND RHYTHM OF AN EFFECTIVE RFP TEAM 

A practical RFP emerges from rhythm, cross-departmental collaboration, and 

transparency. Organizations with large teams can still operate chaotically if they lack 

cadence. Organizations with one dedicated individual can operate with remarkable 

discipline when rhythm is prioritized. Each RFP team type has its own challenges, 

which contribute to a less proactive approach. Large teams are often thrown into last-

minute projects and have a high volume of RFP responses in the pipeline, leaving little 

time for maintenance or internal audits to assess the freshness of their library. 

On the other hand, one-person teams are often needed on the ground, leaving RFPs for 

later or passing them due to a lack of time. Additionally, an extremely customized, 

lengthy response, while possibly resulting in an award, does not generate revenue 

while being written and is therefore overlooked.

Daily rhythms ensure RFPs are tracked and managed effectively. Weekly rhythms 

develop movement. Drafts evolve, submissions go out, and content is extracted and 

maintained. Monthly rhythms build intelligence. Organizations stay aligned with state 

policy, funding trends, and procurement cycles by intentionally engaging with external 

signals, such as board meetings, legislative updates, professional learning, and sector-

specific events. Quarterly rhythms establish strategy and a deeper reflection of 

outcomes, patterns, and future direction. 

RFP SchoolWatch’s filtering supports this rhythm by reducing the noise and allowing 

https://rfpschoolwatch.com/strategy-coaching.php?utm_source=email%20series&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=competitive%20advantage
https://rfpschoolwatch.com/strategy-coaching.php?utm_source=email%20series&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=competitive%20advantage


 

organizations to focus only on what is relevant. But the rhythm itself must be internalized 

by the organization. It is this internalization that ultimately builds consistency and 

credibility. For a more in-depth look at team effectiveness, please review our blog post, 

“How Content Management Impacts RFP Accuracy, Compliance and Scalability.” 
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SECTION 6 — THE SCOPE OF WORK AND THE DISCIPLINE OF EXECUTION 

Public procurement fundamentally differs from commercial work: the expectations for 

the contract are defined by the agency long before a vendor becomes involved. In the 

private sector, scope is often shaped collaboratively through conversation, relationship-

building, or negotiated adjustments. In public contracting, the scope of work is a 

governing document. It is the product of policy requirements, funding conditions, 

operational limits, and legal mandates that the agency must observe. Vendors succeed 

when they recognize that their task is not to reinterpret the scope, but to demonstrate 

precisely how they will carry it out. 

This distinction often surprises organizations entering the public sector for the first time. 

Vendors may be accustomed to tailoring or reshaping service models to match an 

opportunity. Public procurement expects something different. Agencies have already 

determined what the service must look like, how it must be delivered, and what 

evidence of performance they will require. When a proposal begins to alter, expand, or 

soften these expectations, evaluators often view it as a signal that the vendor does not 

yet understand the regulated environment in which the work will take place. 

A careful reading of the scope of work, therefore, becomes one of the most essential 

forms of analysis in the proposal process. Each requirement carries meaning. A 

mandate for weekly updates speaks to the agency’s need for ongoing communication 

and accountability. A directive to provide services in multiple languages reflects 

demographic realities and a continuing commitment to equitable access. A requirement 

for specific staff qualifications indicates the level of expertise the agency believes is 

necessary for successful delivery. These elements reflect the agency’s operational 

context and its contract priorities. Vendors who pay attention to these signals write 



 

proposals that demonstrate readiness to enter that environment. 

The discipline required in responding to a scope of work is not restrictive; it is the basis 

of evaluator trust. Public agencies must protect the integrity of the procurement process. 

They rely on vendors who can meet established expectations, operate within prescribed 

structures, and demonstrate that their implementation plan aligns with the agency’s 

requirements. When a proposal substitutes its own version of the work, evaluators often 

perceive heightened risk. When a proposal aligns cleanly with the scope and provides a 

detailed, thoughtful execution plan, evaluators gain confidence in the vendor’s ability to 

deliver consistently under contract. 

This does not mean that proposals must be plain or purely technical. Strong proposals 

bring forward a clear execution model supported by evidence, experience, and well-

organized systems. They show how the vendor’s methods will fulfill the agency’s 

requirements rather than attempting to redesign them. Innovation is valuable when it 

enhances the delivery of the requested work. It loses impact when it overshadows or 

replaces what the agency has explicitly asked for. 

Organizations that are new to procurement sometimes believe that strict adherence to 

the scope limits their ability to stand out. In practice, the opposite is true. Evaluators 

consistently respond to proposals that demonstrate discipline: a deep understanding of 

the scope, a structured plan to execute it, an appreciation for the constraints under 

which the agency operates, and a commitment to delivering services precisely as 

defined. This level of clarity is not only reassuring; it demonstrates maturity, 

professionalism, and an understanding of the public sector’s obligations to the 

communities it serves. 



 

A vendor who respects the scope of work and builds a strong execution narrative 

around it communicates that they are prepared to function in a regulated environment. 

They also reduce the likelihood of misunderstandings once the contract is awarded. A 

well-written proposal serves as the foundation for a stable relationship between the 

vendor and the agency, as both parties enter the contract with a shared understanding 

of what will be delivered. 

In this way, the scope of work is more than a list of expectations. It is a framework for 

partnership. Vendors who approach it with attention and accuracy position themselves 

as reliable stewards of public trust. They demonstrate that they can carry out the 

agency’s plan without improvisation or deviation. This level of discipline strengthens the 

organization’s reputation and supports long-term success across future procurements. 

The most effective vendors do not reshape the scope into what they wish it were. They 

show the agency, with precision and confidence, how they will deliver what has already 

been defined. That commitment to clarity and execution is the foundation of sustainable 

performance in public contracting. 



 

APPENDIX A: CUSTOMIZABLE COVER LETTER TEMPLATE 

[Date] 

[Agency Name]  

[Department]  

[Address Line 1] 

[Address Line 2] 

 
Dear [Evaluation Committee or Named Contact], 

[Company Name] is pleased to submit this proposal in response to [RFP Title and 

Number] issued by [Agency Name]. We appreciate the opportunity to support your goals 

in [describe focus area] and have shaped this response to reflect the priorities outlined 

in your strategic plans, public meetings, and procurement documentation. 

Our team brings deep experience in [services] and a demonstrated record of achieving 

[measurable outcomes] across [districts/agencies/states] with similar needs and 

conditions. We take seriously our responsibility to partner with public institutions and 

have designed our approach to be accountable, sustainable, and aligned with the 

structures in which publicly funded work must operate. 

We welcome the opportunity to support [Agency Name] and contribute to your ongoing 

efforts to advance [students, families, community, staff] through high-quality services 

grounded in evidence, clarity, and operational readiness. 

Sincerely, 

[Name] 



 

[Title] 

[Company Name]  

[Phone] 

[Email] 

[Website] 

 

APPENDIX B: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The purpose of an Executive Summary is not to describe the company. It is to 

demonstrate, within one page, that the vendor understands the scope of work and can 

execute it with clarity, precision, and reliability. 

[Vendor Name] 

[RFP Title and Number] [Agency/District Name] 

 

Understanding of Need 

[Vendor Name] submits this proposal with a clear understanding of the priorities 

outlined in [Agency Name]’s scope of services and the broader context shaping this 

procurement. Publicly available board documents, strategic plans, and recent 

performance trends indicate a need for [describe the agency’s articulated challenges or 

goals—e.g., accelerating literacy achievement, addressing chronic absenteeism, 

expanding mental health supports, streamlining operations, improving multilingual 

access, etc.]. The scope of work in this solicitation reflects those objectives and 

establishes an expectation for a vendor that can deliver [briefly name the key 

deliverables from the RFP] with consistency, alignment, and measurable outcomes. 



 

Execution Approach 

Our approach to fulfilling the scope of work is built around the operational realities of 

[Agency Name] and the implementation requirements detailed in the RFP. The 

proposed model includes [describe major execution elements—staffing approach, 

instructional model, delivery structure, technology platform, training cadence, reporting 

expectations, monitoring systems]. This framework ensures that the solution is not only 

compliant but also responsive to the specific needs identified in your public documents 

and implicit within your evaluation criteria. Each component of our methodology is 

designed to deliver results that are trackable, scalable, and aligned with publicly funded 

environments. 

Capacity to Deliver 

The ability to execute this work rests on more than a strong program; it depends on 

organizational infrastructure, staffing readiness, and demonstrated success in 

comparable environments. [Vendor Name] has delivered [describe specific relevant 

services] across [number] districts, states, provinces, or agencies with outcomes that 

include [quantifiable results if available]. These engagements have refined our 

implementation practices, informed our support model, and strengthened the systems 

that govern fidelity, communication, and responsiveness. 

Alignment With Policy, Funding, and Accountability Requirements 

Execution in publicly funded systems demands clarity around data privacy, reporting 

accuracy, and sustainability within funding pathways. Our proposed model incorporates 

compliance with [FERPA, IDEA, Title I/II/III/IV-A, state/provincial requirements, or other 

relevant mandates], and the structure of this proposal reflects an understanding of both 



 

allowable uses and long-term planning. Our approach is built to withstand audit, support 

continuous improvement, and give evaluators confidence that performance standards 

will be met throughout the contract. 

Commitment to Results 

The execution plan described in our proposal is designed to meet or exceed the 

deliverables outlined in the RFP. We are committed to providing [Agency Name] with a 

reliable, transparent, and fully accountable partnership. This Executive Summary 

previews the larger implementation framework that follows in this proposal, each 

component of which directly supports the outcomes your agency has defined as 

essential. 

[Vendor Name] looks forward to the opportunity to deliver this work with precision, 

partnership, and a deep respect for the public trust that accompanies all contracted 

services.  



 

APPENDIX C: RESEARCH WORKSHEET 

 

Agency Identity & Direction 

● Agency/district name: 

● Key leadership: 

● Mission/vision statements: 

● Strategic plan title and focus areas: 

 

Local Context 

● Enrollment and demographic features: 

● Academic performance patterns: 

● Community priorities or concerns: 

● Initiatives relevant to your offering: 

 

Governance & Policy Landscape 

● Board decisions affecting the work: 

● Policy changes, mandates, or legislation: 

● Adoption cycles intersecting with the service: 

 

 



 

Funding Conditions 

● Federal/state/provincial funds available: 

● Grant awards and active initiatives: 

● Budget environment or constraints: 

 

Evaluation Priorities 

● Evaluation criteria & weighted priorities: 

● Required evidence or documentation: 

● Implicit expectations or agency emphasis: 

 

Implications for Your Proposal 

● Themes to emphasize: 

● Data or evidence to highlight: 

● Risks or constraints to acknowledge: 

  



 

APPENDIX D: RFP COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST 

Administrative Requirements 

Requirement Complete? 

Correct RFP number/title across all documents ☐ 

All requested forms completed ☐ 

W-9 / W-8 included (if required) ☐ 

Certificate of Insurance included ☐ 

Licenses/certifications included ☐ 

Debarment/collusion/conflict forms signed ☐ 

Notarizations completed ☐ 

Correct file formats or number of copies ☐ 

Formatting requirements followed  

 

               ☐ 

 

  



 

Technical Requirements 

Requirement Complete? 

All sections of scope are addressed ☐ 

Implementation timeline matches requirements ☐ 

Service description mirrors RFP need ☐ 

Evidence/research base included ☐ 

Staff resumes/qualifications included ☐ 

References in required format ☐ 

Data privacy/compliance addressed ☐ 

 

  



 

Pricing Requirements 

Requirement Complete? 

Pricing form completed exactly as provided ☐ 

All line items/tab structures filled ☐ 

Optional items clearly labeled ☐ 

Totals verified ☐ 

Pricing narrative aligns with tables ☐ 

 

Final Submission Review 

Requirement Complete? 

File names follow instructions ☐ 

All documents included ☐ 

Submission method correct ☐ 

Portal tested or email validated ☐ 

 

  



 

APPENDIX E: GO / NO-GO DECISION TOOL 

 

Criterion Score (1-5) 
Strategic fit  
Geographic alignment  
Capacity to deliver  
Relevant experience  
Current contracts  
Financial viability  
Competitive advantage  
Internal bandwidth  
Long-term value  

 Total Score ____ / 40 

Rate each from 1 (low) to 5 (high). 

 

Decision Guidance: 

● 32–40: Strong Go (Schedule Kick-Off Call) 

● 24–31: Conditional Go (Set Call to Discuss: RFP, Sales Lead, other applicable 

teams) 

● Below 24: No-Go  

 

Notes: 

 

 
 
  



 

APPENDIX F: 30–60–90 DAY RFP OPERATIONS PLAN 

 

Days 1–30: Foundation 

● Designate RFP lead 
● Create a content library 
● Gather administrative documents 
● Build RFP tracker 
● Establish a daily review routine 
● Start weekly proposal drafting cadence 

 

Days 31–60: Submission Period 

● Select opportunities via the Go/No-Go tool 
● Complete research worksheet 
● Draft proposals 
● Conduct compliance checks 
● Submit aligned proposals 
● Extract new content for the library 

 

Days 61–90: Systemization 

● Document your internal workflow 
● Standardize naming conventions 
● Increase submission volume 
● Review outcomes and refine strategy 
● Set next-quarter priority regions 

  



 

APPENDIX G: RESEARCH & ANALYSIS TABLE 

Category Key Information 
Needed Where to Find It How to Use It in 

Your Proposal 

Demographics Enrollment, subgroup 
data 

DOE profiles, board 
packets 

Tailor examples to 
student needs 

Academic 
Trends Scores, growth, gaps ESSA dashboards, 

district reports 
Tie outcomes to 
demonstrated gaps 

Local 
Challenges 

Staffing, absenteeism, 
safety 

Board meetings, 
local news 

Reflect their 
urgency in the 
narrative 

Strategic 
Priorities Stated district goals Strategic plan Align language & 

themes directly 

Funding 
Conditions Grants, budget shifts Budget hearings, 

finance reports 
Build a sustainability 
argument 

Policy Pressure 
State mandates, 
education laws, and 
contracting laws 

SBOE meetings, 
legislation trackers 

Ensure compliance 
positioning 

Adoption 
Cycles Curriculum schedule SBOE calendars Time services & 

references correctly 

Community 
Climate 

Public concerns, 
sentiment 

Public comments, 
surveys 

Show awareness of 
stakeholder needs 

Technology 
Ecosystem 

Devices, LMS, 
interoperability 

IT plans, tech 
updates 

Position for 
seamless 
integration 

Procurement 
Culture 

Co-ops, centralized vs 
site-based 

Procurement page, 
past awards 

Determine 
competitiveness 
strategy 

Competitive 
Landscape Existing vendors FOIA, contract lists 

Position 
differentiation 
honestly 
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