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Executive Summary 
 

 The FCC believes that site commissions are a cause of market failure in the ICS industry 
and has adopted a regulatory structure that, it believes, will lead to the elimination of site 
commissions without explicitly banning such payments. 
 

 Under the approach adopted by the FCC, evidence that site commissions continue to be 
paid after the rate caps are in place would indicate that rate caps were set too high in the 
2015 Order, otherwise no rational ICS provider would be paying them. 

 
 The FCC has put mechanisms in place to monitor the payment of site commissions going 

forward.  The payment of site commissions after the currently-proposed rate caps take 
effect would provide an independent confirmation of the FCC’s tentative conclusion that 
the “efficient” cost to provide ICS is between $0.05 and $0.10 per MOU, and would 
provide the necessary support for the FCC to lower the rate caps to this level in prisons 
and jails. 

 
 

Discussion 
 
The FCC has adopted a strategy that it believes will (1) ensure ICS rates are fair and 

reasonable and (2) eliminate the payment of site commissions.  In the 2013 and 2015 Orders, the 
FCC clearly stated its belief that site commissions are a cause of market failure.  To avoid the 
legal exposure of banning commissions outright, the FCC set rate caps that are “sufficient to 
allow providers to recover efficiently-incurred ICS costs (excluding reported commissions)” 
(¶54).  The theory is that if rate caps permit only the recovery of efficient ICS costs, no excess 
profits will be available from which to pay site commissions.  In its 2015 Order, the FCC 
reaffirms that “site commissions do not constitute a legitimate cost to the providers of providing 
ICS” (¶118), but instead will “continue to view such payments as an apportionment of profit” 
(¶124).   

 
It is extremely important to recognize what the FCC has done and what it expects should 

‒ and should not ‒ happen in this regulatory structure.  If rate caps are properly set at the level of 
efficiently-incurred costs (and site commissions are explicitly excluded from this definition of 
costs), there will be no money available for ICS providers to pay commissions.  Under this 
“market-based” approach, the FCC expects no commissions to be paid if it has set rate caps 
                                               
1 Don J. Wood is an economic consultant to Pay Tel Communications, Inc.  Among other things, Mr. 
Wood was the author of the “Wood Report,” which was heavily relied upon by the FCC is in setting 
interim ICS rates in the First Report and Order.  An abbreviated Curriculum Vitae for Mr. Wood follows 
at the end of this document. 
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correctly (that is, rate caps are in fact set at the level of efficiently-incurred costs).  Per the FCC’s 
logic, evidence that site commissions continue to be paid after the rate caps are in place indicates 
that the caps were set too high (at a level above efficiently-incurred costs), otherwise no rational 
ICS provider would be paying them.2  Under the FCC’s regulatory structure, such an observation 
provides a foundation for reducing the level of the rate caps by the amount of the site 
commission being paid, because the only explanation (in the FCC’s paradigm) is that efficiently-
incurred costs are lower than the rate caps, providing excess profits from which site commissions 
can be paid. 

 
The FCC explicitly states that it will engage in ongoing monitoring of the industry for 

this reason.  Site commissions are included in the required annual filing that ICS providers must 
make (“where an ICS provider makes site commission payments, we require the ICS provider to 
file the monthly amount of such payment” (¶267)), and the FCC states that it will “continue to 
monitor the market and will take appropriate action if we find that, notwithstanding our rate 
caps, site commissions are somehow driving ICS rates to levels that are unjust, unreasonable, or 
unfair” (¶¶119, 197).  The payment of site commissions would demonstrate that the rate caps 
established in the 2015 Order are “unjust, unreasonable, or unfair” going forward, because it 
would demonstrate that these rate caps exceed the level of efficiently-incurred costs to provide 
ICS. 

  
The language of the 2015 Order describing how the rate caps were set suggests that the 

FCC may have target levels in mind for reduced rate caps.  The FCC refers to two smaller ICS 
providers throughout the order as the “more efficient reporting providers” (¶58), and treats these 
providers as the standard for industry efficiency that could be achieved by all ICS providers (the 
names of these standards of efficiency are redacted in the public version of the order).  The so-
called “efficient providers” are, as the FCC points out, “quite small, and operate in relatively 
small jails only.” As a result, the FCC concludes, “the expected efficient cost of these small 
providers on a per minute basis is likely higher than the efficient costs larger reporting providers 
face, which implies that larger providers should also be able to operate at a profit at our 
prescribed prices” (¶58).  The costs of the “efficient providers” are discussed at ¶63: “two of the 
six smallest responding providers when ranked by paid MOU would earn substantial imputed 
profits at our prescribed rates.”  The FCC explains that these providers have reported an average 
per-MOU cost for ICS (all locations, all call types) of between $0.05 and $0.10.  The FCC could 
have treated the reported costs of these two providers as the outliers that they are, and could have 
treated the better-documented cost results of other carriers as the efficient standard, but it did not 
do so.  Instead, the FCC accepts these lower costs as the de facto efficient standard, and 
concludes that ICS providers who reported higher costs “are either economically inefficient” or 
that “they overstated their costs of ICS provision” (¶60).  This is a dangerous conclusion that 
should not be overlooked simply because the rate caps have – for now – been set based on the 
higher reported costs of other ICS providers. 

   

                                               
2 With rate caps set equal to the cost to provide ICS calls, the funds necessary to pay site 
commissions would have to come from another source, such as improperly-charged ancillary 
fees.  The 2015 Order explicitly prohibits all but a short list of ancillary fees, which are also set 
at cost. 
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A review of the confidential record suggests that the data submissions of the two 
identified “efficient providers” do not represent the complete cost to provide an end-to-end ICS 
service, and should not be relied upon to set rate caps for the industry.  My conclusion is that the 
FCC did not elect to set rate caps at the lower levels (between $0.05 and $0.10, the “efficient” 
costs of these two providers) because the cost support provided was not sufficient to sustain a 
decision to set rate caps at this lower level.  It is troubling that, having decided to set rate caps (at 
least for now) at the level of cost reported by other providers, the FCC nevertheless devotes a 
considerable discussion to these two allegedly “efficient providers” and considers the higher 
reported costs of other providers to be inefficient.  This strongly suggests that the reported costs 
of these providers (between $0.05 and $0.10 per MOU) represent a target rate cap that would be 
adopted if and when additional factual support becomes available.  The payment of site 
commissions after the currently-proposed rate caps take effect would provide an independent 
confirmation of the FCC’s conclusion that the “efficient” cost to provide ICS is between $0.05 
and $0.10 per MOU, and would provide support for a decision to the lower the rate caps to these 
levels. 
 

*   *   * 
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the calculation of financial damages.  In addition, Mr. Wood advises industry 
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of forty-three states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico, and has prepared 
comments and testimony for filing with the Federal Communications Commission. The 
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Mr. Wood has also presented testimony in state, federal, and overseas courts regarding business 
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  REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS: 

 
JAIL INMATE TELEPHONE AND VIDEO 

VISITATION SYSTEM 
 

Douglas County RFP No. 077 
for the Douglas County Sheriff’s Office 

 
SECTION I – GENERAL INFORMATION 

 
1.1  Introduction  
 
This Request for Proposals (hereinafter referenced as “RFP”) solicits proposals to 
provide a “turn-key” system for inmate telephone and video visitation equipment and 
services (also referenced herein as “the system”) for the Douglas County Jail (“the Jail”), 
administered by the Douglas County Sheriff’s Office (“DCSO” or “the County”).   
 
A contract resulting from this RFP is to be a concession–type contract whereby the 
proposer (also referenced hereinafter as “vendor”) will provide all inmate telephone and 
video visitation equipment and services without cost to the County and pay the County an 
agreed upon commission percentage of gross revenue generated from inmate 
communications.  The County anticipates installation of approximately thirty-five (35) 
inmate telephones and eighteen (18) video visitation kiosks.  The intended contract term 
is three (3) years with two optional (by mutual agreement) extension terms of one (1) 
year each.   
 
With the exception of any wiring or cabling installed by the vendor within walls, floors, 
or ceilings of County facilities, all equipment and software provided by the vendor shall 
remain the property and responsibility of the vendor.  The County will demonstrate 
reasonable care but will not be liable in the event of loss, destruction, or theft of vendor-
owned equipment, software, or technical literature to be delivered or used in the 
installation of deliverables.   
 
If awarded a contract, the vendor shall retain total liability for the system, assume prime 
contractor responsibility for the contract, and be the sole point of contract with regard to 
system installation, maintenance, and training.  
 
The vendor shall comply with any and all mandatory licensing requirements.  If selected 
for a contract, the vendor shall furnish and install all equipment, cabling, miscellaneous 
hardware, and other materials in compliance with all applicable codes, whether local, 
state, or federal, and obtain all permits or licenses required for installation without cost to 
the County.   
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1.2  RFP schedule* 
 
RFP issuance/posting                 August 31, 2015 
Letter of intent for proposal deadline         September 11, 2015 
Mandatory facilities tour/pre-proposal conference       September 18, 2015  10:00 a.m. 
Pre-proposal questions/requests for clarification            September 22, 2015 
         changes/etc. due                                                                
Responses to questions/addenda issued        September 25, 2015 
RFP protest deadline           September 28, 2015 
RFP closing date—RFP submission deadline and       October 1, 2015  4:00 p.m. 
         opening of proposals           
Proposals due (must be received at Douglas County)      October 1, 2015 
Vendor Demonstrations          October 5-6, 2015 
Issuance of intent to award contract         October 7, 2015 
Intent to award contract protest deadline         October 12, 2015 
Award of contract           October 13, 2015 
Execution of contract           October 21, 2015 
System installed and ready for use by County       December 11, 2015 
Training of DCSO personnel in use of system       December 16, 2015  
         

*This is the County’s desired project schedule.  The County reserves the 
   right to modify the schedule as it deems appropriate.   

 
1.3  Letter of intent 
 
Vendors interested in submitting a proposal must submit a letter of intent received by the 
County by September 11, 2015 at 5:00 p.m., Pacific Daylight Savings Time (“PDST”). 
Any questions, answers or clarifications sent to any vendor will then be sent to all 
vendors who have filed such a letter of intent.  
 
1.4  Mandatory pre-proposal facilities tour and conference 
 
The County will hold a pre-proposal facilities conference and tour at the time and place 
indicated below to answer general questions and to clarify any requirements or issues.  
Only written questions will be recorded during the tour/conference and answered, if 
deemed necessary by County, as set forth in this RFP.  Comments, instructions, or 
information concerning the specifications or requirements applicable to the RFP or 
contemplated project made orally by County representatives are not binding. 
 
Mandatory pre-proposal facilities tour and conference date, time, and place: 
 
 Date:   September 18, 2015 
 Time:  10:00 a.m., PDST 
  

Place:   Douglas County Sheriff’s Office 
   Room 210, Justice Building 
   1036 SE Douglas Avenue    
   Roseburg, OR  97470 
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Attendance at the pre-proposal conference and facilities tour is mandatory; a proposal 
will not be accepted from a proposer for whom an authorized representative does not 
attend.  A prospective proposer should send a representative with extensive knowledge of 
the prospective proposer’s business operations, both technical and service-related.  The 
pre-proposal conference is a forum in which potential proposers may request in writing 
changes to the requirements contained in the RFP; however, changes to the RFP, if any, 
will be in the form of written addenda to the RFP only. 
 

1.4.1  Background checks   
DCSO will conduct background checks of the representatives of prospective 

proposers who attend the pre-proposal conference and facilities tour before admitting 
them into DCSO secure facilities.  The County must receive the following information 
about each representative who will attend at least one week prior to the pre-proposal 
conference:  full name(s) (first, last, middle); date(s) of birth; maiden name(s), if married; 
and social security number(s). 
 
1.5  Mandatory Proposer Demonstrations 
 
The County will hold a proposer demonstration meeting for each vendor RFP received at 
the time and place indicated below to ask questions regarding the received RFP and 
obtain product use information.  Demonstrations will be scheduled for all proposers who 
have submitted a letter of intent by the appropriate deadline. 
 
Mandatory proposer demonstration dates, times, and place: 
 
 Dates:  October 5th-6th, 2015 
 Time:  To be scheduled with each proposer 
  

Place:   Douglas County Sheriff’s Office 
  Room 210, Justice Building 
  1036 SE Douglas Avenue 
  Roseburg, OR  97470 
 
1.6  Addenda 
 
The County reserves the right to issue addenda to the RFP if it determines that it is in its 
best interests to do so.  All addenda shall have the same binding effect as though 
contained in the main body of the RFP and shall be issued not less than five (5) calendar 
days prior to the proposal submission deadline.  Addenda will be posted on the “Bid 
Documents” page of the County’s web site.  It will be the responsibility of proposers and 
prospective proposers to monitor the web page daily for the posting of addenda.  A 
proposal submitted in response to this RFP must clearly acknowledge all addenda issued, 
or the County may reject the proposal. 
 
1.7  Public records and confidentiality 
 
The County is required to disclose non-exempt public records pursuant to ORS 192.410 
through 192.505, the Oregon Public Records Law.  All proposals are public records after 
they have been opened, and all protests are public records after the protest period ends.  
Proposals shall be opened at the date, time, and location listed in the RFP document, 
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unless the date and/or time are changed by addenda.  Proposals may not be inspected 
however, until the evaluation process has been completed and a notice of intent to award 
a contract has been issued, at which point copies of non-exempt information in the 
proposals may be requested by any person. 
 
Under certain circumstances, information provided to the County may be exempt 
from disclosure.  If a proposer determines that information within its proposal 
meets the statutory requirements for exemption from disclosure under the Oregon 
Public Records Law and desires that such information be treated as confidential, 
the proposer, prior to submitting the proposal, must mark the top of each page 
containing such information with the words:  “EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE” 
and provide a reference to the specific source of legal authority that supports 
exemption from disclosure under the Oregon Public Records Law.  If a proposer 
marks every page of its proposal as exempt or marks pages exempt indiscriminately, 
this requirement is not met; any proposal so marked will be deemed to be subject to 
disclosure in its entirety.  Any proposal materials not designated exempt in the 
manner described above will be disclosed without redaction in response to public 
records requests.  
 
To facilitate redaction, proposers are encouraged to avoid placing exempt information on 
the same page as information which is subject to disclosure. 
 
Subject to the conditions set forth above, the County will take reasonable measures to 
hold in confidence information designated by proposers as exempt from disclosure, but 
the County shall not be liable for release of any information that the County concludes in 
good faith it is obligated by law to disclose, regardless of whether such information has 
been designated by a proposer as exempt.  The County further shall be immune from 
liability for disclosure under the circumstances set forth in ORS 646.473(3).   
 
If a contract is executed in connection with this RFP, the contract will be a public record 
available for inspection and copying in response to public records requests.  The contract 
will not be regarded as exempt from disclosure. 
 
For purposes of maintaining facility security, vendors who participate in this RFP 
shall not publish, disseminate, or otherwise disclose to third parties any form of 
diagram, plan, map, drawing, photograph, or written or verbal description of Jail 
facilities or equipment except as necessary to prepare its proposal. 
 
Submission of a proposal in response to this RFP shall constitute acceptance by the 
proposer of the conditions of this RFP subsection 1.7. 
 
1.8  Cost of proposals 
 
All costs incurred in preparing and submitting a proposal in response to the RFP and any 
cost incurred prior to the issuance of any agreement or contract, including but not limited 
to the cost of attending the pre-proposal conference and facilities tour, are the 
responsibility of the proposer and shall not be reimbursed by the County. 
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1.9  Proposal as offer 
 
The proposal is the proposer’s offer to enter into a contract that, if accepted for award, 
binds the proposer to a contract and the terms and conditions contained in the RFP.  The 
proposal is a “firm offer;” i.e., the offer is irrevocable, valid, and binding on the proposer 
and will be held open by the proposer for the County’s acceptance for 120 calendar days 
after the date on which offers are to be received by the County. 
 
1.10  No contractual obligation 
 
The County is not obligated as a result of submission of a proposal to enter into a contract 
with any proposer, and no financial obligation to any proposer shall arise from the RFP. 
 
1.11  Contract form 
 
If the County decides to execute a contract, the apparent successful proposer will be 
expected to sign a contract in substantially similar form to the sample contract attached to 
this RFP document.  The County reserves the right to add supplementary conditions that 
it determines as a result of conducting the RFP are necessary to protect the public 
interest.  Proposers may seek clarification, request an exemption, or file a protest 
regarding terms in the proposed contract.  The County reserves the right to negotiate a 
final contract that is in the best interests of the County and includes all terms necessary to 
protect the County’s interests and may, at its option, elect to negotiate general contract 
terms and conditions, services, pricing, and such other terms as County determines are in 
the County’s best interests.   
 
1.12  Insurance certification 
 
The apparent successful proposer shall provide all required proof of insurance to the 
County within five (5) calendar days of the County’s announcement of its intent to award 
a contract.  Failure to present the required documents within the five-calendar-day period 
may result in proposal rejection.  Proposers are encouraged to consult their insurance 
agents about the insurance requirements contained in the sample contract for this RFP 
prior to proposal submission. 
 
1.13  County’s reservation of rights 
 
The County reserves the right to take any of the following actions in connection with the 
RFP, if the County determines, in its sole discretion, that it is in the County’s best 
interests to do so: 

a.  Amend, delay, or cancel the RPF without liability; 
b.  Reject any or all proposals received;  
c.  Waive any proposal informalities or irregularities deemed by the County to be 
immaterial; 
d.  Seek clarification of any proposal; 
e.  Negotiate separately in any manner necessary to serve the best interests of the 
public; 
f.  Amend, by mutual agreement, any contract that results from the RFP. 
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Although price (commission revenue) is an important consideration in determining the 
apparent successful proposer, the intent of the RFP is to identify a proposal from a 
proposer that has a level of specialized skill, knowledge, and resources to perform the 
work described in the RFP.  Qualifications, performance history, expertise, knowledge, 
and the ability to exercise sound professional judgment also are important considerations 
in the selection process.  The County reserves the right to determine, in its sole discretion, 
the proposal that is most advantageous to the County. 
 
1.14  Approved equal 
 
Any reference to products by brand name includes any approved equal. 
 
1.15  Improper influence 
 
Any attempt by a proposer to improperly influence the proposal review and evaluation 
process shall result in rejection of that proposer’s proposal.  
 

SECTION 2 – SOLICITATION PROCESS AND REQUIREMENTS 
 
This RFP is issued under the provisions of Oregon Revised Statutes (“ORS”) Chapters 
279A, 279B, 279C, and the Douglas County Local Contract Review Board Rules, located 
on the County’s web page:  http://www.co.douglas.or.us/legal_policies.asp.  All 
proposers are charged with knowledge of the cited authorities.   
 
2.1  Proposal format instructions 
 
All text in the proposal must be typed or written in indelible ink and be in a standard 
word processing font and size of not less than “11” on 8 ½” x 11” paper with margins of 
at least one-half inch on all sides.  If larger charts are essential, use 11” x 17” paper 
folded to 8.5” x 11” white paper and clearly label the chart on the bottom right corner of 
the page.  Consecutively number each page of the proposal on the bottom right side of 
each page.  Proposals must be stapled or secured with a metal clip in the left upper 
corner.   
 
2.2  Proposal copies and packaging 
 
Proposers shall submit one (1) original under the signed proposal cover sheet and five (5) 
complete copies of the proposal.  Proposals shall be submitted in a sealed, opaque 
envelope or box labeled with the proposal title, RFP number, and the name and address 
of the proposer. 
 
2.3  Modifications, questions, clarifications, and protests of RFP 
 
 2.3.1  Procedure 
If a proposer wishes to seek modification of a provision of the RFP, the proposer should 
submit a written (a) request for clarification; (b) formal submittal of request for changes 
to the RFP, contractual terms, or specifications; or (c) formal submittal of protests of the 
RFP, contractual terms, or specifications.  No oral, telephonic, facsimile, or electronically 
transmitted (e-mail) requests for modification or protests will be considered. 
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Envelopes containing requests for clarification, requests for changes, and protests shall be 
marked as follows: 
 
 Name of person/entity 
 Request for [clarification/change/protest] 
 RFP:  [Name and number of RFP] 
 Closing:  [insert date of closing as indicated by RFP schedule or addenda] 
 
All submissions must be physically received by the Douglas County Management and 
Finance Department and time-stamped prior to the date and time specified in RFP 
document subsection 1.2.  It is solely the proposer’s responsibility to ensure that RFP 
proposals and all other RFP correspondence is received by the County by the specified 
time, although the County may, in its sole discretion, extend RFP due dates/deadlines by 
issuance of addenda.  No requests for clarification, requests for changes, or protests 
regarding the RFP, contractual terms, or specifications shall be considered if received 
after the applicable date and time specified in RFP subsection 1.2 or subsequent 
applicable addenda. 
 
 2.3.2  Requests for clarification 
Any proposer requiring clarification of any provision of the RFP, contractual terms, or 
specifications may submit to the County a written request for clarification.  To be 
considered, the request for clarification must be received by County by the due date 
specified in RFP subsection 1.2 or any extension made by subsequent RFP addenda. 
 
 2.3.3  Requests for changes to RFP, contractual terms, or specifications 
Any proposer may submit to the County a written request for changes to the RFP, 
contractual terms, or specifications.  To be considered, the request for changes must be 
received by the County by the due date specified in RFP subsection 1.2 or any extension 
made by subsequent addenda.  The request shall include the reason for requested 
changes, supported by factual documentation, specific citation to applicable law, and the 
relief requested and shall contain all other information required by ORS 279B.405.   
 
 2.3.4  Protests of RFP, contractual terms, or specifications 
Proposers may submit to the County a written protest of the RFP, contractual terms, or 
specifications.  To be considered protests shall: 

- Identify the proposer’s name and reference the RFP title and closing date as 
indicated above; 

- Contain evidence that supports the grounds on which the protest is based,  
citation(s) to applicable laws, and specification of the relief sought, including a statement 
of the proposed changes to the process or RFP provisions, requirements, or terms and 
conditions that the proposer believes would remedy the conditions to which the protest is 
related; 
 - Be signed by the proposer’s authorized representative; 

- Be submitted to the County, and physically received and time-stamped by the 
County at the address and by the solicitation protest deadline specified in this RFP 
document (RFP subsections 2.5 and 1.2, respectively). 
 
The County will not consider solicitation protests that do not meet the requirements of 
this section.  Unless the protest due date is extended by addenda to the RFP, the County 
will not consider solicitation protests to the originally-issued RFP submitted after the 
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solicitation protest deadline specified in RFP subsection 1.2.  Late, faxed, or 
electronically transmitted (e.g., e-mailed) protests will not be accepted. 
 
 2.3.5  Responses to requests for clarification or change, or to protests 
The County will acknowledge receipt of each properly submitted written request for 
clarification or change or protest.  If the County determines, in its sole discretion, that a 
response to a request for clarification or change, or other additional information or 
interpretation, is necessary, the County shall issue such revisions and clarify RFP 
provisions through addenda that will be posted on the County’s “Bid Documents” web 
page, located at http://www.co.douglas.or.us/Bid_Documents/default.asp.  Proposers 
shall be responsible for regularly checking the Bid Documents web page for addenda.  
Such addenda shall have the same binding effect as though contained in the main body of 
the RFP.  Addenda will be issued within a reasonable time to allow prospective proposers 
to consider the addenda in preparing their proposals.  The County may extend the 
proposal submission deadline if the County determines, in its sole discretion, that 
additional time is needed for proposers to respond to addenda. 
 
The County also may respond informally to proposer questions.  However, informal 
responses, oral instructions, or information concerning the specifications or the project 
provided by County employees or other representatives shall not bind the County and do 
not affect the provisions of the RFP.  The RFP, technical specifications, and contractual 
terms can be changed only by formal addenda issued by the County. 
 
2.4  Exceptions or variations to requirements; additional information 
 
So that all proposals will be comparable and any variations, exceptions, or alternatives 
will be evaluated against a relevant background, each proposer must provide a full 
response to this RFP as written before any full or partial alternative is proposed.   
 
Any exceptions or variations made by the proposer in its proposal to the requirements 
contained in this RFP shall be clearly distinguished as exceptions or variations by the 
proposer in its proposal.   
 
In the event that a proposer desires to include any additional information not specifically 
required by or requested in this RFP, the proposer shall include such information under a 
separate heading at the end of the proposal. 
 
Any exceptions, variations, alternatives, or additional information not specifically 
requested by the RFP but provided by a proposer may or may not be considered by the  
County in its sole discretion. 
 
2.5  Submission of proposals 
 
Proposals must be submitted no later than October 1, 2015 4:00 p.m., Pacific Daylight 
Savings Time, on the proposal closing date specified in RFP subsection 1.2 to the point 
of contact for the RFP: 
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 Sarah Meyer 
 Accounting Tech 
 Douglas County Department of Management and Finance 
 Room 301, Douglas County Courthouse 
 1036 SE Douglas Avenue 
 Roseburg, OR  97470 
 
Proposals must be physically received and time-stamped at the office listed above by the 
stated deadline.  Late, oral, faxed, or electronically transmitted (e.g., e-mail) proposals 
will not be considered. 
 
2.6  Clarification of proposals 
 
The County reserves the right to request clarification of any item in a proposer’s proposal 
or to request additional information prior to evaluation necessary to properly evaluate a 
particular proposal.  All requests for clarification, and responses to such requests, shall be 
in writing.  Requests by the County for clarification will be directed to the proposer’s 
authorized representative as identified on the proposal cover sheet attachment. 
 
2.7  Withdrawal of proposals 
 
If a proposer wishes to withdraw a submitted proposal, it may do so only prior to the 
closing date and time identified in this RFP document.  A proposer may withdraw its 
proposal either personally or by submission of a written request to withdraw, signed by 
the proposer’s authorized representative, on the proposer’s letterhead, to the County’s 
purchasing manager at the address listed in RFP subsection 2.5.  No proposal may be 
withdrawn or modified after proposals have been opened, unless and until award of the 
contract has been delayed for a period exceeding thirty (30) days except by mutual 
agreement. 
 
2.8  Opening of proposals 
 
Proposals will be opened and the names of all proposers read at the closing date and time 
specified in this RFP document.  Proposals will not be read aloud.  Proposals will be 
opened in the Office of Management and Finance at the address listed in RFP subsection 
2.5.  No information will be disclosed regarding a proposer’s standing relative to other 
proposers during the solicitation process.  
 
2.9  Legal obligations of proposers 
 
The proposer must be an equal opportunity employer that is in compliance and will  
comply with all applicable provisions of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended by the 
Equal Opportunity Act of 1972 (42 USC 2000), all regulations thereunder (e.g., 41 CFR 
Part 60 et seq.), Executive Orders 11246 and 11375, and all applicable federal and 
Oregon civil rights, employment, and public contracting laws. 
 
A proposer selected to contract with the County shall comply with all applicable federal, 
state, and local laws, statutes, regulations, executive orders, rules, and ordinances 
(hereinafter referred to jointly as “applicable laws”), including, without limitation, the 
Rehabilitation Act, the Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”) and all other applicable 
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civil rights laws, state and federal employment laws, privacy laws, and all applicable 
public contracting laws.   
 
A proposer chosen to contract with the County shall be responsible for full and timely 
compliance with Federal Communications Commission rules and regulations, including, 
without limitation, those governing rates and fees for electronic communication services 
provided to persons incarcerated in prisons, jails, and similar facilities.     
 

SECTION 3 – AWARD NOTIFICATION 
 
The County expects to award a single contract to a single proposer for all of the 
requirements described in this RFP.  The contract award, as determined by the County, 
will be awarded to the responsible proposer submitting the responsive proposal most 
advantageous to the County, based upon the evaluation process and evaluation criteria 
described in the RFP and, if applicable, the result of any negotiations authorized by the 
RFP. 
 
3.1  Notice of intent to award contract 
 
Following the identification of an apparent successful proposer, the County will issue a 
notice of intent to award contract.  
 
3.2  Protests of intent to award 
 
In the event a proposer wishes to protest the intent to award the contract, the proposer 
shall comply with the following procedures: 
 
All protests must be in writing and physically received and time-stamped by the County 
no later than October 12, 2015 5:00 p.m. Pacific Daylight Savings Time on the fourth 
business day after the County’s issuance of its notice of intent to award a contract.  
Protests shall be addressed to the County’s point of contract for RFP listed at the address 
provided in RFP subsection 2.5 and include the following additional label: 
 
  Protest of Award 
  Douglas County RFP No. 077 
 
All protests shall specify the grounds upon which the protest is based, including specific 
citations to applicable laws.  The judgment used in scoring proposals is not a ground for 
protest, and disagreement with the scoring of proposals by evaluators may not be 
protested.  Protests not filed within the time specified in this section will not be accepted. 
 
3.3  Response to protests of intent to award contract 
 
The County intends to timely respond in writing to properly filed intent-to-award protests 
submitted by adversely affected or aggrieved proposers.  Any response provided by the 
County, however, is not intended to, and may not in and of itself, constitute confirmation 
that the proposer is adversely affected or aggrieved and therefore entitled to protest the 
intent to award. 
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3.4  Effect of award of contract 
 
The award of a contract is subject to revocation by, and shall not be binding upon, the 
County unless and until a written Douglas County contract incorporating all material 
elements of the offer upon which the award decision was based and fulfilling all 
applicable public contracting laws and material bidding document requirements has been 
fully executed by the County and the contract award recipient within the time frame 
specified in the RFP documents or, if the County determines that it is appropriate to 
change the specified time frame, within such time as the County deems to be reasonable. 

 
SECTION 4 – SCOPE OF WORK 

 
4.1  Background information    
 
This RFP solicits proposals to provide inmate telephone and video visitation services at 
the Douglas County Jail (“Jail”), operated by the Douglas County Sheriff’s Office 
(“DCSO”).  The Jail, located in the Justice Building in Roseburg, Oregon, houses 
municipal, county, and state court pretrial detainees; inmates sentenced to serve jail time 
by municipal, county, and state courts; and inmates held and/or sanctioned for probation 
and parole violations.  In addition, the Jail provides short-term “courtesy housing” for 
defendants, inmates, and prisoners held temporarily for other law enforcement agencies.  
The Jail’s population is typically between 185 and 230 inmates.  A separate detention and 
shelter facility located in a building adjacent to the Justice Building houses juveniles for 
the Douglas County Juvenile Department.  This RFP is for services to be provided to the 
Jail only.    
 
The Jail currently has no video visitation facilities or equipment.  Visitation is limited to 
on-site, face-to-face communication between inmates and visitors.  “Professional” visits 
(e.g., those by attorneys, clergy, law enforcement officers, etc.) occur in conference 
rooms located between the Jail’s reception area and secure facilities where inmates are 
housed.  “Civilian” visits (e.g., those by inmate family members and friends, etc.) occur 
at windows, where internal communication telephones are located, between the reception  
area and secure inmate housing areas.  Civilian and professional visitors are admitted to 
the reception area by Jail personnel who monitor and control its electronically locked 
entrance, which is located in a corridor of the Justice Building.  The Justice Building is 
open to the public during business hours Monday through Friday. 
 
4.2  Equipment and services to be acquired 
 
DCSO wishes to make available approximately thirty-five (35) telephone units in inmate 
housing areas.  In addition, DCSO wishes to make video visitation available in the 
housing areas in the form of approximately eighteen (18) video conferencing kiosks.  
Ideally, the video visitation kiosks would facilitate both inmate telephone calls and video 
visitation, and would offer a wide variety of options such as management of inmate 
requests made from the kiosks, as well.  While DCSO prefers that all of the functions be 
available through each individual kiosk, systems utilizing separate kiosks for phones and 
video visitation also will be considered.  A principal goal of introducing inmate video 
visitation in the Jail is to reduce the costs and risks to DCSO of providing on-site 
visitation, which requires the movement of inmates within the Jail, assistance and 
monitoring of on-site visitors, and visitation-related recordkeeping.  The County will be 
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responsible for installation of the Category 6 cable necessary for installation of the 
telephone and video visitation system.   
 
DCSO currently uses an automated inmate commissary and trust accounting system  
provided by Keefe Commissary Network (“Keefe”) which interfaces with an automated 
law enforcement management software system provided by Executive Information 
Systems (“EIS”).  The system to be obtained as a result of this RFP must interface with 
DCSO’s existing jail management systems.   
 
4.3  Description of required service and service conditions 
 
For the inmate telephone system, video visitation, and visitor phones, DCSO requires  
full-time (24 x 7 x 365) technical support.  For a single-unit failure or malfunction, 
resolution of the problem must occur within twenty-four (24) hours of a call for service.  
For a multi-unit failure or malfunction, resolution of the problem must occur within four 
(4) hours of a call for service. 
 

4.3.1 Inmate telephone and video visitation system requirements 
The following is a non-exclusive list of telephone and video visitation system 
requirements.  The system must: 

 
4.3.1.1  Interface with the Jail’s existing management systems, to 

verify and access inmate account balances and information. 
4.3.1.2  Include a wall-mounted kiosk option to accommodate 

inmate housing areas with limited living space. 
4.3.1.3  Record inmate telephone calls and video visit 

communications and archive recordings in an easily retrievable but secure, 
non-proprietary format for one (1) year or longer.  Allow DCSO staff to 
easily burn recordings onto CD/DVD in a non-proprietary format.  

4.3.1.4  Provide the option to DCSO other law enforcement 
officials authorized by DCSO of remotely monitoring communications 
both as they are made and after they have been completed, preferably with 
automatic notification to the listener when calls are placed from or to 
specific individuals, numbers, or locations. 

4.3.1.5  Provide documents such as inmate rules, policies, and 
announcements in electronic format on kiosks. 

4.3.1.6  Automatically prevent use by inmates of direct dial, 1+, 
credit card, third-party billing, third-number dialing, or call forwarding. 

4.3.1.7  Require a “positive” response by call recipients for 
completion of and acceptance of charges for calls placed by inmates 
before calls are accepted and communication between the inmate and call 
recipient commences; provide for use of caller voice PINs.  Note:  The 
system must begin recording the call when a voice PIN is provided, 
regardless of whether the call is accepted. 

4.3.1.8  Provide multi-lingual, recorded warnings at the outset of 
and periodically throughout every call (except attorney-client calls, which 
shall not be monitored or recorded) to both the caller and the recipient of 
the call, that their communications may at any time be monitored, 
recorded, and subsequently used by law enforcement for criminal 
investigation and prosecution.  A written text of all messages and prompts 
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to be provided during calls must be pre-approved by DCSO, and the 
contractor must provide for future modification of the messages and 
prompts at DCSO’s request. 

4.3.1.9  Provide DCSO staff the ability to block and unblock 
calling to specified telephone numbers or blocks of numbers.  The system 
must allow the call recipient the ability to block inmate calls from the Jail.  
The system must provide the flexibility to easily restrict a single telephone 
or all telephones in the system from calling specific numbers(s).   

4.3.1.10  Prevent inmates from accessing special service telephone 
numbers, including 1-800, 1-900, directory assistance, or any other 
prefixes that allow for toll-free calling or the incurring of third-party fees 
or charges by the caller.  The system must possess sufficient flexibility for 
DCSO staff to implement exemptions to access restrictions when 
appropriate. 

4.3.1.11  Include a bi-lingual (English and Spanish) announcement 
at the outset of each call that the call is originating from the Douglas 
County Jail. 

4.3.1.12  Allow DCSO staff to adjust the permitted duration of 
calls and assign different call duration parameters to individual telephones 
or groups of telephones. 

4.3.1.13  Provide a message during the call warning users of the 
time remaining before the call duration expires. 

4.3.1.14  Ensure that inmate telephones cannot receive incoming 
calls.  Note:  It is desirable, in the event of an emergency, for staff to be 
able to override this feature so that they may call into an inmate housing 
area.  Describe whether/how the proposed system can accommodate this. 

4.3.1.15  Include a feature that automatically detects and disallows 
three-way calls, call forwarding, chain dialing, and secondary dial tones.  
Explain how this feature functions and how it might interrupt or otherwise 
detract from “legitimate” use of the telephones.  Fully describe how this 
feature functions, including the hardware used. 

4.3.1.16  Provide for reporting by inmates of equipment failures 
and service issues directly to the vendor. 

4.3.1.17  Fully accommodate hearing-impaired callers as required 
by the Americans with Disability Act (“ADA”) and related federal and 
state rules and regulations.  The vendor shall be responsible for ensuring 
that the telephone and video visitation system is structured and maintained 
so as to meet ADA accessibility requirements at all times during the 
contract term. 

4.3.1.18  Provide security features that prevent inmates and 
persons communicating with them from accessing accounts other than 
their own and that identify inmates who initiate calls.  (Include 
explanation of how these features function.) 

4.3.1.19  Function with minimal software and hardware 
compatibility issues on existing and future County equipment.  Ideally, 
DCSO staff would “remote into” vendor’s off-site system to perform tasks 
rather than relying on on-site hardware and software installed on County 
equipment.  Vendors should describe how and to what extent their systems 
satisfy this preference.       
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4.3.1.20  Result in no charge to DCSO or the County for inmate or 
public telephone and video visitation services provided under the contract.  
The proposer selected for the contract must bear the cost of all line fees, 
billing/collection expenses, installation and equipment costs, liability for 
fraudulent use of telephones, uncollectible billings, and any other direct 
and indirect costs associated with providing the telephone and video 
visitation system pursuant to this RFP. 

4.3.1.21  Secure voice, video, and data during transmission and 
when stored. 

4.3.1.22  Comply fully with all Federal Communications 
Commission (“FCC”) regulations, rules, and guidelines, including without 
limitation, those pertaining to communication services for incarcerated 
persons.  The vendor will have the option of implementing the 
recommended FCC compliance rate or the recommended FCC “safe 
harbor” rate limit but shall assume all liability in the event the higher rates 
are challenged.  Changes in the permitted rates and fees must not result in 
expense to the County to operate or maintain the telephone and video 
visitation system acquired, operated, and maintained in connection with 
this RFP.  

 
4.3.2  Jail visiting area system requirements 
 

In addition to fulfilling all applicable technical, performance, and financial requirements 
of Sections 4.3.1, the system must: 

 
4.3.2.1  Provide for the monitoring and recording of 

communications between inmates and visitors during face-to-face on-site 
visits at the visitation windows in the Jail’s reception area and securely 
maintain such recordings for a minimum of one (1) year or longer.   

4.3.2.3  Require entry of inmate voice PINs before visit 
communications commence. 

 4.3.2.4  Provide the option of remote monitoring and recording of 
visit communications. 

4.3.2.5  Allow DCSO staff to temporarily disable recording for 
privileged communications (although privileged communications 
normally do not occur at “civilian” visit windows).   

4.3.2.6  Secure voice, video, and data during transmission and 
when stored. 

 
SECTION 5 – REQUIRED ELEMENTS FOR PROPOSALS 

 
5.1  Proposer’s statement 
 
Proposers must submit a written document, providing in detail the following information 
and attachments, in the order requested below. 
 
 5.1.1  A statement indicating how the proposer’s system will interface with the 
County’s existing jail management systems.  The proposer should provide examples of 
other facilities in which its system interfaces with jail management systems similar to 
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those of the County and information about the technical means that will be used to effect 
the interface. 

5.1.2  A sample schedule and plan for installation of equipment and DCSO 
personnel training. 

5.1.3  A description of the proposed system’s security measures and how the 
system identifies the inmate initiating the communication. 

5.1.4  A list of commission rates for completed communications.  Total cost may 
not exceed tariffs allowed under applicable laws, regulations, and regulatory agency 
policies.   

5.1.5  A description of how electronic information, such as the Jail’s inmate rules 
and policies, placed on kiosk screens may be updated periodically. 

5.1.6  A description of network connectivity requirements, including bandwidth 
needs, and an explanation of system connectivity requirements for network and internet 
access. 

5.1.7  A description of the power requirements of the proposed system for kiosks. 
5.1.8  A description of how the proposed system processes credit/debit card 

payment information.  Be specific as to whether the system utilizes telephone lines or the 
Internet. 

5.1.9  A description of how the proposed system will ensure the security of 
information stored or transmitted electronically in connection with use of the proposed 
system, including PCI compliance, and a statement that the proposer will indemnify, 
defend, and hold harmless the County against third-party claims for any data security 
breach occurring in connection with use of the proposed system.   

5.1.10  A description of how system updates to the telephone and video kiosks are 
performed and how Jail personnel are notified of the updates. 

5.1.11  A list of the required on-site infrastructure, such as servers, software, etc. 
5.1.12  A description of the system’s ability to minimize downtime and recover 

from system failure. 
5.1.13  A description of how security for voice, video, and data is maintained 

during transmission, when stored, and when monitored and accessed.  Specify specific 
security measures employed. 

5.1.14  A description of how the system schedules video visits, and whether the 
system has the capability to schedule in-person, on-site visits at the Jail, also. 

5.1.15  A list of five (5) client references, preferably from Oregon or Pacific 
Northwest clients with facilities similar in size to those for which the proposed system 
would be provided for the County for which the proposer has provided telephone and/or 
video visitation systems.  The following information should be included for each 
reference: 

- Client name and contact person 
- Client contact information (address, telephone and fax numbers, e-mail 
  address) 
- Description of services and equipment provided 
- Dates of services provided 

 5.1.16  A description of additional services, if any, that are related to the work of 
the contract intended to result from this RFP but are not specifically required by it. 
 
5.2  Proposer’s certification form 
 
In addition to the written statement required by Subsection 5.1, the proposer must 
complete and submit the following Proposer’s Certification:   
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PROPOSER’S CERTIFICATION 
 
Proposer’s name: _______________________________________________________ 
 
Proposer offers to provide the required services in accordance with the requirements of  
the Request for Proposals:  Jail Inmate Telephone and Video Visitation System, Douglas 
County RFP no. 077, and the enclosed Proposer’s Statement. 
 
Proposer certifications 
 
The undersigned proposer declares that the proposer has carefully examined the Request 
for Proposals:  Jail Inmate Telephone and Video Visitation System, Douglas County RFP 
no. 077, (“the RFP”) and that, if the proposer’s proposal is accepted, the proposer will 
execute a contract with the County to furnish the services of the proposal submitted with 
this form.  The proposer attests that the information provided is true and accurate to the 
best of the personal knowledge of the person signing the proposal, and that the person 
signing has the authority to represent the individual or entity in whose name the proposal 
is submitted. 
 
By signing this certification, the undersigned accepts on behalf of the proposer all terms 
and conditions of the RFP.  The proposer agrees that the offer made in this proposal will 
remain irrevocable for a period of one hundred twenty (120) days from the date proposals 
are due.   
 
The proposer acknowledges receipt of the following Addenda, if any, and has included 
the provisions in its proposal: _______________________________________________. 
 
By signing this Proposer’s Certification Form, the proposer certifies that:  
 

1. The proposer ___ is ___ is not (check appropriate blank) a “resident bidder” as 
defined in ORS 279A.120. 
 2.  The proposer has not discriminated and will not discriminate in awarding  
subcontracts because the subcontractor is a minority, woman, or emerging small business 
enterprise, or that is owned, controlled by, or employs a disabled veteran, as defined in 
ORS 408.225.   
 3.  To the best of the proposer’s knowledge, the proposer is not in violation of any 
Oregon tax laws described in ORS 305.385. 
 4.  This proposal is made without connection or agreement with any individual, 
firm, partnership, corporation, or other entity making a proposal for the same services, 
and is in all respects fair and free from collusion or collaboration with any other proposer. 
 
Signatures  
  
___________________________________    __________________________________ 
Proposer’s legal name       Authorized signature 
 
___________________________________   ___________________________________ 
Address          Name and title of authorized signer 
 
Date _______________________________   Federal tax ID number ________________ 
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SECTON 6 – SELECTION CRITERIA AND SCORING 

 
6.1  Selection committee 
 
A selection committee comprised of Douglas County Sheriff’s Office and Information 
Technology Department personnel will evaluate proposals that meet the requirements of 
the RFP. 
 
6.2  Evaluation criteria and scoring 
 
The County will evaluate proposals according to the following criteria.  A maximum of 
105 points may be awarded based upon the criteria listed below.  Evaluators will utilize 
proposer responses to the RFP, proposers’ demonstrations, and information obtained 
from proposers’ references to determine points to be awarded in the following categories: 
 
 A. Proposer qualifications    5 points 
  Technical requirements  15 points 
  System features and options  20 points 
  Installation and maintenance  20 points 
  References    15 points 
  Price (commission rates)  25 points 
  Total:              100 points 
   

B. Additional services (5 points).  The County will consider offers or 
recommendations from proposers for services not specifically identified in 
this RFP as required but which, in the County’s sole discretion are deemed 
related to those that are required and have the potential to the reduce the 
County’s costs, improve the level of service, or reduce the County’s risk 
exposure.  The evaluation committee may, in its sole discretion, award up 
to five (5) additional points (for a maximum total of 105 points) based 
upon evaluation of proposed additional services. 

 
SECTION 7 – ATTACHMENTS 

 
A. Sample Douglas County goods and services contract. 
B. Douglas County sample General Provisions for Procurement of Equipment 

and Goods 
C. Number of telephones/video conferencing kiosks to be installed and the 

locations within the Jail in which they are to be installed 
 
 
 

The remainder of this page has been left blank intentionally. 
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ATTACHMENT C 
Number of telephones/video conferencing kiosks to be installed and the locations 

within the Jail in which they are to be installed 
 

 
Location Phone Video Unit 
A-West 1 1 
A-East 1 1 
B 1 1 
C 1 1 
Ad-Seg 1  
E 1 1 
F 1 1 
G 1 1 
H 1 1 
I 1 1 
J 1 1 
K 1 1 
L 1 1 
Dorm 1 1 1 
Dorm 2 2 1 
Dorm 3 2 1 
Dorm 4 1 1 
Hold 1 1  
Hold 2 1  
Hold 3 1  
Hold 4 1  
Hold 5 1  
Hold 6 1  
Hold 7 1  
Hold 8 1  
Hold 9 1  
Kitchen 1  
Intake Center 1  
Command 1  
Visiting 4*  
Lobby near elevator  2 
    Total 35 18 
 
 
*DCSO has decided not to install video visitation equipment at the four visitor windows 
and to use telephones only at those windows in order to preserve the option of visitation 
for inmates in holding whose living quarters lack sufficient space for video visitation 
equipment. 
 
Note:  The pay telephones mounted on the walls in certain areas of the Jail, though 
functional, are no longer used and will not be replaced in connection with the County’s 
acquisition of the telephone/video visitation system that is the subject of this RFP. 
 



RFP #077 
INMATE TELEPHONE AND VIDEO VISITATION 
DOUGLAS COUNTY SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT 

DUE: 10/01/15 4:00 PM 
OPENING: 10/01/15 4:00 PM  

 
ADDENDUM #1 

 
 
CLARIFICATIONS FROM PRE-PROPOSAL CONFERENCE: 
 
WHAT IS THE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF INMATES IN EACH HOUSING UNIT? 
 
INFORMATION BELOW HAS BEEN ADDED LISTING MAXIMUM NUMBER OF INMATES 
FOR EACH UNIT. 
 

 
Number of telephones/video conferencing kiosks to be installed and the locations within the Jail in 

which they are to be installed 
 

 
Location Phone Video Unit 
A-West                  10 F 1 1 
A-East                   10 F 1 1 
B                             8 M 1 1 
C                           10 M 1 1 
Ad-Seg                   8 M    1  
E                           10 M 1 1 
F                           10 M 1 1 
G                            8 M 1 1 
H                          10 M 1 1 
I                            10 M 1 1 
J                            10 M 1 1 
K                            8 M 1 1 
L                           12 M 1 1 
Dorm 1                 26 M or F 1 1 
Dorm 2                 20 M 2 1 
Dorm 3                 20 M 2 1 
Dorm 4                 21 M 1 1 
Hold 1                  12 M or F 1  
Hold 2                    6 M or F 1  
Hold 3                    9 M or F 1  
Hold 4                  15 M or F 1  
Hold 5                    9 M or F 1  
Hold 6                    4 M or F 1  
Hold 7                    4 M or F 1  
Hold 8                    4 M or F 1  
Hold 9                    6 M or F  1  
Kitchen 1  
Intake Center 1  
Command 1  
Visiting 4*  
    Total 35 16 
 



RFP #077 
INMATE TELEPHONE AND VIDEO VISITATION 
DOUGLAS COUNTY SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT 

DUE: 10/01/15 4:00 PM 
OPENING: 10/01/15 4:00 PM  

 
ADDENDUM #2 

 
 
THE FOLLOWING LANGUAGE IS HEREBY DELETED FROM THE ORIGINAL SOLICITATION 
DOCUMENT: 
 
SECTION 4 – SCOPE OF WORK 
SUBSECTION 4.2 
“THE COUNTY WILL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR INSTALLATION OF THE CATEGORY 6 CABLE 
NECESSARY FOR INSTALLATION OF THE TELEPHONE AND VIDEO VISITATION SYSTEM.” 
 
 
DOUGLAS COUNTY WILL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE INSTALLATION OF THE 
CATEGORY 6 CABLE.  ALL INSTALLATION COSTS WILL BE BORNE BY THE VENDOR.  
THE COUNTY IS NOT TO INCUR ANY EXPENSE ASSOCIATED WITH IMPLEMENTATION 
OF VENDOR EQUIPMENT AND SERVICES. 
 
 
THE FOLLOWING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION IS PROVIDED ABOUT THE CURRENT 
INMATE TELEPHONES CONTRACT AS FOLLOWS: 
 

A.  EACH INMATE IS GIVEN A “P” NUMBER (EX. P000123456) THAT THEY MUST ENTER 
TO PLACE A PHONE CALL.  THIS “P” NUMBER IS REFERRED TO IN THE RFP 
DOCUMENTS AS A “PIN NUMBER.” 
DOUGLAS COUNTY WILL REQUIRE VENDORS TO INTERFACE WITH THE JAIL 
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM PROVIDER TO ALLOW INMATES TO INPUT A UNIQUE PIN 
WHEN INITIATING A CALL BASED ON THEIR BOOKING RECORD. 
JAIL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM PROVIDER: 
EXECUTIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS (EIS) INC. 
1396 NE 20TH AVE, BUILDING 100 
OCALA, FL 34470 
916-605-9544 

 
B. THERE IS CURRENTLY A PIN TRANSFER FROM EIS TO THE CURRENT SYSTEM. THE 

TRANSFER TAKES PLACE VIA SECURE FTP EVERY 15 MINUTES. 
 

C. DOUGLAS COUNTY CURRENTLY USES KEEFE FOR INMATE BANKING, INCLUDING 
DEBIT FUND TRANSFERS. 

 
D. DOUGLAS COUNTY DOES NOT HAVE ANY ISSUES WITH A HOSTED/CENTRALIZED 

PLATFORM. 
 

E. VISITORS FOR DOUGLAS COUNTY JAIL INMATES WAIT OUTSIDE THE JAIL 
VISITING AREA ON THE THIRD FLOOR OF THE JUSTICE BUILDING. 

 
F. THE DOUGLAS COUNTY JAIL PROVIDES POWER IN EACH HOUSING UNIT. 

 
 

G. BECAUSE AN EXACT NUMBER OF WORKSTATIONS NEEDING ACCESS TO 
VISITATION SOFTWARE IS NOT KNOWN, THE VENDOR WILL NEED TO BE 



AVAILABLE OR GIVE DOUGLAS COUNTY THE MEANS TO INSTALL NECESSARY 
SOFTWARE AT CURRENT PERSONNEL WORKSTATIONS. 

 
H. MOBILE VISITATION UNITS CAN BE ADDED AS AN AVAILABLE OPTION IF VENDOR 

CHOOSES TO EXPLAIN PRODUCT AT MANDATORY PROPOSER DEMONSTRATIONS 
AND INCLUDE IN THEIR PROPOSAL. 

 
I. REMOTE VISITATION IS A DESIRED FEATURE OF THE VIDEO VISITATION SERVICES. 

 
J. DOUGLAS COUNTY’S CURRENT INTERNET PROVIDER IS DOUGLAS FAST-NET.  

HOWEVER, THE INITIAL COST AS WELL AS ONGOING COSTS FOR THE VENDOR’S 
OWN DEDICATED INTERNET SERVICE IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE VENDOR.  
THE DOWNLOAD/UPLOAD SPEEDS WILL BE BASED ON THE REQUIREMENTS OF 
THE SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE VENDOR. 

 
K. EACH INMATE WILL BE ALLOWED 2 FREE PHONE CALLS PER MONTH, AFTER 

WHICH INMATES WILL BE REQUIRED TO PAY. 
 

L. THE VENDOR WILL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR FURNISHING ALL SERVERS, SWITCHES, 
EQUIPMENT RACKS, ETC.. 

 
M. DOUGLAS COUNTY WILL PROVIDE TWO BENCHES BOLTED TO THE FLOOR FOR 

THE TWO VIDEO KIOSKS OUTSIDE OF THE FACILITY. 
 

 
The Rest of This Page Has Been Left Blank Intentionally 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Current Inmate Calling Rates 
 

  1st Time of Day 2nd Time of Day 3rd Time of Day 
 Miles Surcharge Add min Surcharge Add min Surcharge Add min 
  1st min  1st min  1st min  
Local (Rate type 2)        
Local Extended (Rate type 3)        
Collect/Direct Bill ALL 2.64 0.00 2.64 0.00 2.64 0.00 
    Advance Pay ALL 2.64 0.00 2.64 0.00 2.64 0.00 
        
IntraState IntraLata (Rate type 4)       
Collect/Direct Bill ALL 1.96 0.11 1.92 0.07 1.92 0.07 
    Advance Pay ALL 1.96 0.11 1.92 0.07 1.92 0.07 
        
IntraState InterLata (Rate type 5)       
Collect/Direct Bill ALL 5.31 0.89 5.31 0.89 5.31 0.89 
    Advance Pay ALL 5.31 0.89 5.31 0.89 5.31 0.89 
        
InterState IntraLata (Rate type 6)       
InterState IntraLata (Rate type 7)       
Collect/Direct Bill ALL 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 
    Advance Pay ALL 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 
        
FCC International (9)        
Collect/Direct Bill ALL 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 
    Advance Pay ALL 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 
        
CANADA        
Collect/Direct Bill ALL 5.14 0.89 5.14 0.89 5.14 0.89 
    Advance Pay ALL 5.14 0.89 5.14 0.89 5.14 0.89 

 
Douglas County also receives a commission of 30% of gross billed local and intraLATA collect, debit, 
and prepaid collect call revenue as billed by underlying telecommunications providers. 
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DOUGLAS COUNTY INMATE CALL DATA INFORMATION FROM SEPTEMBER 2014 
THROUGH AUGUST 2015. 

 
Call Type Sum of Total Calls Sum of Total Minutes Sum of Total Revenue 
Advance Pay    
     Interlata 412 3,958 $5,343.66 
     Interstate 4,017 44,150 $9,271.50 
     Intralata 4,497 58,998 $13,714.31 
     Local 20,260 308,078 $53,486.40 
Advance Pay Total 29,186 415,184 $81,815.87 
    
Collect    
     Interlata 71 649 $891.43 
     Interstate 189 1,822 $455.50 
     Intralata 415 3,926 $1,141.29 
     Local 1,165 11,528 $3,075.60 
Collect Total 1,840 17,925 $5,563.82 
    
GRAND TOTAL 31,026 433,109 $87,379.69 
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RFP #077 
INMATE TELEPHONE AND VIDEO VISITATION 
DOUGLAS COUNTY SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT 

DUE: 10/01/15 4:00 PM 
OPENING: 10/01/15 4:00 PM  

 
ADDENDUM #3 

 
 
THE FOLLOWING CHANGES ARE HEREBY MADE TO THE RFP SCHEDULE: 
 
Vendor demonstrations    November 9-10, 2015 

GTL  November 9th 9:00-11:00 AM 
Legacy  November 9th 1:30-3:30 PM 
Securus  November 10th 9:00-11:00 AM 
ICSolutions November 10th 1:30-3:30 PM 

 
Issuance of intent to award contract  November 17, 2015 
Intent to award contract protest deadline  November 18, 2015 
Award of contract    November 25, 2015 
Execution of contract    December 2, 2015 
System installed and ready for use by County January 22, 2016 
Training of DCSO personnel in use of system January 30, 2016 



































































RFP #077 Inmate Telephone and Video Visitation - Score Sheet Tabulations

Points Possible GTL Legacy Securus ICSolutions
Proposer Qualifications 25 25 23 25 23
Technical Requirements 75 65 59 63 74
System Features and Options 100 78 73 90 80
Installation and Maintenance 100 83 80 88 92
References 75 52 57 24 63
Prices (Commission Rates) 125 67 115 87 95

Grand Total 500 370 407 377 427

Average Score 74 81.4 75.4 85.4

INDIVIDUAL SCORES:

Points Possible GTL Legacy Securus ICSolutions
Proposer Qualifications 5 5 4 5 4
Technical Requirements 15 15 15 15 15
System Features and Options 20 15 15 20 15
Installation and Maintenance 20 20 20 20 20
References 15 10 15 10 15
Prices (Commission Rates) 25 10 25 15 20

Total 100 75 94 85 89

Points Possible GTL Legacy Securus ICSolutions
Proposer Qualifications 5 5 5 5 5
Technical Requirements 15 14 11 7 14
System Features and Options 20 19 15 15 19
Installation and Maintenance 20 17 15 15 18
References 15 7 8 1 13
Prices (Commission Rates) 25 25 25 25 25

Total 100 87 79 68 94

Points Possible GTL Legacy Securus ICSolutions
Proposer Qualifications 5 5 5 5 5
Technical Requirements 15 11 10 13 18
System Features and Options 20 15 16 17 16
Installation and Maintenance 20 16 15 18 16
References 15 13 11 1 9
Prices (Commission Rates) 25 10 20 15 15

Total 100 70 77 69 79

Evaluator 1

Evaluator 2

Evaluator 3

TOTAL RESULTS



Points Possible GTL Legacy Securus ICSolutions
Proposer Qualifications 5 5 4 5 4
Technical Requirements 15 10 8 13 12
System Features and Options 20 15 12 18 17
Installation and Maintenance 20 10 10 15 18
References 15 12 10 2 12
Prices (Commission Rates) 25 12 20 17 15

Total 100 64 64 70 78

Points Possible GTL Legacy Securus ICSolutions
Proposer Qualifications 5 5 5 5 5
Technical Requirements 15 15 15 15 15
System Features and Options 20 14 15 20 13
Installation and Maintenance 20 20 20 20 20
References 15 10 13 10 14
Prices (Commission Rates) 25 10 25 15 20

Total 100 74 93 85 87

Evaluator 4

Evaluator 5



EXHIBIT D

INTERNATIONAL ICS RATES CHARGED
BY ICS PROVIDERS
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