COS-VRILAP-080816 Questions and Answers 

1)  Do the California Courts anticipate the use of their own staff interpreters on video for the projected trial system and for the future solutions in video interpretations? Do the California Courts expect to have “free interpretation” service from vendors, not their own interpreters during this trial.?
A: Vendors will not need to provide interpreters for the pilot.  Courts will use their own employees or contract interpreters.
2) How many courtrooms and counties are expected to be part of the trial system expected? Can we choose the location for the trial?

A:  Three courts have been selected for the pilot – Superior Court of Sacramento, Superior Court of Merced, and Superior Court of Ventura.  The number of courtrooms within a given Superior Court may vary by the solution(s) selected to be tested and the support IT staff at each court, but it is anticipated no more than five courtrooms will be engaged in any one county Superior Court.


A:  No, vendors will not be choosing the courts/courtrooms.
3) Will the location vary by geography? North, South or Central?
A: See the answer to question 2) above.
4) Do the California Courts project more than one trial with more than one vendor to be taking place during this trial period?

A: We anticipate that multiple vendors will be working with multiple courts, in multiple courtrooms for the duration of the project.  However, this is dependent on the number of vendors and courts selected.
5) Is there a requirement for audio integration into the court PA sound system?

A: There is currently no requirement for audio integration. (However, if the quality of communication is significantly increased, while still ensuring privacy measures, this would be a nice option to present.)

6) Are the court systems all linked in a WAN or is each county a separate system?
A:  The Pilot Courts selected will be linked in a statewide WAN via the CCTC, however, each Pilot Court may be working in a private WAN system.  Full state deployment may require expansion of the backbone and network.
7) Is the court system backbone an MPLS?
A:  The CCTC uses the AT&T Managed MPLS network for a WAN provider
8) Please elaborate on the Technical Requirements of Attachment 7, the NCSC Requirements?  How do we interpret and utilize Attachment 7? Is it part of the Scoring to meet the Attachment 7 requirements or more for general information?
A:  Attachment 7 is an excerpt from the National Center for State Courts “Remote Interpreting Guide for Courts and Court Staff” (June 2014).  This document outlines minimum technical standards which are threshold requirements.  Any submitting Vendor will have to verify that their submitted VRI Solution(s) meet those standards or offer something that is functionally equivalent.  The Attachment 7 requirements will be analyzed for Proposal responsiveness prior to Proposal Evaluation.  If the Attachment 7 requirements are not met the Proposal is deemed nonresponsive and a Proposal Evaluation by the Evaluation Team will not take place.   

9) Can you elaborate to the extent possible on how you’ll be scoring these proposals and because you are selecting multiple vendors is it the top score that will be selected or a minimum threshold?
A:  As described in the answer to question 8) above, there are minimum technical standards which will operate as threshold requirements for responsiveness of a proposal. If a proposed VRI Solution is deemed responsive (including meeting the threshold technical standards), then scoring will be conducted.  The scoring will vary by the Vendor Solution.  With each Vendor Solution that the Vendor submits an Attachment 10 for they will be scored according to the criteria on page 17 of 20 of the RFP. A Vendor may submit more than one Vendor Solution.  The Awarded Vendor selections will not be based on a minimum threshold scoring system.

Our scoring is based on the Technical/Non-Cost Proposal (Fifty Points) and the Cost Proposal (Fifty Points).  The breakdown of the points that are awarded can be viewed on page 17 of 20.  

We are looking at the VRI potential that an individual submitted VRI Solution offers.  

10) Can you elaborate on the term effective communication in its reference to a 90% rate of effective communication?  How do you define effective communication?  What is considered to be ineffective communication?  What is considered to be an analyzed pilot court event that is conducted?  Who and how are those events going to be analyzed and when?
A:  Effective communication shall be measured for each courtroom appearance for which the Video Remote Interpreting equipment transmission is utilized.  Most commonly this will be for one court case event (such as a continuance), however if multiple case events are conducted in one appearance back-to-back, those events together will be considered as one unit to be measured.  

The effectiveness of the communication will be measured as the following: 

a. The remote interpreter is able to receive and understand the Limited English Proficient (LEP) person speaking (party, witness) and the other courtroom participants speaking (Judicial Officer, attorneys, etc.);

b. The relevant participants in the courtroom are able to receive and understand the communication from the interpreter; 

c. The communication sent or received is intelligible by a third party viewing the communication who is fluent in that language; 

d. The event was not extended/delayed by more than ten (10) minutes due to technical failures at the start of an event or by more than two (2) minutes due to technical failures after the event has begun.   

11.) What relationship does the Evaluation Team have with the NCSC?

A:  The NCSC is our content partner for interpreter testing and they have their own VRI Pilot Project underway.  The NCSC has served as a consultant to the Language Access Plan Implementation Taskforce on a broad range of plan implementation topics, however they are not a part of or working on the JCC VRI Pilot Project. 

12.  At whose behest was the deadline for submitting VRI RFP questions extended and why?

A:  The formal written question deadline for the VRI RFP was extended by the JCC in order for: 1. public notification of the exact location of the Pilot Courts for the VRI RFP; 2. in order to give any potential VRI RFP Contractors the chance to ask additional Pilot Court questions.   

13.  Are all of the Pilot Courts in the VRI Pilot Project connected to the central court MPLS, the ATT AVPN?


A: All Pilot Courts are connected to the MPLS network.
14.  Are the VRI RFP awarded Vendors allowed to choose which sites they will install at? 

A:  No. The VRI RFP Awarded Vendors will be assigned to different Pilot Courts by the VRI Pilot Project Manager.

15.  Please explain the level of interoperability required based on requirement T10.6.  Is the JCC expecting a Vendor’s VRI Solution to interoperate with another Vendor’s VRI Solution?  If so, at what level?

T10.6

Equipment should meet the following technical minimum requirements:

Interoperability – ability to switch among providers or use multiple providers easily:
· Use non-proprietary video and audio technical standards

· Use widely available video and audio technical standards
A: A proposed VRI Solution where one vendor may interact with another vendor's VRI Solution over open protocols is preferred.
16.  Attachment 9, E10.3 states “Prefer to use the equipment already on Calnet.”  Is there a list of equipment that this referring to?

A:  Due to corrections that have already been made this question is no longer is no longer relevant.  There is no Attachment 9, E10.3 requirement for this VRI RFP.  Please see the Attachment 9 listed here http://www.courts.ca.gov/34973.htm and updated on August 11, 2016.  In the original posting of our RFP on August 8, 2016, we had a reference to Attachment 9, E10.3 and this was found to be an incorrect requirement, which we removed from the Attachment 9 for the VRI RFP as soon as possible.  
17.  In referring to Attachment 9, T10.1, the question states“Is the current Call Control infrastructure the 2851 voice gateway, or is there other Call Control infrastructure that the JCC will want to build on?”
   A:   The Attachment 9, T10.1 states, “The vendor's VRI solutions shall build on existing infrastructure (Attachment 12).”  The Attachment 12 is shown for illustrative purposes to guide the responding VRI Solution(s) vendor when proposing.  The use of voice gateways are not recommended as a proposed VRI Solution or for use in the VRI Assessment Program.  The use of voice gateways may impact the ability of the court to send/receive phone calls therefore this is not recommended. 
18.   Since there will be no integration with courtroom A/V system allowed, should we assume that the mobile cart is to provide, video, local sound enforcement and capture up to 6 separate talkers within a courtroom?

A:    As discussed in the VRI RFP Pre-proposal Conference integration with courtroom A/V systems is allowed; however, it is not guaranteed that all courtrooms will be fully equipped with an A/V system.  The Proposer’s VRI Solution should provide effective communication (as defined above) for video, local sound enforcement, and capture up to 6 “talkers” per courtroom.  .  

19.    Will the Awarded VRI RFP Vendors supply tablets and/or PC for kits?

A: Yes, the awarded VRI RFP Vendors will supply tablets and/or PC kits for their individual VRI Solution proposed during the VRI Program Assessment period.   The awarded VRI RFP Vendors will provide the full VRI Solution to effectively communicate, participate in and succeed at the VRI Program Assessment. 

20.   Given cost, resources, feasibility of supporting different VRI Solutions (carts) at many different sites, would it be feasible that the awarded VRI RFP Vendor(s) support one courthouse at one location at any given time? Basically allow each vendor a time slot at each selected site that is separate from each competitor but utilizing the same scoring and matrix by rotating?

A  For each VRI Solution proposed, it is unlikely that one vendor will support more than one courthouse at a time, as related to Courtroom Equipment (E20.1-E20.6).  A vendor will likely support Interpreter Service Provider Equipment (E.30.1) at a location, or locations, other than where the Courtroom Equipment is located. 
21.  Since the awarded VRI RFP Vendor’s final VRI Solution(s) need to validated via a VRI Assessment Program, may the awarded Vendors assume that they can adjust VRI Solution(s) after Pilot Court site surveys are completed by the awarded VRI RFP Vendors?

A: 
The awarded VRI Solution(s) vendors may adjust any proposed VRI Solution set after Pilot Court site surveys are completed.  However, any adjustments made to awarded VRI Solution(s) must comply with the original Mandatory acceptance criteria found in Attachment 9 and must not degrade service from previous levels which the Proposer indicated in any VRI Proposal submitted. 
22.  Is the wireless network utilized by the awarded VRI RFP Vendors dedicated for the VRI Assessment Program/POC or will it be shared? If so, may the awarded VRI RFP Vendors provide equipment to dedicated service?

A: No, it is not dedicated. The participating courts, however, have agreed to guarantee bandwidth via QoS, or upgrade circuits, as needed.  It is not recommended for any Proposers to submit VRI Solutions in which the Proposer provides their own wireless infrastructure as it may conflict with existing court networking.
23.   Will the awarded VRI RFP Vendors be able to provide onsite support during the VRI Assessment Program/POC?

A:Yes, awarded VRI RFP Vendors VRI Solutions will be able to provide onsite support during the VRI Assessment Program.  Each awarded VRI Vendor participating in the VRI Assessment Program will have a Vendor Project Manager dedicated to the VRI Assessment Program.    
24.  Is it expected that the State of CA will maintain, manage the applications (datacenter) and call center agency licenses in-house (State Agency owned) during the VRI Assessment Program; or will these services will be included in a whole offering by the proposing VRI RFP vendors as part of the VRI Solution/offering?

A:  The awarded VRI Solution and corresponding Vendor should manage all software licenses, equipment and any other aspects that define the VRI Solution during the VRI Assessment Program. 
25. The VRI RFP Response template Attachment 10, Section 4.1.1 asks for details of how the proposed VRI Solution will meet all of the NCSC recommended minimum technical requirements.  During the pre-proposal audio conference, it was suggested that these are merely guidelines and not requirements, as it relates to this RFP.  Can you confirm how the NCSC document should be used and if it will factor into the scoring?

A: Attachment 7 is an excerpt from the National Center for State Courts “Remote Interpreting Guide for Courts and Court Staff” (June 2014).  This document outlines minimum technical standards which are threshold requirements.  Any submitting Vendor will have to verify that their submitted VRI Solution(s) will meet those standards or will offer something that is functionally equivalent to NCSC standards.  
The Attachment 7 requirements will be analyzed for functionally equivalent Proposal responsiveness prior to Proposal Evaluation.  If the Attachment 7 requirements are not met the Proposal is deemed nonresponsive and a Proposal Evaluation by the Evaluation Team will not take place.   

26.  For the VRI RFP non-cost scoring purposes, what factors will be used to determine whether a Vendor’s proposed VRI Solution exceeds the minimum functional and programmatic Requirements?  To what extent will Attachment 9 be used to tabulate scores?

A:  Question 1:  As specified on page 17 of the RFP under the category “Vendor’s VRI Solution Meets Requirements,” the factor for awarding points is the “degree to which the Vendor’s solution exceeds the minimum functional and programmatic requirements and provides benefit to the judicial branch.”  The evaluation team will review the bidders response to each the item in Attachment 9 to determine whether or not the proposer meets or exceeds the equipment, functional, and technical requirements of this solicitation.
Question 2:  Attachment 9, the requirement criteria, will first be used to define whether the minimum functional requirements have been met.  If Attachment 9, “Mandatory” requirements are not met then the Proposer’s VRI Solution is deemed nonresponsive and will not be evaluated or scored.  
27.  With respect to cost evaluation, is there a formula or other methodology for determining “Best Value” to compute the points (up to 50) to be awarded in this category?
A: Presently, there is no formula or methodology used for determining “Best Value” to compute the points in this category.
28.  When the VRI RFP Non-Cost proposal scores are posted on or around 9/28, what information will be included?  Will you provide just the total score for each submission or will scoring details be posted?  
A: As published on page 17 of the RFP, the Non-Cost Score totals for each Vendor’s responsive VRI Solution will be posted here http://www.courts.ca.gov/34973.htm.   Only the total Non-Cost Score for each Vendor proposal will be posted on or about September 28, 2016.  Details from individual working documents will not be posted online.  

29. The VRI RFP anticipates the selection of multiple vendors and that awards will be made to the “highest- scored proposals.”  Is there a maximum number the JCC will consider (i.e. the top 3 scores) or will the JCC select any VRI Solution that exceeds a minimum score?
A:  At this time there is no minimum or maximum number of Vendors’ VRI Solutions that will be awarded.  That will be determined during the RFP evaluation period, and may be informed by the total number of courtrooms that are expected, at that time, to be participating from the three selected pilot courts.  This VRI RFP is not awarded or scored based on a minimum scoring threshold system.
30. Regarding the VRI Program Assessment, Per page 5, Section H.1 “Each selected vendor’s individual solution will be accepted under the terms of the LPA if the VRI solution allows for effective communication in at least 90% of the Analyzed Pilot Court events conducted.”  Can you:

a) clarify/define what is meant by “effective communication,” 

b) Define “analyzed pilot court events”?  Are all events in which the VRI Solution is used taken into consideration or are some randomly selected?  Are the events evaluated at the time of the event, immediately thereafter or sometime later?  If later, when?  Is there an evaluation matrix or scoring sheet that will be applied to each such event?  If so, may we see it?  Who will be providing the evaluation of each event and will those providing the evaluation do so individually or in collaboration or consultation with other who participated in the event?  

A:  
Please see the answer to Question #10 above.

The VRI Assessment Program is currently being fully defined, the various inputs of feedback and specific metrics for that input have not yet been finalized.  Please note that the VRI Assessment Program evaluation design is still underway – it may be that not all events will be evaluated, or that some events will be evaluated by way of a survey instrument of multiple participants in the proceeding, and that other events (perhaps a time limited sub-sample) will be assessed at a more granular level of detail, such as a video recording of the entire event with subsequent coding by researchers of the communication interactions.
31. In the VRI RFP, Attachment 9, Technical requirement T10.8 indicates a Preference that “audio signals in the 80 to 20 kHz range shall be reliably reproduced.”  There is no stated requirement for audio signals up to 8 kHz to be reliably reproduced.  Was this intentional or should we presume that all audio signals be reliably reproduced?
A:  T10.8 is a Preference category requirement to reproduce 80kHZ to 20kHZ. 80kHZ is the frequency that the human voice operates in.  

32. Can/should a proposed single VRI Solution qualify in several of the criteria listed in the VRI RFP, Attachment 9, Sections E20.2-E20.6 or is it expected that one VRI solution fits neatly into one specific category?  Must a vendor meet each individual criterion?
A:  One VRI Solution can meet multiple criteria within that section.  

Any Proposer’s VRI Solution can fit into more than one category from Attachment 9, Sections E20.2-E20.6, but the proposed VRI Solution must be in at least one of these categories (Attachment 9, Sections E20.2-E20.6 to become an awarded VRI Solution. 

33. Can the term “VRI solution” be used interchangeably with the word “equipment” in Attachment 9, Section E if a proposal includes a combination of equipment and networking and software?
A:  Yes, if a Proposer’s VRI Solution is completely contained within a given set of equipment. However, it is possible that a proposed VRI Solution could include a web or software based component. 
34. In the VRI RFP, Attachment 9 Section F10.3 states that the proposing vendor shall have the capability to support UP TO 5 courtrooms during the VRI Assessment Program.  Have the logistics of implementation been determined?  Will one awarded VRI Pilot Project Vendor serve one VRI Pilot Court exclusively or could there be multiple Vendor Solutions at one Pilot Court?  Can one VRI awarded Vendor serve multiple courts?  In the event multiple awarded VRI RFP vendors are serving one court, will there be separation between vendors in different courtrooms or is it plausible that multiple vendors may offer their VRI solution in the same courtroom.  
A:  Please see the Answer to Question 20. Furthermore, the logistics of the VRI Assessment Program implementation not been fully determined. Sub-question 1: Will one awarded VRI Pilot Project Vendor serve one VRI Pilot Court exclusively or could there be multiple Vendor Solutions at one Pilot Court? A: During the VRI Assessment Program there could be multiple Vendor Solutions at one Pilot Court.  Numerous scenarios are possible.  Sub-question 2: Can one VRI Solution awarded Vendor serve multiple courts?  A: Yes, one VRI awarded Vendor could serve multiple courts.  This could happen under several different scenarios.  For example, one Vendor may have more than on VRI Solution awarded.  Secondly, one Vendor may have one set of a submitted courtroom VRI Solution installed in a courtroom in a court needing to receive services, and interpreter provider solutions installed in courthouses in the other two Pilot Courts.  Sub-question 3: In the event multiple awarded VRI RFP vendors are serving one court, will there be separation between vendors in different courtrooms or is it plausible that multiple vendors may offer their VRI solution in the same courtroom.  A: It is unlikely that more than one VRI Solution would be in use in the same courtroom at the same time, but not impossible.  It is plausible that multiple vendors may offer a VRI solution in the same courtroom during the course of the VRI Assessment Period.  
35. For the VRI RFP is there a preferred template for submitting proposed pricing elements for each VRI Solution or is that to be unique to each vendor submitting a proposal?
A: Please refer to the VRI RFP posting here http://www.courts.ca.gov/34973.htm.  Specifically, please reference page 15 and 16, Section IX., B. for complete contents that must be included in each VRI Solution’s separate Cost Proposal. Also, each proposer must comply with  Attachment 10, Section 7.0, page 12 of 14 to submit a separate VRI Solution Cost Proposal.  Each Proposal must include a separately sealed Cost Proposal in the form of an individual proposed pricing element supplied by the vendor submitting the proposal. 

As long as the separately sealed Cost Proposal for each VRI Solution submitted includes the content referenced above, and meets the other RFP material submission instructions (in terms of copies, etc.) then each vendor submitting a proposal may use their own preferred template/lay out, which may be unique.  
36. Is it preferred that the VRI RFP proposal submissions is submitted on the included response template, attachment 10, or does it not matter so long as the proposal tracks the template exactly?

A:  Per the VRI RFP found here  http://www.courts.ca.gov/34973.htm page 12 of 20 requests that the Attachment 10 be utilized in all Vendor proposals submitted in order to standardize VRI responses.     

37. Please list the VRI RFP Pilot Courts.

A:  The VRI RFP Pilot Courts selected are:  
1. The Superior Court of California, Sacramento County; 

2. The Superior Court of California, Merced County; 

3. The Superior Court of California, Ventura County.
	
	
	


