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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

File ID No. 2009105

On March 20, 2009\WBNS 10TV published an article on their website written by a
reporter who had investigated a business relatiprisgtween the Ohio Penal Industries
(“OPI”), a section of the Ohio Department of Reliigdtion and Correction (“ODRC"),
and KBK Enterprises. The article implied the bes# relationship evolved from a
personal friendship between Keith Key, PresidentK&K Enterprises, and ODRC
Assistant Director Michael Randle, and related thattwo had been fraternity brothers
while attending The Ohio State University. Theicdet also claimed that KBK
Enterprises was able to purchase OPI products B @& cost for materials and labor, a

special pricing arrangement not available to sigencies.

Our investigation confirmed the relationship betwd&y and Randle. We did not find
that Randle had a significant role in the negatiadi of the agreement between OPI and
KBK Enterprises. However, we did find that Randésl some minor involvement in the
negotiation process and the administration of greement following its execution. By
Randle’s own admission, we learned that he hadrrgivalged his friendship with Key
to ODRC Director Terry Collins prior to OPI entggiinto the business agreement with
KBK Enterprises. We found an appearance of impetypon the part of Randle for his

failure to make Director Collins aware of his peralbrelationship with Key.

During our investigation, we identified another imess transaction between ODRC and
KBK Enterprises. In this instance, Randle’s inwehent was more substantial. In 2004,
then Deputy Director Randle chaired the Correctibeshnology Committee. Following
a presentation by EImo-Tech, a company that matwies electronic monitoring devices
and systems, it was decided to purchase a groupteriag unit, which is used to
monitor inmates’ movements while on a work detaitsale of an institution. Randle

provided Keith Key's name to the ElImo-Tech représiéve as a possible distributor for



Elmo-Tech products. Key was subsequently contdayetthe representative and entered
into a distributorship agreement with the compan§ey later submitted a proposal to
ODRC, addressed to Randle, for eight of the groopitaring unit packages at a total
cost of $120,000.00. As Elmo-Tech was the sole ufsturer for this unit, it was
necessary to obtain documentation confirming thera aole source vendor and identify
KBK Enterprises as the only distributor for EImoehdn the state of Ohio. After doing
that, ODRC then submitted a request for a “WaideZampetitive Selection” to the Ohio
Controlling Board. In his interview, Randle stateel believes he may have personally
testified in front of the Ohio Controlling Board e requesting this waiver. On
December 6, 2004, the waiver was granted and tiie packages were purchased from
KBK Enterprises. We learned that the cost of tlghtepackages from Elmo-Tech to
KBK Enterprises was $80,000.00.

As with later dealings between KBK Enterprises @idl, Randle did not notify then
Director Wilkinson, or any of his other superiodd, his friendship with Key prior or
subsequent to the purchase of the group monitanmg ODRC could have purchased
the units directly from the company. It is unknowhat the actual cost would have been,
as there were never any negotiations concerningeatgurchase. However, EImo-Tech
felt certain it would have been at a lesser caa tihe 50 percent markup ODRC paid to
KBK Enterprises. Randle’s lack of transparencyubios friendship with Key, the fact
that he provided Key's name to ElImo-Tech and thoe tlaat ODRC could have saved a
significant amount of money by buying the group itanng unit direct from EImo-Tech

are the primary reasons we conclude that acts afiggoing occurred in this instance.

Finally, we found the agreement between OPI and KB¥erprises to be more involved
than what was reported in the initial newspaperclart A key component of the
agreement was a profit sharing arrangement bet@é&drand KBK Enterprises based on
the resale price of OPI products sold by KBK Entiegs’ subsidiary, Key Industries.
The terms for this arrangement were not clearlyingef within the body of the

agreement. These terms were spelled out in a nadom from KBK Enterprises to



OPI. Our opinion is that this key issue shouldéh&een included in the body of the
agreement in order to prevent any disputes betweetwo entities at a later date.
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l. BASISFOR INVESTIGATION

A news article published on th&BNS 10TV website on March 20, 2009, reported that
the author of the article had investigated a bussinelationship between Ohio Penal
Industries (“OPI”), a section within the Ohio Depaent of Rehabilitation and

Correction (“ODRC”), and KBK Enterprisés. The article implied that this business
relationship was at least partially formed betwdba two entities because ODRC
Assistant Director Michael Randle and Keith B. KByesident of KBK Enterprises, were
good friends and fraternity brothers. The artifdeused on the pricing of products
manufactured by OPI and sold to KBK Enterprisdswds alleged that KBK Enterprises
was purchasing the products at a substantially lmest than that for which OPI would

have sold the same products to state agencies.

. ACTION TAKEN IN FURTHERANCE OF INVESTIGATION

We interviewed ODRC employees, as well as emplopéeEhe Ohio State University
("*OSU") and KBK Enterprises. We also reviewed nelsoand documents provided by
ODRC, KBK Enterprises and OSU. Our office was stssi by the Ohio State Highway

Patrol Office of Investigative Services throughthg investigation.

1. DISCUSSION

History of Ohio Penal Industries

Following the opening of the first state-operatdddprison in 1815, prison workshops
were created. The work performed by the inmates meessary for the upkeep of the
prison. The skills of the employed inmates werdenianging. These inmates were also

! KBK Enterprises is the parent company of sevarbbiliaries. One of these subsidiaries is Key
Industries, to which we refer throughout this repor



allowed to develop a “cottage industry” while inoarated and permitted to sell their
products through the guards to the general pubilitese were the first pseudo-contracts
entered into by those from the prison and anotlaetyp It was also the beginning of
inmates conducting business with the “outside.”L%12, this work program evolved into
what was known as the State Use Industries anidpaitly, in 1947, the program was

named the Ohio Penal Industries.

OPI currently operates 40 shops in 20 correctifanlities throughout the state, as well
as a product showroom at 1221 McKinley Avenue inlu@tus, Ohio. Items
manufactured by OPI are generally sold to othdesigencies and, in some instances, to
the private sector or private individuals. Thedymf products manufactured at these
shops vary greatly — ranging from toilet paper tiice furnishings. OPI also provides
services to private companies by assembling kits @ther items for the company and
installing the items at the end user’s locationor Fhese products and services, OPI
receives payment from the purchaser or vendor.hWWigard to the services offered to
vendors, OPI generally enters into a contract i vendor for the service. For the
fiscal year ending June 30, 2008, OPI's sales e@dt&i32,365,106.00. OPI currently
operates as a self-sustaining operation within OCHR@ draws little, if any, funding

from the state’s General Revenue Fund.

According to ODRC, the success of OPI is measusethé lower number of inmates
who return to incarceration after their releaseéherathan on the profit the program
generates. Studies have shown that inmates whm lesrketable skills while

incarcerated and are able to find employment dféeng released have a much lower

recidivism rate.

OPI/KBK Enterprises Background

Sometime in the summer of 2005, KBK Enterprisesr@gghed ODRC with a re-entry
plan to ease the transition of inmates back intoietp upon their release from
incarceration. The plan was quite involved, anduded work programs, mentorships



and housing for former inmates. This plan prowetd too large and complicated for the
two parties to bring to fruition. Subsequentlye tHea was tabled and other avenues for a
working relationship between ODRC and KBK Enterpsisvere explored. Ultimately,
KBK Enterprises was directed to former OPI ChiebRoKnab. Knab had been party to
some of the discussions and meetings involvingréhentry program and was familiar
with the ideas presented by KBK Enterprises. InrilA2007, a Memorandum of
Understanding (“MOU”)(Exhibit A) was executed by OPI and KBK Enterprisekhis
MOU was an agreement between KBK Enterprises andwbereby KBK Enterprises
would purchase OPI products and then resell thes#upts to the private sector. In turn,
KBK Enterprises was to share a portion of the praith OPI. With this MOU, Key
Industries, a subsidiary of KBK Enterprises, wasned and articles of organization were
filed with the Secretary of State. The MOU was nida be a precursor for a formal
contract between OPI and Key Industries. Howetrer,two parties could not come to

terms and a contract was never executed.

With the release of the news article, the persoslationship between Randle and Key
became public. Questions arose as to whether pthis relationship influenced the

agreement between KBK Enterprises and OPI.

Allegation: A personal relationship between ODRC Assistant Director Michad Randle
and Keith Key influenced a business agreement between ODRC/OPI and KBK
Enterprises.

Michael Randle began working for ODRC in 1990 whes was hired as a Case
Manager. Over the years he worked at varioustutgtns and held several positions,
including Deputy Warden, Warden and Deputy Directdn April, 2006, Randle was
appointed the Assistant Director of ODRC. As thssidtant Director, Randle was
second in charge and oversaw the administration cgoedtation of the entire agency.
Within the agency, he reported only to ODRC Diredterry Collins.

Prior to his employment with ODRC, Randle attend&e Ohio State University where

he obtained a bachelor’s degree in criminology. cbigtinued his education and received



a master’s degree in business administration frahlahad University. In 1986, while
attending OSU, Randle joined the Omega Psi Phernédly where he met Keith Key.
Key had also pledged the Omega Psi Phi fraterniy #he two lived in the same
fraternity house for approximately a year. In mmterview, Randle told our office he
considers Key a friend, but their contact overybars had been sporadic. Randle stated
that some time around 2006, his contact with Kéyng with other fraternity brothers,
became more frequent. They began socializing roftesn and vacationed together as a
group. Key’s recollection of the history of hisefndship with Randle confirms much of
what Randle told us. Key believes, however, thairtcontact became more frequent
some time in 2004.

In 2005, Key said he was approached by an ODRCamplabout speaking at a Black
History Month event at the Southeastern Correctidiagility in Lancaster, Ohio. Key

accepted the invitation and spoke at the eventcoAling to Key, he became interested
in ODRC re-entry programs following this event. yd@egan conversations with ODRC,
during which he discussed his ideas and plans ferentry program. These discussions
continued, and Key said he was asked to speakreteatry program event held at the
Mansfield Correctional Facility in October, 2009 here, Key met Ed Rhine, Deputy
Director of Policy and Offender Re-Entry. Discus® and meetings between Key,
Rhine and others, over Key’s plan, continued thhowg the remainder of 2005 and in
2006. According to those interviewed, Randle waly @an occasional participant in

these discussions and meetings.

In late 2006, it became apparent the proposed trg-@nogram, which had become a
joint effort between KBK Enterprises and ODRC, wax possible. In light of this,

ODRC and KBK Enterprises began exploring other ansti where KBK Enterprises
could be involved in some type of re-entry progrion former inmates. Ultimately,

KBK Enterprises was put in touch with OPI and estieinto an agreement where KBK
Enterprises, now operating through its subsidi&sy Industries, would purchase OPI
products at cost and then resell the items. Aigof the profit from the resale would
be shared with OPI.



In order to determine if Randle and Key’s persae#dtionship had any bearing on this
business arrangement, we interviewed OPI employeesyell as others at ODRC and
Key Industries. We also examined records and mea®svell as e-mails and invoices

sent between OPI and Key Industries.

We learned from our interviews with ODRC employabat Randle’s role in the
relationship between OPI and Key Industries wasimmah He would occasionally
receive complaints from Key Industries and forw#ndm to OPI to be resolved, but
otherwise, he had no part in the day-to-day opamati We found one e-mail (Exhibit B)
in which Randle provided suggestions for the busEnagreement, but no other
correspondence of this type from Randle was fouRdmails written and received by
others indicated that Randle was made aware obtigping negotiations and would
occasionally have input or questions. None of ¢hoserviewed felt any undue pressure
from Randle or the Director's Office to accommod#&tey Industries or any of its
employees. One person interviewed felt it was ualthat when Key Industries had an
issue, they would contact Randle or someone elsthaatDirector’s Office seeking
resolution, while other vendors would usually cent@PI directly with their concerns.
Normally, these calls from Key Industries were daled by a phone call to OPI seeking
information about the problem. All of those intewed said that Randle and the

Director’s Office would support OPI's position ingse matters.

We also learned from our interviews with both OD&®l Key Industries employees that
the business relationship between the two entwias difficult and frustrating. This

subsequently led to problems in negotiating thenseof a future contract. And these
difficulties led to the February 5, 2009 terminatiof the April, 2007 agreement prior to

its expiration.

We found, however, that Randle, by his own admissitid not notify Director Collins,
or anyone else at ODRC, of his personal relatignaliih Key prior to the release of the

newspaper article. Even though it was minimal, dd&rhad some involvement in the



business agreement between OPI and KBK Enterprideghe Assistant Director of the
agency, Randle should have realized the necessitfully disclosing his personal
relationship with Key to Director Collins prior tODRC entering into any business
agreements with Key's companies. He should hawserl himself from any

involvement in the business agreement between @PK8K Enterprises.

Accordingly, we found an appearance of improprietythe part of Assistant Director

Randle in this instance.

IV. OTHER MATTERS
Prior Dealings Between ODRC and KBK Enterprises

During our investigation, we learned of a prior iness deal involving ODRC and KBK
Enterprises. In 2004, while serving as Deputy @oe of Administration and as the
Chair for the Corrections Technology Committee, dRanattended a presentation by
Elmo-Tech. Elmo-Tech is, among other things, a ufecturer of electronic monitoring
devices and systems that can be used by correctiepartments and facilities to track
the movements of inmates. At this particular pnéstion, a group monitoring ufitvas
marketed. At the end of the presentation, Raralle Ise expressed an interest in this unit
to the EImo-Tech representative. Discussion ensnédaccording to Randle, the EImo-
Tech representative indicated his company’s dégiveork with an Ohio company to sell

their products.

Up to this point, EImo-Tech, a company based iadkrhad no formal operations center
in the United States but did have representatimelsdastributors working throughout the
country. Randle said he provided the names ofrab@hio companies, including KBK
Enterprises, to the Elmo-Tech representative. Raadserted the company names he

provided were minority-owned businesses and thatg the desire of ODRC to conduct

2 This unit was marketed by EImo-Tech under the petgry name of “TRaCEr.”



more business with minority-owned companies. Ramad8o said he provided the EImo-
Tech representative with the Ohio Department of Aidstrative Services contact
information for a possible direct purchase from &lfrech. According to our

discussions with the EImo-Tech representative, lwewée only recalled being provided
the name of Keith Key, the owner of KBK Enterprisesle also expressed that his
company was indifferent to dealing with ODRC thrbugnother Ohio company.

However, he felt that since Key’'s name was providgdRkandle, this would be the way
for his company to do business with ODRC.

Subsequent to this presentation, Elmo-Tech cordadey and entered into a
distributorship agreement with KBK Enterprises,réiy making KBK Enterprises the
sole distributor for the EImo-Tech group monitoriagit in Ohio. As such, any future

purchases of the unit would have to be transattedigh KBK Enterprises.

Some time after signing the distributor contractyksent a proposal (Exhibit C) for the
purchase of eight packages of the group monitounig to ODRC and addressed the
undated document to Randle. Key’'s proposal indudebreakdown of costs for the
components of the unit and reflected a “one time&srall discount of $15,120.00. After
this discount, the total for the eight complete ka@es included in the proposal was
reduced to $120,000.00.

After receiving a letter verifying the group monitgg unit to be a sole source product
manufactured by EImo-Tech, the process for obtginen “Waiver of Competitive
Selection” from the Ohio Controlling Board (“Confling Board”)® was begun. In the
request submitted to the Controlling Board (Exhib)jt KBK Enterprises was identified
as “the only authorized dealer for ElImo-Tech praglun Ohio.” During an interview,
Randle stated he “may have even gone to the boatltis) referring to testifying in front
of the Controlling Board. He said it was not uralsior him to appear in front of the

% The Ohio Controlling Board is authorized and goeet by Chapter 127 of the Ohio Revised Code. Its
primary duties are the transferring of appropriamthority between line items within an agency and
granting waivers of competitive selection.



Controlling Board given the position he held atttheme. On December 6, 2004, the
Controlling Board approved the waiver which allow®&DRC to purchase the group

monitoring units from KBK Enterprises.

In our conversations with two EImo-Tech represéveat we were assured that ODRC
could have purchased the group monitoring unitectly from Elmo-Tech. When
guestioned, both believed KBK Enterprises purchalseckight packages of the unit from
their company for around $80,000.00. While neitBleno-Tech representative could tell
us how much the savings would have been had the len purchased directly from the
company, we were told it would have cost less f&fRT to purchase the units direct
rather than through a third party where the mankap $40,000.00. From documents we
later received from Elmo-Tech, we know that thetcof the equipment to KBK
Enterprises was $80,000.00 (Exhibit E). Accordimgn itemized pricing sheet (Exhibit
F) we also received from the company, the costeirtproduct included two days of
training. When interviewed, both Key and Randlglied that the price of the group
monitoring unit charged to ODRC was due in parthi® cost of training. However, this
cost was already incorporated into the cost ofptieeluct sold to KBK Enterprises. And,
in the itemized invoice from KBK Enterprises to ODREXxhibit G), there was no
notation of training as a separate cost or thaitrg was included as part of the overall
price of the unit. Finally, the proposal memo frimy to Randle clearly states that two

days of training would be provided at no cost f@ initial order.

Overall, ODRC purchased the eight packages of thepymonitoring unit at a 50%
higher cost than it was sold to KBK Enterprisesaan&e stated in his interview that had
he known the cost of the unit if acquired from Eliinech through a direct purchase, then

ODRC would have dealt directly with the company.

In this instance, as with the other business asgamegmt between OPI and KBK
Enterprises, Randle did not notify his superiorsthe personal friendship that existed
between him and Key. When questioned about whethaot he notified then Director

Reginald Wilkinson, Randle said he had not. Heedtehe “was functioning in the



capacity of a Deputy Director for the DepartmenCoirrections” and that he did not feel

it was an issue.

Based on our investigation, it was clear that haddRe or ODRC explored the option of
purchasing the group monitoring units directly frémo-Tech, the agency would have
realized a substantial cost savings. Further, R&dctions were improper when he
provided the name of Keith Key to the EImo-Techrespntative and then subsequently
received a proposal from Key that was addressdiihtcalone. This proposal ultimately
resulted in the requesting and granting of a wanfecompetitive selection from the
Controlling Board. Finally, Randle failed to digel to his superiors the friendship that
existed between him and Key prior and subsequettigdusiness transaction between
ODRC and Key's company, KBK Enterprises.

Accordingly, we found reasonable cause to belidhat twrongful acts or omissions

occurred in this instance.

The ODRC/OPI and KBK Enterprises Agreement

The initial news article about the agreement betw®®1 and KBK Enterprises, dated
March 20, 2009, would have the reader believe dhiit KBK Enterprises was profiting
from the sale of the OPI products. This was simpythe case. Part of the agreement
between OPl and KBK Enterprises was the previoosiptioned profit sharing
arrangement. A follow-up article publishedThe Columbus Dispatch, a sister affiliate

of WBNS 10TV, dated March 31, 2009, written by the same repoai#dressed the issue
of the profit sharing arrangement, as well as #renination of the agreement between
OPI and KBK Enterprises.

We reviewed the MOU executed between OPI and KBKeipnises. We also
interviewed key players who negotiated the termshef MOU and those who worked

within the parameters of the agreement followirggakecution. We found the MOU



document to be standard in form with all but onehaf terms clearly spelled out. The
profit sharing agreement between OPI and KBK Emieeg, which was somewhat
unorthodox, was not addressed within the body ef MOU. The terms for this
arrangement were later set out in a memo from K€l to former OPI Chief Robin
Knab, both of whom signed the MOU. We also foundeamail where Key Industries
wanted to change the terms for this arrangemettiegim benefit. This was found to be

unacceptable by OPI, and the terms of original metaged in place.

We learned that the desire to enter into this ages¢ with KBK Enterprises was, in part,
due to the company’s ability to do business witHJO\t one point a letter, specifically
for the university, was drafted identifying Key lstries as being involved in a business
arrangement with OPI and that the purchase of @&dycts should go through Key
Industries. We received a copy of this letter frdra university. No one at OPI we
spoke with knew of this letter which caused usitdlly question its veracity. We were
later able to verify the letter’'s authenticity addtermined that it was drafted by Key
Industries and forwarded by Keith Key to RandleDarector Collins’ signature. Prior to
this, OPI had little involvement with OSU, althoughey desired the business the
university could provide. In this instance, Keyllistries, in effect, “opened the door” for
OPI to do business with OSU. This subsequentlytéed large order to purchase OPI
furnishings for the university through Key Industti The order is to be delivered in
2010. However, since the termination of the Af2007 agreement, Key Industries will
not realize any pricing benefit other than a qugrdiscount which would be offered to

any other private party or state agency based®nuimber of items purchased.

From the onset of our investigation, it was clder business relationship between OPI
and Key Industries was frustrating on both sidé¢e learned from OPI employees that
problems between the two entities began almost oietedy. Much of the controversy
centered on claims that Key Industries did not ustded how OPI operated. The same
concerns were voiced by Key Industries, which Hhél belief that OPI had difficulty
understanding private sector business operati@l. claimed they never knew what the

end user, who purchased the OPI products sold lyylk@ustries, was actually paying

10



for the items. By contrast, we were informed bgsen employed by Key Industries that
their company was more than willing to divulge faes price of the items but they were
never asked by anyone from OPI. In the end, Kelydtries provided an accounting to
OPI of the final price of the items they sold. mrohis, OPIl was able to calculate the
amount they felt they were owed from the profitrgigaarrangement. The total business
transacted between OPI and Key Industries amouwotgdst over $11,000.00. It was

OPI's belief that they were owed $3,234.86 in grofiargin share. After some

discussion between OPI and Key Industries, Keitl pa&id the amount requested and so

ended the agreement between the two.

A memo dated October 24, 2007, and signed by [reCollins, encouraged private
vendors and non-state agencies to do businesKwitHndustries when purchasing OPI
products. It lauded the partnership between OBRIKey Industries as an example of a
private company and a component of state governmerking together and exhibiting
the ability to “think outside the box.” And, whilge find no criticism with this thought
process, we do have concerns with the MOU not lgiegafining the terms for the profit
sharing arrangement. While we believe this keyasshould have found a place within
the wording of the actual MOU document, we do mat this oversight rises to the level
of a wrongful act.

Accordingly, we did not find reasonable cause tlielse a wrongful act occurred in this

instance.

11



V. CONCLUSION

One would believe, from the initial news article ieth spurred this investigation, that
KBK Enterprises was the sole beneficiary of an egrent with OPI, and that the

business relationship was the result of the petdoeadship between ODRC Assistant
Director Randle and Keith Key. We determined that friendship had a minimal role in

the OPI/KBK Enterprises business relationship. @beless, Randle failed to disclose
the friendship to his superior. As the Assistamte€tor, he should have known the
necessity of notifying Director Collins of his fridship with Key, and he should have

had no involvement in any aspect of formulatingltbhsiness agreement.

OPI suffered no loss as a result of this businelsdionship. OPI was paid its production
cost and, eventually, a portion of the profits fréime resale of products sold to KBK

Enterprises’ subsidiary, Key Industries.

It appears this friendship between Randle and Ka d much more substantial role in
arranging a separate business deal between ODRCKBHKd Enterprises. In that

instance, Randle not only provided Key's name tdebmo-Tech representative, but also
assisted in obtaining a waiver from the ControlliBgard so ODRC could purchase a

product through Key’s company.

While there are no laws expressly prohibiting @aeseamployee from doing this, provided
the employee receives no personal benefit fronptirehase, the referral and subsequent
purchase clearly give the appearance of impropride found no evidence to indicate
Randle received any personal benefit from the mgehof the group monitoring units
from KBK Enterprises. However, Randle failed tdifyohis superiors of the friendship
that existed between him and Key. The appearahémmopriety in this instance is
enhanced by the fact that ODRC could have purchdsegroduct directly from Elmo-

Tech at a lesser cost, thereby saving the stateynon

12



Finally, we believe any key component in a busiregggement should be clearly spelled
out in the written documentation of the agreemehhat was not the case in the MOU
between OPI and KBK Enterprises. The profit stmarrangement was not included in

the actual document. In the long run, this legrablems with OPI collecting its share of

profits from Key Industries.
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EXHIBITA

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

THIS Memaorandurm of Understanding {hereinatter referred o as Ihe “MOU" s mada and entered into as of this
A day of _ iel 00T by and between Keith B. Key Enterprises, LLG (hersinafter referred to as "KEK
Enterprises”) focated at 3433 Agler Hoad, Suite 2500, Columbug, Ohie 43219 and the Ohio Penal Industries,
located al 868 Fresway Drive Morth, Columbus, Ohio 43229 (nereinaiter referred to as the “OFM. KBK
Enterprises and 0P shall cellactively be known as lhe parties.

WHEREAS, the OPl manages an industrial training program for Incarerated offendars in and arcund the Slate
-of Ohio and is desirous of providing vosaticnal training for these inmate-workers, and,

WHEREAS, the KBK Enterprises operates a company thal believes it can otter additional training and marketing
lools through alfiliation with GP and, j

WHEREAS, the parties will pariner in daveloping appro iate business re!at'mnshiPs that will assist In the
wraining and job skil development of the OF1 inmate workforce.

NOW THEREFORE, the parties in consideration of fhe mutial promises and covenants conlained herein agree
to the failowing pravisions te help clarify the responsivility of the parties:

i TERM This MOU shall be eflsctive as of {;&L{L 2007 and shall continue tor a periad of 2 years
tollowing such effeciive dats. Unless temin ad as provided for in this MOU, this MOU shall avtomatically

renew lor successive 2-year periods.

2.7 THEPAATIES SHALL:
Agree on and coordinate the work coporiunities to be provided OP1's Inmate workforoe,

Mutually agree to establish a negotiated @@ﬁing forth the responsibiiities of the parties
(2.g., cost, equipment, production” and delivery schedules and other activilles) in order o carry out
the purpose of this MOU .

——

. Approve any conlract with any third party cusiomer. KBK Enterprises undarstands that OPI must
approve any third pardy contract lor the provision of goods and senvces by the OFT Tnmate

T

workforce, - E_EK'%‘ o)

0. Durlng the term of this MOU, not M@llmmmmmwmnms
customers for the sale of products.of services cuthned in Exhibit &, The primary customers of OPi
are Ohio State AgeEc_ias and it current customers at fortn In Exhibil B. For purposes of this
MO, S Agencies are govemmental bou the Accordingly, the
sustemars of KBK Enterprises shall be all ngn-Ohio State Agancies except tor OPI's customers set
{5 T Exnibit B. OP| may pursue cther privale secior cuctomers as ils contract partners for the
pravision of OPl's goods and services so long as KBK Enlerprises does not have a contract fo
provide goads and services for thal particular customer.

3. THE QP1 SHALL:

A, Provide ¥BK Enterprises with sales, marketing, iechoical, administrative and preduclion staff,
inmata warkers, machinery and equipment.

B. Provide svitabls locations and floor space in facilifies where OPI training programs ara currently in
operation.

G. Provide capital funding as nesded, for the finishing of the facilities, per the mutually agreed upon
specificalions of the paries.

4, he KBK SHALL:

A identity providers of goods and servicas to faciitate and expand the work opporunities of the 0P
inmate workiorca.

E. Assistin the marketing of the OF! for purposes of this MOLL

-
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©. Purchase egquipment for the provision of goods and services by the OPl inmate
WOTKFOrce, l

THE PROGRAM:

future work programs related to this MOU. )

The pregram will be forgal j : e parties. The bagics of the
agresment will ba as follows: the number of inmate workers; what party is respensible jor ihe provision
of raw malterjals; the vglue added service function; and vifien KBX wil raceiva fhe finished goods andfor

services. OP| tradifionally basas per hour, per inmate gosf to the contract anjne cost_of salatdes of OPI
staff that are responsible for insuring hat the numbers of inmala workers are meat, the quality of inmate

The parties will wmmugh a program uiiliwmmmgxhﬂw
based on pregrain avanabiity and capacities, The parties shall evaluate the program and agres upon
Yo

work performance is controlled insluding production and delivery schedules and inmates are paid. The,

cost of Ine confract lo KBK Enterprises is also based on the hourly wages of the inmates and
adminisirative gverhead costz. The OPLwill provide the facility and cover uliilty costs. Responsibility of
each party to pravide eguipment is also addrassed, ’

Al futre work programs will be simi_lgmgn._a.@gd ina negotiaited agreement between the parties,
SHARED INFORMATION:

The parlies agres to share with each other, to the extent practical, information deemed public ihat will
b helpful to the parties as iney seek fo achieve the objestives of this MOL.

MO FINAMCIAL COMMITMENT:

The parties to this MOU are not making any financial commitment 1o azch other. Each perly shail bear
ils awn expenses associated with pursuing the activities related to this MOL.

TERMINATION OF THE MOU:

Thiz MOU may be terminated by either party upon 90-days pricy written notice by the leminating party
to the cther party.

STATE PERSOMMEL;

Curing the term of this MOU and for & pericd of one year after completion of this MOU, neither party will
hire nor otharwiss contract for the services of any employee of the olther party involved with this MOU
witbout the consent of the other party.

MOCIFICATION:

Eitrier parly to this MOU may, in writing, request a modifteafion or amendment to this MOU. The party
receiving the request shall have thirty (30) business days to respond o the request. Such medification
or amendments shall become effective only when signed and dated by both parties,

HEADINGS:

The headings usad herein are for the sola sake of convenience and will not be used lo interpret any
sacion. :

MOTICES:

For any netice undar this agreement to be effective, it must be in writing and sent by hand, certified or
registered mail to fhe mailing address of the appropriate representalive as  provided below uriess cne
party has nofified the other party, in accordanca with Lhe provisions of this sscfion of a new malling
address:




For (PL: Robin Knab, Chief of P For KBK Enterprises: Kaifh B, Kay
OFI Correctlonal Industries Keith B, Kay Enterprises, LLC
268 Freeway Drive North, Bidg. 7 333 Agler Road Suite 2900
Columbus, OH 43229 Cofumbus, Ohio 43219

13 COMNFLICTS OF INTEREST:

Personnel of the KBK Enlerprises may not voluniarily acquire any personal interest that conflicts with
thelr responsibililies under this MOU. Additionally, the KBK Enterprises will not knowingly permit any
ptlic official or public employes whe has any responsibilities related to this MOU to acquire an interest
in anything or any entity under KBK Entsrprises’ confral if such an interest would conflict with that official
or employee's duties. The KBK Enterprises will disciose to the OPI any such person who acquires an
Incormpatible or confiicling personal interest related to this MOU and the KBK Enlerprises will lake steps
to ensure thal such a person does not participate in any actlon affecting the work under this MOU. This
will not apply when the OFI has determined thal sald person's participation in any such action would nat
be contrary to the public interest,

14, OHIC ETHICS AMD ELECTIONS LAW:
The KBK Enterprises affirms thal, as applicable to the KBK Enterprisss, no party listed in Divisions {1} or
{J) of Section 3517.13 of lhe ORC or spouse of such party has made, as an individual, within the two

previous calendar years, one or more contiibuticns totaling in excess of $1,000.00 to the Govarnar of
the State of Ohio or to his campaign commifiess.

KBE further affiims that it is currendfy in compiiance and will continua to adhers to the reguirements of
Ohio Ethics Law as provided in Section 102.04 of the ORC.

18, INJUNCTIVE RELIEF:

v Mothing in this MOU Is intended to limil KBK Enterprises’ or OPI's right fo injunctive relief if such is
deemed necessary to protect its interesis.

16. MULTIPLE COUNTERPARTS

This MOU may be executed in several counterparts, each of which shall ke an criginal and all of which
shall constitute but one and the same nstrumeant,

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties herelo have caused this MOU to be executed by Keith B. Key
Enterprises, LLC and the  Ohio Penal Industries as of the day and year first set forth above.

Keith B. Key Enterprises, LLC
. ,5’7/;5 . v(v/67 "

oith B. Kay, Pr&s‘:den/t/ Data

COhio Penal Industries

?,/, /"é,/ Cytou/er

Robin Knab, Chief Oate
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: EXHIBIT B
] 1. Attachments can contain viruses that may harm your computer, Attachments may not display corractly, |
Rhine, Edward
From: Randle, Michagl Sent: Fri12/23/2006 1:24 PM
Ta: 'Keith Key'
Ce: fngb, Robin Hurley, Pat; Rhine, Edward; Woods, Gwendolyn; Randle, Gwendahm
Subject: Recent telephone conversation

Attachments: Y cyng room,pdi(291K8)

Keith thanks for taking the time to discuss your concerns regarding the ORI imitative. | can assure you thet we are cerfainly
cammitted to the same goals of helping offenders become preductive citizens through meaningful employment experiences
both inside and outsida of prisen. We also realize that it can be sometimes frustrating manauvering through a large
organization to accomplish such a unigue inifiative such as ORL Having said that, | would like to attempt to segregate what |
consider to be the two main components of the initiative and propose approaches to each. It Is my belief that by doing this we
could probably demonstrate seme pragress In the near future.,

1. The establishment of a private partnership with KBK for a service indusliry i.e.... packaging, refurbishing, printing
eckh....

a. Selection of a site: NC F curr&nﬂ)r has a 10,000 square ft. ruffed cut space that is ideal for an operation such
ag this. | have spoken Wi rden Thomas and she is very interested in this opporiunity.

b. Partnership parameters: OP] currently has several private partnerships such as this where the partner contracts
with OPI for a number of workers. The partner is responsible for the raw materials, the inmates perform the value
added function and the pariner receives the finished goods. OPI traditionally basis the per hour per inmate on: the
cost on the salary of one OPI employee that is responsible for ensuring werkers levels are maintained and paid.
The hourly wage of the inmates, and administrative overhead cost. The institution/DRC provides the sife and
utility cost.

. Site adaptation and equipment purchases: CAM would identify capital funds and be responsibie for finishing
out tha area at NCGTF to specs. Of KBK and OPI. The cost of equipmant for startup if necassary should be
negofiated between Robin and Keith,

2 Qﬁ! pmpqsar' There hawve been several meatings regarding ORI, including several frips to other state DOC's to
benchmark. A formal proposal that:identifies tasks; fimeframes, resource requirements and deliverables should be-
submitted far iy and the Diractors raviews: bﬁlle'.-'e this should nocur prior to site selection; It is my understanding that a
key component of the ORI proposal was to be relalionship with OPI where KBK enterz info a contract with OPI to sell-’

. 0PI goods to various Ohio businesses: | would suggest that Robin and Keith consider the following:

a. Rather than KBK having a confract fo sell OPl items to Ohie busingsses, KEK would enter into an
agreement with OPI for special pricing. This will essentially allow KBK to become retailer for OPI products.
This would not be unprecedented as OP| curmenily offers special pricing via STS contracts, but would require
competitive process.

k. The RFP could also identify the kay ORI mqulmmsnts fe... employment placement service after release ect,,,,
obvislsly The lawyers would have to weigh in but | belleve some form of this concept Is doable as long as there is
a competitive process. £d.Rhine should consult with legal and OPI to develop a framewark prior to approaching
KBK so that we know exactly what we want as well as what we are in a position to offer. .

Keith | appreciate your patience and commitment. Please consider the above approsches to jump starting our parinership and
feel free to comment back directly to me, Robin or Ed.

https://mail.em.ohio.goviexchange/Edward.Rhineflnbox/Recent¥%20telephone%2 0conversatio... 12/24/2006
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I would like the DRC staff copied on this to submit quesfions, comments and or concemns. As these are based on my bird’s eyes
view of this matter and | understand there may be things that | have missed. Your comments on [ssue one should to be
submitted to Riobin Knab and on issue two to Gwen Woods,

Thanks and Happy Holidays

Mike Randle, Assistant Director

Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction
1050 Freeway Drive North

Columbus on 43220

614-752-1162 phone

614-752-1171 fax

michael.randle@odre.state.oh.us

https://mail.em.chio.goviexchange/Edward.Rhine/inbox/Recent%20teiephone%20conversatio... 12/24/2006




EXHIBIT C

KBK
ENTERPRISES

&

Michacl Randle

Dieputy Director

Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Cormrection
368 Freeway Drive North

Columbus, Ohio 43229

Dear Mr. Randle

The following is the price list and package information fiom KBK Enterprises for the
Tracer Group Monitoring Unit, KBEK Enterprises is the authorized dealer of Elmo Tech
products. In the interest of developing a relationship with the Ohio Departiment of
Rehabilitation and Correction, we are offering this one time price discount on your
produet package. The cost for eight packages is §120,000.00,

The package includes;

| Tracer Group Monitoring Unil

10 tags

I MRD

50 clips (5 per tag)

I Additional set of straps for each fag
I assembly tool

1 serewdriver

Additionally, 2 days of training for the correctional officers will be provided at no cost
for this initial order,

KBK Enterprises is a minority owned company and has applied for its minority
certification. Thank you for considering KBK Enterprises for your security needs,

If you have any questions, please contact e at {§14) 509-6664.

Sincerely,

Feith B. Tey
Keith B. Key
Chief Exceutive Officer

3433 Agler Road, Suite 2000
Calumbus, Ohio 43219

KBK 01606




.. GTATE OF OHIO
CONTROLLING BOARD OPERATING REQUEST EXHIBITD b
Controlling Seard ha.

50 Eas! Broad Strest, 34th Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43266-0411 L{J’D
(614)544-6441 PAX: {G14)466-3813 DROS58S

Bl W,

H.B. 95

GENERAL INFORMATION
Agency Mame

REHABILITATION &
CORRECTION

Contredling Board Authorizaltion Requestad

@  Waiver of Competitive Salaction (Revised CodeSectlon 127.168)

O Other Statutery Aulhoriby/Bill Section:

ion ONLY if o WAIVER OF COMPETITIVE SELECTION is being roquasted. |f requesting
than one vendors, use VENDOR CONTINUATION FORM and leave this seclion biank,

WAIVER INFORMATION Complate thi
a waiver for mo

Vendor Addrass of Principal Placa of Business

Wandar Mama
3433 Agler Road, Sulle 2000

HBK Enterprises
Stale Gounty  (Chia Only)

City

|
Wandor 10 Mumber | Waiver Amouni
| Franklin

3120,000.00 Columbus

2

FY({ 05 )

§3-0407331
FY ¥

FUNDING INFORMATION
I

Arnoun] Requested for Approval®alvar

é’r'él“r_l% i Eg';'sg i M’Ll?nmgplrtlé"rlnm l Appropriation Lins fem Name
FED © 323  501—819  Federal Grants [FY{ 05 ) $120,00000/F¥ ()
- I EYY ) FY | )
; )

: i |
E - | FYL ) i

/s foy

Cn The Dabs OF !

LY A e

% Diracior or Authorlzed Agent

/. ﬂ'@ﬁ/
A I

Drle

Candralling Board Presidant

AGENCY CONTACT

Title _Controlling Board Adminisirator

Meme D000a Lebnar

Phone (_B14) 728-1934 Fas 728-1578 E-Mail donna.lebnerfodre state.oh.us

REQUIRED EXPLANATION OF REQUEST
The Department of Rehabilitation and Correction respecifully requests Controliing Board approval lo walve compatitive
salection In the amount of £120,000.00 for Fizcal Year 2005 to purchase TRaCER Group Monitering Unit Packages from
KBK Enterprises, Columbus, Franklin County, for the Community Release Monitaring project.

oRd 4004 (K3, 37} Regqueating Agency Retaln a Copy for Records 114852004



' g)ﬁig[ﬁﬁcl?aomo OPERATING REQUEST Page 2 of 3

30 East Broad Strest, 34Uh Floor
Columbus, Ohlo 43256-0411 Conlraling Beard No.

(B14)B4d-Gdd 1 FAX: (B14485-3813 DROSES

Currently the Depariment sends Incarcerated offendars out into the communily on a daily basis. Correctional employees
supervise these offendars while they work on various communily service projects, at consfruction and asbestos
abatement work sites, on agriculiural farm locations and OPI modular office furniture installation crews. Depending on the
securlly classification, these offenders may wark under periodic supervision outsids the perimeter securily fence or off
institution grounds; however, supervision is erilical and can bacome complax when supervising multiple offanders,

The Deparliment just recently became aware of this technology which will enable the correciional employees to supervise
offenders while they work on various communily service projects, at conslruction and asbeslos abatemant work sites, on
farm locations and other work craws thal operate outside prison grounds. Additionally, the Deparimeni was able (o secura
grant funding for this project.

Approval of 1his request will enable the Department o purchase eight (8) TRaCER Group Monitoring Unil Packages to be
ulilized by the following instilutions and work crews:

1.} Trurbull Correctional Institution
2.) Noble Correctional Institution
3.} Franklin Pre-Release Center
4.} Pickaway Correctional Cenfer

5.} OP1 construction work crews [fwo separale crews]
6.} 0Pl asbeslos abatement wark craw
7.} OPI Distribution Center

The TRaCER menitoring unit Is periable, wirelass and capable of menitoring groups of 100-200 offenders within 2
300-foot radius through four definable range settings. The unit can be carried or attached to a correctional smployees’
balt enabling the employee to effectively and more efiicienlly supervise inmates In a mobile work environment. The
monitoring range of the unit provides Increased affecliveness in supervising construction and asbestos abatement inmale
work crews. In part, this is because of the unigue challenge of often times having Inmates work on job sites involving
multiple floors or locations and alse because of the need to employ sufficlent contalnment resiriclions with regard to
achisving effective asbestos abatement. Upon demand, the monitoring range can be widened, effectivaly doubling it,
when the need sxists. The unit receives signals from the tags worn by the offenders. Any attempt to tamper with, remove
a tag or. dapart from a designated menitering range will frigger an audible alarm on the monitoring unit itself. The name of
tha offender who has tampered with the {ag or gone out of range will instantly appear on the LCD screan of the
correctional superviser's hand-held unit. This is a most important feature since the first few minutes of any escape are
crifical 1o the successiul recapture of an offender.

After an extensive review of sleclronic monitoring products, the TRaCER unit was found to ba the only product that
offered a portable unit. This feature enables the correctional supervisor to be mobile while supervising. Thisis a
significant benefit tlo OPI {Ohlo Penal Industry) inmate wark crew supervisers, since an integral part of their role in the
Indusirial Tralning Program involves giving job direction as well as performing surveillance of inmate work crews, Other
products that were considered had to be mounted inside & vehicle. This required the suparvisor o remain in the vehicle at
all times. Yet, another product that was looked at, required the offender to wear an ankle bracelet, tethered to a device,
which was then clipped lo lhe Inmalte's bell. This faature creatas a potential safety hazard depending upon the fype of
work baing performed by an inmate. Several more products offered GPS (Global Positioning System) fracking capabilities
which necessitate interface with an off-site monitoring service. While this lype of functionality is an effeclive feaiure for
some elactronic monitoring applications, I also generales the issue of an on-going expensea for an culside monitoring
sarvice which is nof a requirement with the TRaCER unit.

Tha Elmo Tech Tracer unit was found lo be the only product in the market that offered a porlable unit. KBEK Enterprises is
curently the only authorized dealer of Elmo Tech products in Ohlo.

QRN 4004 (RS, 87) Reguesting Agency Retain a Copy for Records TR0



ONTROLLING BOARD OPERATING REQUEST Pagn 3 of 2

30 Easl Broad Street, 34th Floor

Coluinbus, Ohio 43266-0411 Condralling Board Mo.

U (E14)64d-8441 FAR (B14M66-3613 DRC5ES

Al this fime, the Deparfment is requesting Controlling Board approval to purchase eight (8) TRaCER Group Moniloring
units packages which includes two (2) days of training for corraciional slaff. This requasl is in accordance with Section
127.16(BK1).

Altachmenis:

Crileria for Selection Questionnaires
Approved Request for Release and Parmils
Sole Sourca Laiter

Quatation

Product Information

OB 4004 4RS. 47) Raguesting Agency Retain a Copy for Records 11002004




Responses to Reguired Information Questions
KBK Enterprises

1. Identify the supply or supplies/fequipment and provide the amount of each item.
Eight Tracer Group Monitoring unit packages totaling $120,000. Each package
includes:

1 Tracer Group Monitering Unit

10 tags

1 Manual Reset Davice

50 clips (5 per tag)

1 Additional set of straps for each tag
1 assembly tool

1 screwdriver

2. Cite the ohject code of expense being used for this purchase. 370

3. Selection Process: Was this purchase subject to selection by a Request for
Proposal (RFP) process?
No. Upon review of the electronic-monitoring products currently avaitable, the Tracer————
unit was the only portable unit that enabled the work crew supervisor to be mobile
while supervising and in the case of the OPl work crews to provide necessary
instruction to the work crew as part of the industry training program. A similar
produst had to be mounted inside a vehicle which would require the work crew
supervisor to remain in the vehicle at all times. Another unit required the offender to
wear an ankle bracelet that was tethered fo a device that clipped fo their belt. This
feature creates a potentlal hazard based on the typical work performed by the work
crews, Several products offer GPS tracking capability tied to a vendor's monitoring
center. While this functionality is a great feature for some electronic monitoring
applications, it Is an on-going expense that is not required with the Tracer unit.

Is this contractor in compliance with Buy America and Buy Ohio? Explain.
Yes, this vendor is located In Ohio.

b




Lehner, Donna

From: Sanders, Kelly

Sent: Wednesday, Novamber 10, 2004 7:22 AM

To: Lehner, Donna

Ce: Randie, Michael; Fiant, Collean

Subjact: FW: Request Number 1357 has bean approved-KBK

L R L S T I I Ty

Kelly M. Sanders

Chief Fiscal Cfficer

Division of Business Administraticn

Ohic Department of Rehabilitation and Correction
B68 Fresway Drive Worth

Columbus, Chio 43229

(G6l4) 752-134% fax {6l4) 725-1578
Kelly.Sanders@odre. state.oh,us

————— Original Message-----
From: cit.itpurch.admin#oit,ohio.gov tmailto:oit.itpurcn.adminﬁoit.ohio.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, Wovember 10, 2004 6:00 AM

—Toi+—Sandors, Kelly; Sanders, Kelly: Odimeguu,—Juliana

Coi Relchenbach, Bruce; Odimegwa, Juliana
Subject: Request Mumber 1357 has been approved

We have received a copy of your Contrelling Beard request numbered 1357 {Tracer Group
Monitoring Unit) te contract with KBK Enterprises. This Release and Permit Humber SDC DRC
05 0143 has now been entered into the Central Aceounting System. It will be in effect
through July 01, 2005, and the procurement is not to exceed $120,000.00. Object Code(s)
370, 170-01 should be uwsed for this purchase.

This purchase must be procured through the Chio OFfica of Information Technolegy's
Investiment and Governance Division., The Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction
is not exempt from their provisions, procedures or any applicable Executive Orders.

L[f you noeed further information, please contact Acqﬁisitinn Analyst, Bruce REeichenbach at
614-466-7910, e-mail: bruce.reichenbachfchio.gov.

Sincerely,

Mary F. Carrell

Deputy State Chief Information Officer
Investmant and Governance Division
Office of Information Technolagy

DRCOST0OD
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ELECTROMNIC ROMTORING FECHNOLOGIES

Mike Randle, Deputy Director Cate: September 2, 2004
Office of Administration Gur Ref: Sola Seurce Letter.doc
Depariment of Rehablfitations and Corractions

1050 Freeway Driva, North

Columbus, Ohla 43329

Dear Mr. Randle,

Re;  Reguested Letter Indicating And Verifying TRaCER Group Monitoring Unit Is A
Sole-Source Product.

The Depariment of Rehabilitations and Corractions {'Departmant”) has expressad Injerest in
the TRaCER Group Menitoring Unit. The purpose of this letter s 1o Inform the Departmant
that the unique capabilities of the TRaCER Giroup Monitoring Uriit are only manufaciurad by
Elmo Tech, and therefore the unit s a scle source product,

Importantly, the Department does not have fo purchase the units through competiiive
selection because it is not possible or advantagecus to purchasa the capablities of the
TRaCER writ from ancther vendor becausa of its sole source nature,

Specifieally, there are four components of the TRaCER Unit that makes this product sole
source. This is documented in the attached document “TRaCER Group Monitoring Unit.pdi*

Plaase let me know if you have any questions or need any further information regarding this
sole source product letter,

Sincaraly,

Andraw Cohen

2 Habaszel 51, POBox 13236, Tel Aviv 61132, Bsiael s Tel: +972-3-7671800 « Fax: +972:3-T671401 + USA Cuslomers: 1-800-373-1483 [

E-mail: contactDelmotech.com  www.elmeledh.com




KBK

il 4
ENTERPRISES
Michael Randle
Deputy Director
Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Comection
868 Freeway Drive North

Columbus, Ohio 43229
Dear Mr. Randle

The following is the price list and package information from KBK Enterprises for the
Tracer Group Monitoring Unit. KBK Enterprises is the authorized dealer of Elmo Tech
produets, In the interest of developing a relationship with the Ohio Department of
Rehabilitation and Correction, we are offering this one time price discount on your
product package, The cost for eight packages is $120,000.00,

The package includes:

1 Tracer Group Monitoring Unit

10 tags

1 MRD

30 clips (5 per tag)

1 Additional set of straps for cach tag
1 assembly tool

1 serewdriver

Additionally, 2 days of training for the correctional officers will be provided at no cost
for this initial order.

KBK. Enterprises is 4 minority owned company and has applied for its minority
certification. Thank you for considering KBK Enterprises for your security needs.

If you have any guestions, please contact me at (614) 509-6664.

Sincerely,

Feeith B. Key
Keith B. Key
Chief Executive Officer

3433 Agler Road, Suite 2000
Columbus, Ohio 43219




EXHIBIT E

ElmoTech Ltd, —
2 Haharzel 51, PO Box 13236
Tel A, 51132 Béimolech (‘%j
Israel ek el ator i - 4
Tel.: +872-3-7671700 ' T
- Fax: +872-3-T6M T URL: hitp:ihveareeplmotech.com
To: Invele Date: 122804

E KBK Enterprises

3433 Agler Read, Sults 2300
& Dolumbus OH 43218
p Uga

E Atinz Kellh ey
al:

5 Tel q
£ Fue 814.337.1251

& Carmpany Humber; 830407331
El
E

Invoice ETIE0515 - Original
Your)  Pamt | Your Parl Part Farl | Work Extended
LyjDocumeny  Ordar Ordery Mumber | Mumber | Descriptlon | Spee 1 |OrderLog) Quamtity Unit Price Price
1 |ETPADTS [ETSOCSE7DRG [002008808| 1AL L0012 8.00 ea|USD 10,000,00] Eo,0n0.00)
Gaa. TraCER  |TRACER
| et PG 3180H
2 |ETPA0TES ETSO06SF| ORC 002108400 Tensmlr  |74L-CC 180 8 [LE0- B000 s USD t.on, o.00
S80- TXLT01  [D8 PACK ST [Tl
o5 . L5 UsA ELi] a
3 |ETP407Ed |[ETSO0557|DRC |002440:00{MMRD MRD - H0SEG- 8,00 63 S0 000 0,09
S Elctine Kiey (MS-ARS
[
4 |ETP40TS4 [ETE00657|DRG (32130620 |PS plska  |STRAP "B130° IMJogin 20,00 &2 UsD o) .00
5;9— sirap FOR TH-L BLK
ful
S ETP4OTES [ETSQ0S5T|DRS 132130621 (Med plede  [STRAR "L150" K087 BELOD LIE0 man it
250 sirap FOR TH-L BLK
05
& |ETP40YSS ETS00S5TDRG [32140521 |Plalclock  [ASSY CLIFS 4,000,00 22| S0 000 0.00
589 cip FIAALERIALE
) 05 FOR THL
7 |ETPEITES | ETEO0GET| DRG: (24100621 [Serewchiver]SCREW 20028 USD O o.on
&l CE|VER SMAK 320540
[ 05 EYEFORTH
B |ETPA07ES|ETED0EAT| DRG | 34100622 |Lockig FLIERS FRINT B.00 &3 S0 0,00 [Pien]
a84- Fliars STRAP 024
a5 LOCKER FOR
e
froTar - USD 80,000, 00]
Fay byz 030105
Document: ETPA0TE4
Order, ETS0055T
Your Deder: DRCES8-CS
Customer Number: 12111218
Deposil Payrnont iec Elme-Tach Lid
Bank: Uniad Mizrahl Bank Lid, {20}
Branch: 451
ArEount:,
Fufdress: 48, Liinblam S1Tel-A00v 85134, SWIETRAZSILIT
KBK Enlgrpizes EIN’ﬂ-

Thees lleme &ra FCC approved
FEG 107 LE0-TAL-700, LS0-MA-800

HC 862740, 852510

Fefers 1o yewr PO: DRCE29-08

“ElmaTech Ltd, eertitiss thal Sie conlalned in his shipmant is aceording bs the relavant stendands and has undesgang the necassary
guality eontral beforn shipment. Elmo-Tesh Lid. cerffies that any repaived equlpmant contained |n this shipment has been rapaled and
tasted scoanding le Fe relevant standards. Elmo-Teeh Lid, Is 150 2001 cartified™

Country of aralm lerael
Exgor IE11951444




2. Table 1 - TRaCER component price-list

Item | Description (:_Tliil;‘l-ﬁ-f}: Unit Price Comments
(U3g)

1 TRaCER group 1ol 6,500 Tncludes proprietary
monitoring unit RF 11-20 G000 ~1 software livense for
receiver ', licensed i TRaCEr sollware only.
for group tracking 21-50 5,200

Over 51 000

la Additional built in | This is an add-on feature
ticense formobile | vy s | 1,000 perpnir | 10 e TRaCEruuit
monitoring (*Drive
by} -

2 Tag Upte 10 350 Incorporates handling and

shipping
11 to 500 500 Tag eompatible with
ElmoTech's wirsless
S00and> | 450 inmate fracking syslem
3 Data Extension Unit | Up to 10 1,508 Oue repeater only pex
Over 11 1300 TRaCEr system
4 PC software Unlimited | 5,000 TRaCEr unit may work
independently of PC
softwarc }

3. Table 2 - Consumable and aceessories price list

Item | Description Unit Price | Commenis
(US5) . -
1 Manual Resel Device | 120 Electronic key, used to cnable and disable the
(MED) tag, The key holder size device can be carried
by comrectional officer. Cne MR is
compalible for all tags . B
2 Cine - lime fastening 30 Clip secures the strap after installing the tag
clip o1 8 person, can not be epened without
Braking, and once broken, should be replaced
3 Strap, single side 17 Straps are re-usable siraps and may be
replaced on site if damaged
4 Assembly tool (Plier) |25 Used to secure {lock) the clip into place
5 Screw driver for 25 Lmique serewdriver used to change straps.
secured screws Screwdriver compatible with unique snake
gyve sorow that is used (o fasten the stiap

L price Indudes 2 doys of tralning and peoduct Familarity ea first ander onky
* price includes 1 Ml Resel Device, 1 assembly bool, § sorew driver
¥ Incheces eufuitiooal set of strps and 50 dips

CADDCUME- DR EESEEHLOCAL S~ T EMFOWDI N OO ENDNIET_KEX~1 000
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-

Car mounted anteana

kit

00

TRaCER unit antenmd ey be exchanged with
a car kit antenna and mounted on the veliels
rool with the unit lnying inside the vehicle

4. Maintenanece Price -list

Two maintenance packages are offered to Elmo-Tech customers, for this product:

4.1 The first is a 18% per annpum of the equipment charge, which would
provides repair to all hardware components, transmifter and TRaCEr unit,
(exeluding shipping to manufacturer, consurmable items, physical equipment
damages and Transmitter battery replacement™).

The sccond option is one based on Time and Material.

4.2, Table 3 — TRaCEr sysfem “Time and Material” Price-list

Ttern | Deseription Unit Price (US$)
1 Minimum n!mrg:i E05.0

2 Datlery Replacement 2500

3 CPL Board Replacement 2.900.0

4 CPL Board Repair 1,430.0

3 LCD Digpluy Replacement OO0

i LCD Display Board Repair 350.0

7 Tront Plastic Cover 150001

8 Rear Plastic Cover 150.0
5 | Antenna repair 250.0

10 RF Module Replacement TG00

11| RF Module Repair - [ 2800

12 Other eomponenis repair | 2500

* See Talded

* Ml charge Indudes: handing, reception testing and fauit anatysis, adminstation, finsl testing and shigment from

manufackurer b Custonmer

CALOCURME-TH EESEEHLOCAL 5= T EMPV DGO T MCOFENR NET_KER~1.0OT




5.Table 4 - Elmo-Tech tag Time and Material Price-list

[Tiem Description Unit Price (USS) |
1 Minimom charge® 95
2 CPU Beard Replace 363
3 CPU Board Repair 285
4 Battery | Tag under maintenance agrectment 100.0
Replacement” Tag not under maintenance agreement 150.0
3 Eroken Pin 130
|6 Broken Plastic 1530
L7 | Replace Coamponenis 155 —

.

E

GoAdditional comments, terms and conditions

L._Additional call-out fee for training - $700 | day + travel and per diem
2._Upon new ayder, prive-list as depleied in Exhibli B will inelude shipping ang

Dandling chayses,

& For Repairs, Distribator will pay the shipment to Ehnw-"Tech awd upan repair,

ElnwTech will pav for shipment to Distributor,

Minimum charge Indudes: hendling, reception fasting end fault analysss, advirisiration, final testing and shipment from

maniufactaner to oustomer

Jeyear Batbeny life Is provded fir ankle bag, New g st 15 Indoded In the battery replacement,

CABOCLRER-NEEESEEHWLGCAL S~ T EMPYW X0 OPERGNNET KK DO

A {Fomgamm.milels an Numharlng_]




KBK Enterprises

3433 Agler Road, Suite 2000 EXHIBIT G
Columbus, Ohio 43219
~_ProductDescription [ UnitPrice | Quanfity | Total

R copnet

FRaCER group monitoring unit RF receiver,

icensed for group tracking 55,286 8 $74,288

sdditional built in license for mobile

monitoring ('Drive By") $1,429

Tag 714 80 §57,120

Data Extension Unit $2,143

PC Software 37,143

Consumable and accessorles

Manual Reset Devics (MRD) $171 8 §1.368

One-tima fastening clip £4 400 $1,600

Strap, single side 521 . ] £166

Assambly tool (plier) 38 8 5288

Screw driver for secured screws $36 8 $288

Car mounted antenna kit _ S428]

TRaCER system time and meterial

Minimum charge 5214

Battery Replacerment . 5357

CPU Board Replacamant 34,143

CPU Board Repair 52,071

LCD Display Replacement §1,000

LCD Display Board Repair $500

Front Plastic Gover $214

Rear Plastic Cover $214

[Antanna Repair 5357

RF Madule Replacment i $1,088

RF Module Repair $543

Other Components Repalr $367

Elmo-Tech tag time and material

Minimum Charge 3136

CPU Board Replacement 3521

CPLU Board Repair : 3407

Battery Replacement $214

Broken Fin 3186

Broken Plastic 3188

Replacement Componenis 3221
Subtotal $135,120.00
Discount $15,120.00

. Shipping/Handling
Thank you for doing business with KBK Enferprises Total $120,000.00




