Addenda 6246

The purpose of this Addendum 2 to RFP 10700053-03 (State of Oregon
Conmputing and Networking Infrastructure Consolidation) is to: (A

refl ect a MODI FI CATION TO THE "TASK 4 NOTE" AT PAGE 29 OF THE SAMPLE
CONTRACT, (B) identify the Mandatory Pre-Proposal Conference ("MPC")
Attendees, (C) respond to all questions raised by MPC Attendees at the
conference conducted on Cctober 24, 2003, and (D) announce the
availability of electronic copies of the Contact list for MPC
Attendees, the MPC M crosoft PowerPoint slides and two matrices from
the RFP in M crosoft Excel formats.

A. The Agency has determned to MODIFY the "Task 4 Note" at page 29 of
the Sanple Contract (Exhibit A, Statenent of Work) as foll ows:

1. Delete the words, "they firmplan . . .," substituting therefor the
words, "their firnms plan . "

2. The nodified provision now reflects the foll ow ng:

"TASK 4 NOTE: Enterprise-w de auto discovery capabilities and/or an
enterprise asset repository do not exist at this tinme. Prospective
Proposers are expected to identify and describe the tools and
techniques their firns plan to utilize in conpleting the Inventory.

If the State's purchase of reconmended Inventory tool (s) (i.e.,
licenses) is required in order for a Proposer to conplete the
Inventory-rel ated tasks, then the Proposer shoul d define/describe what
is required and build in the cost of the Inventory tool licenses into
the required not-to-exceed pricing portion of its Cost Proposal."

w

The following 27 firns attended the MPC on COctober 24, 2003:

ACCENTURE

ACS

ALTIRIS (with Denali Advanced | ntegration)
AURI GA CORPORATI ON

CDI CORPORATI ON (CDI Professional Services and CDI | nnovant age)
Cl SCO SYSTEMS, | NC.

DELL, | NC.

DELO TTE CONSULTI NG

DENALI ADVANCED | NTEGRATION (with Altiris)
10. EDS

11. EMC CORPORATI ON

| 2. GARTNER

13. HEWLETT- PACKARD

14. |1 BM

15. LOCKHEED MARTI N

16. M CROSOFT CORPORATI ON

17. NOANET (Northwest Open Access Network)

N AEWNE



18. PACI FI C TECHNOLOG ES, | NC.
19. PRO DX

20. QWEST

21. SCRUGGS & ASSOCI ATES, | NC.
22.  SUN M CROSYSTEMS

23. TRl AD TECHNOLOGY GROUP

24.  UNI SYS CORPORATI ON

25. VERI ZON

26. W& H PACIFIC

27. WLLAVETTE CONSULTI NG

C. The Agency responds to questions raised by MPC Attendees at the
conference conducted on Cctober 24, 2003, as follows (The questions
are witten in | ower case text and nunbered 1 to 59. Their answers
follow in UPPER CASE text):

1. VWho will serve on the RFP review committee?

THE EVALUATI ON COWM TTEE FOR RFP 10700053-03 ("RFP") IS COWPRI SED OF
THE FOLLOW NG PERSONS: DON FLEM NG, STATE CI O, AND M KE FREESE, DEPUTY
Cl O — DAS | NFORMATI ON RESOURCES MANAGEMENT DI VI SI ON; DAN ADELMAN

ADM NI STRATOR OF | NFORMATI ON MANAGEMENT DI VI SI ON — DEPARTMENT OF
CONSUMER AND BUSI NESS SERVI CES; KRI STEN DUUS, DEPUTY Cl O — DEPARTMENT
OF HUMAN SERVI CES; PETER BYRNE, TECHNOLOGY MANAGEMENT MANAGER —
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATI ON.

2. WII ongoing projects continue despite possible consolidation
efforts? (asked of ODOT Data Center Manager: Marc Wi ams)

YES; NO CHANGE TO EXI STI NG PROJECTS | S PLANNED

3. The Burns Archive Center was nentioned in the previous RFP; is
Burns part of the scope of the current procurenent?

NO. | T WAS MENTI ONED AT THE MANDATORY PRE- PROPOSAL CONFERENCE (" MPC")
FOR | NFORVATI ON PURPOSES ONLY. PROPOSERS MAY OFFER SUGGESTI ONS
RELATED TO THE BURNS ARCHI VE CENTER, BUT NO SUCH DI SCUSSI ON | S
MANDATORY

4. Different funding sources anongst agencies |lead to the "col or of
noney" argunment. This could be a stunbling block to the consolidation
initiative; does ENS have a billing systemthat supports and satisfies
"col or of noney" issues?

THIS IS AN | SSUE FOR THE STATE'S RESOLUTION. I T IS AN | SSUE OUTSI DE
THE SCOPE OF THE RFP

5. Eleven of 14 state data networks are potential targets for
consolidation; what three networks are not included in the el even?



JUDI CI AL DEPARTMENT; DEPARTMENT OF JUSTI CE, AND THE OREGON M LI TARY
DEPARTMENT.  ADDI TI ONALLY, THE OREGON UNI VERSI TY SYSTEM NETWORK | S
EXCLUDED. THESE NETWORKS ARE NOT UNDER THE DI RECT CONTRCL OF THE
GOVERNOR (SI'M LAR TO SECRETARY OF STATE AND OREGON STATE TREASURY).
THEY MAY OPT I N, BUT ARE NOT REQUI RED TO DO SO

6. |s "voice" considered outside the scope of this RFP?
YES.
7. Is it possible that "voice" will be considered for future

consolidation initiatives?

YES.

8. Regarding funding phase Il; will the state take the busi ness case
to the legislature to get funding?

PHASE | |S FUNDED; FUNDI NG FOR PHASE || WLL BE BASED | N LARGE PART ON
THE QUALITY AND COVPLETENESS OF A VALI DATED BUSI NESS CASE DEVELOPED BY
THE CONTRACTOR I N PHASE |I. THE EXACT MECHANI SM FOR FUNDI NG PHASE 1 |
HAS NOT BEEN DETERM NED AT THIS TIME. NOTE THAT THE DAS DI RECTOR HAS
PERSONALLY ARTI CULATED THE STATE' S DEEP COVM TMENT TO THE UNDERLYI NG
CONSOLI DATI ON PRQJIECT; I T IS NOT WHETHER THE STATE W LL CONSOLI DATE,
BUT HOW AND I N WHAT MANNER THE STATE CAN CAPTURE A RETURN AS QUI CKLY
AS PGSSI BLE.

9. \What dollar ampunt is the state expecting to pay?

THE STATE DOES NOT BELIEVE I T IS APPROPRI ATE TO DI SCLOSE THAT

| NFORVATI ON AT THIS TIME. THE STATE HAS TRIED TO ATTRACT THE BEST I N
THI'S FI ELD THROUGH THE CURRENT RFP, AND IS EXPECTI NG PROPOSERS TO
SUBM T A COST PROPOSAL FOR SUCCESSFULLY COVPLETI NG THE WORK ENVI SI ONED
IN THE RFP.

10. Regarding the scope of "consolidation"; is the state |ooking to
reduce the nunber of technol ogi es being used, or just reduce the
nunber of a particular technol ogy being used?

APPLI CATI ON SETS ARE OUTSI DE THE SCOPE, WHI CH | MPLI ES THAT

CONSOLI DATI ON OF | N- SCOPE | NFRASTRUCTURE MAY NOT REDUCE THE NUMBER OF
TECHNOLOG ES I N USE. THE SELECTED PROPOSER MAY CHOOSE TO ADDRESS THI S
| SSUE AS | T COVPLETES THE PHASE | ASSESSMENT AND RECOMMENDS THE BEST
APPROACH TO CONSOLI DATI ON.

11. Is application retirement (or reduction) in the scope of this RFP?



NOT NECESSARI LY. THE | NVENTORY | S REQUESTED SO THAT THE OPPORTUNI TY
FOR REDUCTI ON / CONSCLI DATI ON OF APPLI CATI ONS CAN BE | DENTI FI ED.

12. Regarding tinelines; the RFP is set up for 18 nonths for phase 1
but aren't there key deliverables due in June or August?

YES, AND THE STATE EXPECTS PROPOSERS TO SUBM T A PROJECTED Tl MEFRAME
FOR COVPLETI ON. HOWEVER, ESTABLI SHING A CONTRACT IS A LONG TERM
PROPCSI TI ON.  THE STATE IS COW TTED TO FAI R AND OPEN PROCUREMENTS.
NOTW THSTANDI NG THE DESI RED COVPLETI ON DATES REFLECTED I N THE RFP AND
STATEMENT OF WORK, THE FULL CONTRACT TERM OF 18 MONTHS ALLOWS

TI ME/ FLEXI BI LI TY FOR BOTH THE CONTRACTOR AND THE STATE TO DEAL W TH
UNFORESEEN Cl RCUMSTANCES.

13. When does the state expect phase | will wap up?

THE STATE WANTS TO MOVE AS BRI SKLY AS PCSSI BLE. HOWEVER, THE STATE' S
ABI LI TY TO MOVE FORWARD QUI CKLY DEPENDS ON THE COMPELLI NG NATURE AND
CLARI TY OF THE BUSI NESS CASE. THE STATE HAS OUTLI NED A DESI RED
SCHEDULE FOR COVPLETI ON OF THE MAJOR COVPONENTS OF PHASE | WORK ON
PAGE 12 OF THE RFP: 2.2. CONTRACT TERM TI ME FOR PERFORMANCE.

FURTHER, ON PAGE 14 OF THE RFP: 3.1.1.3.: RESPONSE TO TECHN CAL
QUESTI ONS, SUBSECTI ON D) THE STATE REQUESTS THE | NCLUSI ON OF A
PROPOSED PRQJECT SCHEDULE AS PART OF THE VENDOR TECHNI CAL PROPCSAL TO
THE RFP. ALSO, SEE ANSVER 12 ABOVE.

14. Does the state expect a delay / gap between phase | conpletion and
phase || begi nning?

THE STATE IS NOT ABLE TO G VE A TI MELI NE OR DATE, BUT CAN ASSURE
PROPOSERS THAT NO SUBSTANTI AL DELAY BETWEEN PHASES | S DESI RED OR
EXPECTED. THE SPEED AT WHI CH PHASE |1 WORK COMVENCES W LL BE BASED ON
A VARI ETY OF FACTORS, | NCLUDI NG THE SELECTED PROPOSER S COVPLETI ON OF
A QUALITY AND COMPELLI NG BUSI NESS CASE TO PROCEED W TH PHASE 11 WORK.
ALSO, SEE ANSWERS 12 AND 13 ABOVE.

15. Pl ease explain the vendor neutral environment stated in the RFP
(This question was posed in the context of the potential for the

sel ected vendor proposing the purchase of its own hardware, software
and/ or services).

THE STATE | NTENDS THAT PROCUREMENT OF ANY NEEDED HARDWARE OR SOFTWARE
TO ACCOWPLI SH THI'S I NI TI ATI VE W LL BE ACCOWPLI SHED THROUGH ESTABLI SHED
PROCUREMENT MECHANI SMS.

16. What other state resources (beyond the inventory) are dedicated to
this project?



A PROQIECT TEAM HAS BEEN FORMED ALONG W TH A PROQIECT MANAGER.
MOREOVER, THE STATE EXPECTS PROPOSERS TO MAKE RECOMVENDATI ONS ALONG
THI'S LINE AS NEEDED. | F THERE ARE AREAS WHERE STATE RESOURCES ARE
NEEDED TO SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE THE WORK, PROPOSERS ARE EXPECTED TO
NOTE THAT I N THEI R RESPONSES TO THE RFP. TASK 1 OF THE STATEMENT OF
WORK RELATED TO PROJECT PLANNI NG. PART OF PROJECT PLANNING IS

DEFI NI NG THE RESOURCES NEEDED TO COWPLETE A PROJECT.

17. Regarding nodes and the state's current contract with Quest;
shoul d responders be concerned about this?

NO. | MPACT ON THE NUMBER OF NODES W LL NOT BE AFFECTED.

THERE ARE NO OTHER VENDORS FROM WHI CH THE STATE CAN PURCHASE THESE
SERVI CES, AND THERE ARE FOUR YEARS LEFT ON THE QWEST CONTRACT. USE
THE CURRENT NUMBERS AS A BASELI NE.

IF, AS A RESULT OF THE SELECTED PROPOSER S ASSESSMENT OF THE

CONSOLI DATI ON ALTERNATI VES, I T IS DETERM NED THAT A DI FFERENT

ARCHI TECTURE | S NEEDED USI NG SI GNI FI CANTLY DI FFERENT NETWORK ELEMENTS,
THE SELECTED PROPOSER WOULD BE EXPECTED TO | NCLUDE THAT RECOMMENDATI ON
AS PART OF THE | MPLEMENTATI ON STRATEGY | T DEVELOPS FOR EACH

CONSCLI DATI ON OPTI ON.. THE STATE WOULD THEN USE THESE RECOMVENDATI ONS
FOR FUTURE PROCUREMENTS AS | T MOVES FORWARD OVER TI ME.

18. Are storage and data (retirenent and/or nmigration) in scope, at
| east as to nmeking recommendati ons?

I F A PROPOSER BELI EVES, BASED ON | TS EXPERI ENCE, THAT RECOMVENDATI ONS
REGARDI NG STORAGE AND DATA ( RETI REMENT AND/ OR M GRATI ON) SHOULD BE I N
SCOPE FOR THE PROCUREMENT, THE PROPOSER |'S ENCOURAGED TO NOTE THAT
RECOMVENDATI ON I N I TS PROPOSAL. FROM THE STATE' S CURRENT PERSPECTI VE,
| F A RECOMVENDATI ON VERCGES ON CHANG NG AN APPLI CATION, THEN IT IS

LI KELY NOT | N SCOPE.

19. Does the state have preferences on network vendors?

THE CURRENT NETWORK IS LARGELY Cl SCC, THE VO CE NETWORK |I'S LARGELY
NORTEL. THE SELECTED PROPOSER, AS | T COVPLETES | TS ASSESSMENT OF THE
COLLECTED | NVENTORY AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE CONSOLI DATI ON ALTERNATI VES,
WOULD BE ENCOURAGED TO MAKE RECOMMVENDATI ONS | F THEY BELI EVE THE
PROPOSED BUSI NESS CASE EXI STS TO MAKE A CHANGE(S) .

20. WII questions that were subnitted before the bidders' conference
be answered today?

QUESTI ONS MUST BE ASKED FROM THE FLOOR TO RECEI VE A VERBAL ANSVER
TODAY. THERE IS A FORMAL PROCESS OUTLI NED I N THE RFP FOR RESCLUTI ON
OF ALL SOLI ClI TATI ON QUESTI ONS SUBM TTED. QUESTI ONS RECEI VED BEFORE
AND AFTER THE MPC W LL BE ANSWERED I N ALI GNMENT W TH THI S PROCESS.



THI'S | NCLUDES DI STRI BUTI NG ANSVERS TO ALL MPC ATTENDEES. QUESTI ONS
W LL NOT BE | DENTI FI ED BY THE SUBM TTI NG FI RM

21. Wy are oral presentations onmtted fromthe eval uation process?

THE STATE HAS RESERVED THE RI GHT TO USE | NTERVI EWS/ ORAL PRESENTATI ONS
IF THERE I S A COVPELLI NG REASON TO DO SO. CURRENTLY, THERE ARE NO
EVALUATI ON PO NTS ASSOCI ATED W TH | NTERVI EW5/ ORAL PRESENTATIONS. | F
THE STATE DECI DES TO REQUI RE AND EVALUATE | NTERVI EWS/ ORAL

PRESENTATI ONS, SUCH DECI SI ON W LL BE ANNOUNCED W THI N THE NEXT TWO
WEEKS VI A AN ADDENDUM RELEASED TO THE VENDOR | NFORMATI ON PROGRAM ( VI P)
SYSTEM AND DI STRI BUTED TO ALL MPC ATTENDEES.

22. Can the state explain the previous RFP and the availability of the
proposal that was received under that process?

THREE RFPS HAVE BEEN RELEASED FOR THE UNDERLYI NG PROQJECT: 10700032-03,
10700046- 03 AND 10700053-03. THE STATE CANCELLED THE FI RST TWO RFPS.
THE FI RST CANCELLATI ON WAS EFFECTED PRI OR TO CLOSI NG TO DELETE A

PROVI SI ON THAT PRECLUDED THE SELECTED PROPOSER FROM COMPETI TI ON FOR
ANY SUBSEQUENT | MPLEMENTATI ON WORK AND TO MODI FY THE DEFI NI TI ON FOR

"I T CONSOLI DATI ON CENTRALI ZATI ON' TO EXCLUDE AN EXPLI CI T REFERENCE TO
"OUTSOURCI NG'. THE SECOND RFP WAS CANCELLED AFTER CLOSI NG BECAUSE
ONLY ONE PROPOSAL WAS SUBM TTED. I N THE STATE' S VI EW ONE PROPOSAL,
REGARDLESS OF | TS MERI T, WOULD NOT HAVE SUFFI CI ENTLY SATI SFI ED THE
PUBLI C | NTEREST FOR A FAI R, COWPETI TI VE PROCESS | NHERENT I N THE
UNDERLYI NG PRQJECT. THE LONE PROPOSAL SUBM TTED WAS NOT EVALUATED.

I T WAS RETURNED TO THE PROPOSER AFTER SOLI Cl TATI ON CANCELLATI ON AND | S
NOT AVAI LABLE FOR DI STRI BUTI ON.

23. What is the nanme of the one responder for the second RFP?

THE SOLI Cl TATI ON FOR RFP 10700046- 03 WAS CANCELLED AND IS A NULLITY.
THE LONE PROPCSAL SUBM TTED WAS NOT EVALUATED, BUT RETURNED TO THE
SOLE PROPOSER. THE PROPOSER RESPONDED TO A SOLI Cl TATI ON FOR A PRQIECT
OF SMALLER SCOPE AND SI ZE THAN THAT REFLECTED I N RFP 10700053-03. FOR
EXAMPLE, THERE WAS NO EXPLI CI T REQUI REMENT FOR A " NETWORKI NG'

CONSCLI DATI ON, NO REQUI REMENT FOR DEVELOPMENT OF A BUSI NESS CASE
REFLECTI NG A SPECI FI C SAVI NGS FOR THE STATE' S RECAPTURE IN A 24 TO 36
MONTH PERI OD FROM | MPLEMENTATI ON, AND NO OPTI ONAL | MPLEMENTATI ON
PHASE. NEI THER THE | DENTI TY OF THE PROPOSER, NOR | TS PROPCSAL | S
RELEVANT TO THE CURRENT SCLI CI TATI ON.

24. Explain the state's expectations for the response to Exhibit A

THE SECTI ON THAT OUTLI NES THE RESPONSE TO THE STATEMENT OF WORK | S
LOCATED IN I TEM C, PAGE 20 OF THE RFP. THE STATE DEFERS TO THE
EXPERTI SE OF EACH PROSPECTI VE PROPOSER TO DETERM NE THE LEVEL OF
DETAI L NEEDED I N I TS PROPOSAL.



25. Shoul d the response to Exhibit A be included in the body of the
response or should it be presented in narrative style (the team
qualifications, and credentials) and address the itens in Exhibit A?

COST PROPOSALS SHOULD BE BROKEN OUT BY DELI VERABLE. | N THE TECHNI CAL
PROPCSAL, EACH PHASE OF THE STATEMENT OF WORK MJUST BE ADDRESSED. |F
PROPOSERS FEEL A NARRATI VE RATHER THAN PO NT- BY- PO NT APPROACH BETTER
EXPLAI NS THEIR POSI TI ON, THAT | S ACCEPTABLE. THE PO NT IS TO SHOW A
CLEAR RESPONSE TO EACH COMPONENT OF THE STATEMENT OF WORK. HOW WELL A
PROPOSER ACCOWPLI SHES THIS | S A MATTER FOR SCORED EVALUATI ON ACCORDI NG
TO THE EVALUATI ON CRI TERI A REFLECTED I N THE RFP.

26. Should the majority of responder’'s 75 pages be spent on the above
(referring to question 25)?

THERE IS NO PAGE LIMT, RATHER A DESI RE OR PREFERENCE THAT THE

TECHNI CAL PROPOSAL NOT EXCEED 75 PAGES. THI S PREFERENCE EXCLUDES
APPENDI CES, EXHI BI TS, ETC., THAT PROPOSERS MAY CHOOSE TO | NCLUDE I N
THEI R PROPCSALS. PROPOSERS SHALL USE THEI R DI SCRETI ON | N DETERM NI NG
HOW BEST TO CRAFT THEI R TECHNI CAL PROPOSALS. THE "WElI GHT" THAT THE
STATE PLACES ON PARTI CULAR COMPONENTS OF THE TECHNI CAL AND COST
PROPOSALS |'S EVI DENCED BY THE MAXI MUM PO NTS AVAI LABLE FOR PARTI CULAR
COVPONENTS AS REFLECTED I N THE RFP.

27. WII the list of bidders' conference attendees be published?

YES;, |IT WLL BE I NCLUDED | N AN ADDENDUM AND DI STRI BUTED TO ALL MPC
ATTENDEES.

28. Explain nore about the disaster recovery and backup strategy
service that now exists (page 7, second paragraph of the RFP).

THE STATE HAS ENTERED | NTO A CONTRACT FOR DI SASTER RECOVERY / BUSI NESS
CONTI NUI TY PLANNI NG W TH SUNGARD. I T IS A FLEXI BLE, "BUY WHAT YQU
NEED' CONTRACT.

29. Explain the nethodol ogy and expand on the word "validation”
(Exhibit A, page 28); what is sufficient for this—a checklist?

AS PART OF THE | NVENTORY PROCESS (TASK 4.C.) THE STATE ASKS FOR AN

I NVENTORY VALI DATI ON PROCESS TO BE PROPOSED. THE STATE BELI EVES THE
RESULTS OF AN | NVENTORY MJST BE CERTI FI ED BY THE RESPECTI VE

PARTI Cl PATI NG AGENCI ES. BOTH THE STATE AND THE CONTRACTOR MUST RELY
ON THE COLLECTED | NFORMATI ON.

THE STATE CURRENTLY ENVI SI ONS A COMVON SENSE APPROACH TO VALI DATI ON:
ONCE THE | NVENTORY | S TABULATED, THE PROJECT TEAM W LL REVI EW AND
APPROVE THE RESULTS. AGENCY STAFF W LL BE ASKED TO FILL I N ANY HOLES.



WHEN THE TEAM DETERM NES THE | NVENTORY | S COMPLETE, |IT WLL BE
PRESENTED TO THE RESPECTI VE PARTI CI PATI NG AGENCI ES FOR THEI R FORMAL
VALI DATI ON ( SI GNATURE BY THE AUTHORI ZED PARTI Cl PATI NG AGENCY OFFI Cl AL)
ATTESTI NG TO THE ACCURACY OF THE COWPI LED | NFORMATI ON.  ANY REASONABLE
PROCESS TO ACCOWPLI SH THI S GOAL W LL BE ACCEPTABLE.

30. Does the state have m ni numrequirenments for the inventory?

THE STATE DEFERS TO A PROPOSER S EXPERTI SE TO DECI DE THE LEVEL OF
DETAI L NEEDED. REFER TO TASK 3. A. ON PAGE 27.

EXAMPLE: | F DURI NG THE | NVENTORY 15 BOXES ARE FOUND TO BE SI M LAR,
WHAT

| NFORVATI ON WOULD THE CONTRACTOR NEED TO GATHER ABOUT THOSE BOXES TO
DECI DE | F THEY SHOULD BE CONSOLI DATED? THE KIND OF | TEM BEI NG

| NVENTORI ED W LL AFFECT HOW MJCH | NFORMATI ON | S NEEDED.

31. Is the state expecting to rely on the recommendati ons of the
sel ected vendor related to inventory?

YES.
32. Are there any other autonated di scovery tools depl oyed?

NO. THERE |I'S CURRENTLY NOT AN ENTERPRI SE SOLUTI ON.  PARTI Cl PATI NG
AGENCI ES USE DI FFERENT TOOLS AND COLLECT DI FFERENT | NFORMATI ON.  SMALL
AGENCI ES, BOARDS, AND COWM SSI ONS MAY NOT NEED AN AUTOVATED PROCESS AS
THEY CAN PHYSI CALLY SEE EVERYTHI NG THEY OAN. ADDI TI ONALLY, THERE IS
NO ONE REPGCSI TORY. AS NOTED I N THE SAMPLE CONTRACT - APPENDI X A:
STATEMENT OF WORK PAGE: 29 AND 30:

TASK 4 NOTE: ENTERPRI SE-W DE AUTO DI SCOVERY CAPABI LI TI ES AND/ OR AN
ENTERPRI SE ASSET REPOSI TORY DO NOT EXI ST AT THIS TI ME. PROSPECTI VE
PROPOSERS ARE EXPECTED TO | DENTI FY AND DESCRI BE THE TOCLS AND

TECHNI QUES THEI R FI RM5 PLAN TO UTI LI ZE | N COVPLETI NG THE | NVENTCRY.

| F THE STATE' S PURCHASE OF RECOMMENDED | NVENTORY TOOL(S) (I.E.,

LI CENSES) |I'S REQUI RED | N ORDER FOR A PROPOSER TO COWPLETE THE

| NVENTORY- RELATED TASKS, THEN THE PROPOSER SHOULD DEFI NE/ DESCRI BE WHAT
'S REQUI RED AND BUI LD I N THE COST OF THE | NVENTORY TOCL LI CENSES | NTO
THE REQUI RED NOT- TO- EXCEED PRI CI NG PORTION OF | TS COST PROPOSAL.

33. Is the state expecting the selected vendor to walk in with their
own tool s?

YES, THE SELECTED PROPOSER MUST DEFI NE WHAT | S NEEDED, NOT JUST KNOW
WHAT THE STATE IS USING. AS NOTED I N THE SAMPLE CONTRACT - APPENDI X
A: STATEMENT OF WORK PAGE: 29 AND 30:



TASK 4 NOTE: ENTERPRI SE- W DE AUTO DI SCOVERY CAPABI LI TI ES AND/ OR AN
ENTERPRI SE ASSET REPOSI TORY DO NOT EXI ST AT THIS TI ME. PROSPECTI VE
PROPOSERS ARE EXPECTED TO | DENTI FY AND DESCRI BE THE TOOLS AND

TECHNI QUES THEI R FI RM5 PLAN TO UTI LI ZE I N COVPLETI NG THE | NVENTCRY.

| F THE STATE' S PURCHASE OF RECOMMENDED | NVENTORY TOOL(S) (I.E.,

LI CENSES) | S REQUI RED | N ORDER FOR A PROPOSER TO COMPLETE THE

| N\VENTORY- RELATED TASKS, THEN THE PROPOSER SHOULD DEFI NE/ DESCRI BE WHAT
'S REQUI RED AND BUI LD I N THE COST OF THE | NVENTORY TOOL LI CENSES | NTO
THE REQUI RED NOT- TO- EXCEED PRI Cl NG PORTI ON OF | TS COST PROPOSAL.

34. \WWhat systens does the state have for circuit inventories across
the state?

THE STATE HAS CIRCUI T I NVENTORI ES, BUT THERE IS NOT A SPECI FIC TOOL TO
COUNT "LOGQ CAL CONNECTI ONS. "

35. Have there been any data center consolidation efforts in the past?

THERE HAVE BEEN GOOD FAI TH EFFORTS TO SHARE RESOURCES AMONG AGENCI ES
AND SEVERAL STUDI ES HAVE BEEN DONE OVER THE YEARS, BUT NO CROSS- AGENCY
CONSCLI DATI ON HAS BEEN ATTEMPTED.

36. Can earlier state studi es of consolidation be made avail abl e?

THE TECHNOLOGY HAS CHANGED DRAMATI CALLY SI NCE THE LAST STUDY, BUT THE
STATE W LL MAKE AVAI LABLE WHATEVER |'S ACCESSI BLE AND SUBSTANTI VE.

37. What assurance do responders have that this RFP will not be
cancel | ed?

THE PRI OR CANCELLATI ONS AND PROMPT RESCLI Cl TATI ONS, W TH THEI R
THOUGHTFUL MODI FI CATI ONS, ACTUALLY EVI DENCE THE DEEP COVM TMENT THE
STATE HAS TO THE UNDERLYI NG PROJECT. MOREOVER, AS DAS DI RECTOR WEEKS
| NDI CATED I N HI' S OPENI NG REMARKS AT THE MPC, HE AND THE GOVERNOR ARE
| NTERESTED | N FI NDI NG WAYS TO REDUCE THE COST OF GOVERNVMENT

OPERATI ONS. THE GOVERNOR | S AWARE OF THI'S I NI TI ATI VE AND | S

I NTERESTED I N I TS SUCCESSFUL CONCLUSI ON. | F A COMPELLI NG

| MPLEMENTATI ON PLAN AND BUSI NESS CASE (24 TO 36 MONTHS RO ) ARE
PRESENTED, THE STATE WLL ACT UPON THEM

38. Does every agency use the shared services avail abl e through ENS?

ENS PROVI DES SHARED SERVI CES PRI MARI LY TO SMALL AGENCI ES. THE DATA
NETWORK CORE | S ALSO CONSI DERED SHARED SERVI CES. FROM AN ENTERPRI SE-
W DE VI EW THE LARGER AGENCI ES OPERATI NG THEI R OAN NETWORKS ARE

CONS| DERED DI STI NCT. THEY MAY PURCHASE SERVI CES FROM ENS, BUT THEY
DESI GN AND OPERATE THEI R OAN NETWORK.



39. Is the state |l ooking to collapse these networks to reduce
redundanci es?

THIS IS ONE OF THE OPPORTUNI TI ES THAT EXI ST.
40. Does ENS have rates for every service?

YES. RATES FOR THE NEXT BI ENNI UM (05-07) ARE BEI NG DEVELOPED NOW
THE RATE STRUCTURE FOR THE COM NG BI ENNIUM W LL BE SIM LAR TO THE
CURRENT STRUCTURE.

41. \What |evel of detail does the state expect in Task 1.b. of Exhibit
A?

PROPOSERS ARE EXPECTED TO ADDRESS ALL TASKS AND DELI VERABLES | N THE
STATEMENT OF WORK. THE STATE BELI EVES THE DETAI L PROVI DED I N TASK 1B
AND RELATED SUBTASKS PROVI DES PROSPECTI VE PROPOSERS W TH A SUFFI CI ENT
LEVEL OF DETAIL TO FORMULATE TH S PORTI ON OF THEI R PROPOSALS.

42. Regarding the work breakdown structure, how nmuch detail should
responders include—ndividual tasks, by the hour, by the staff?

AS | T RELATES TO A PROPOSER S TECHNI CAL PROPOSAL, THE STATE IS RELYI NG
ON THE PROPOCSER S EXPERTI SE AND EXPECTS THE PROPOSER TO PROVI DE ENOUGH
DETAIL TO CLEARLY | NDI CATE I TS ABILITY TO SUCCESSFULLY COVMPLETE THE
WORK.

43. Regarding applications and the opportunity to retire some or meke
changes; is it the state's intention for agencies to keep their
dat abases, emmil systens, etc?

THE STATE EXPECTS A HI GH LEVEL APPLI CATI ON | NVENTORY FOR THE PURPOSE
OF | DENTI FYI NG POTENTI AL OPPORTUNI TI ES TO CONSOLI DATE BY SERVI CE OR
PLATFORM  THE ACTUAL | MPLEMENTATI ON OF CONSOLI DATI ON AT THE

APPLI CATION LEVEL I'S NOT | N SCOPE.

44. |s consolidation of version levels in scope?

POSSI BLY. OTHER QUESTI ONS MJUST BE ASKED AND ANSWERED FI RST—H+S THE
APPLI CATI ON DEPENDENT ON SOVE VERSI ON? DO VWE HAVE TO KNOW | F THERE
ARE APPLI CATI ONS THAT ARE DATABASE LEVEL DEPENDENT? A DEFI NI Tl VE
RESPONSE TO THI S QUESTI ON W LL BE | NCLUDED I N A SUBSEQUENT ADDENDUM
RELEASED TO THE VI P SYSTEM AND DI STRI BUTED TO ALL MPC ATTENDEES.

45. Are there opportunities to make changes from Novel to other file-
server technol ogi es?
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A DEFI NI TI VE RESPONSE TO THI S QUESTI ON W LL BE | NCLUDED I N A
SUBSEQUENT ADDENDUM RELEASED TO THE VI P SYSTEM AND DI STRI BUTED TO ALL
MPC ATTENDEES.

46. Are space and capacity limtation nunbers avail abl e?

YES. THE STATE W LL PROVI DE WHATEVER | NFORMATI ON | S AVAI LABLE RELATI NG
TO THI S SUBJECT AREA TO THE SELECTED PROPOSER. NOTE THAT THE RFP
REFLECTS THE FACT THAT A ONE DATA CENTER SCENARI O W LL REQUI RE

ADDI Tl ONAL DI SASTER RECOVERY TO PROTECT FROM ONE PO NT OF FAI LURE.

47. 1s there limtation on sites being |located in Oregon?
YES. THE PHYSI CAL LOCATI ON(S) MUST BE | N OREGON.

48. How wi |l answers to questions received over the next few days be
handl ed?

THE STATE W LL RELEASE ANSVERS TO QUESTI ONS AS QUI CKLY AS POSSI BLE
THROUGH SUBSEQUENT ADDENDA.

49. When will the questions be answered that were verbalized today?

THE STATE W LL RELEASE ANSVERS TO QUESTI ONS WHEN A THOROUGH RESPONSE
I S PREPARED. AN | NI TI AL ADDENDUM ( ADDENDUM #2) | DENTI FYI NG MPC
ATTENDEES AND REFLECTI NG RESPONSES TO ALL QUESTI ONS POSED AT THE MPC
W LL BE RELEASED TO THE VI P SYSTEM AND DI STRI BUTED TO MPC ATTENDEES,
BY FRI DAY, OCTOBER 31, 2003. ADDI TI ONAL ADDENDA W LL BE RELEASED
THEREAFTER AS NECESSARY AND APPROPRI ATE.

50. G ven that responders may propose different scopes, how will cost
play into the evaluation criteria, and how will costs be conpared?

SEE ANSWER 51, BELOW

51. Discussion has included applications, etc. One responder nay
pursue these di scussions and another may not. How will they be
eval uated differently?

PRICING I S ONLY ONE COMPONENT OF THE EVALUATI ON CRITERIA.  THE WEI GHT
THE STATE PLACES ON THE PRI Cl NG PROPCSAL | S EVI DENCED BY THE MAXI MUM
PO NTS AVAI LABLE FOR DI VERSE PRI CI NG COVPONENTS AS REFLECTED I N THE
RFP (ALL PRI CI NG COVPONENTS COVPRI SE APPROXI MATELY 25 PERCENT OF THE
TOTAL PROPOSAL SCORI NG . THE BALANCE OF PROPOSAL SCORI NG IS FOCUSED
ON THE TECHNI CAL PROPOSAL ( APPROXI MATELY 75 PERCENT OF THE TOTAL
PROPOSAL SCORI NG). TECHNI CAL PROPCSAL SCORI NG W LL PROPERLY REFLECT
THE VALUE OF WHAT | S BEI NG PROPOSED. THI S ASSESSMENT W LL TAKE | NTO
ACCOUNT THE RELATIVE MERI T OF DI VERSE SCOPE SI ZE, ETC., EXAM NED

AGAI NST THE BACKDROP OF THE RFP REQUI REMENTS AND DESI RABLES.
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PROPOSERS SHOULD PI TCH THEI R PROPGCSALS TO THE STRENGTHS OF WHAT THEY
CAN DELI VER, AND THE STATE W LL MEASURE THE PROPCSALS ACCORDI NG TO THE
RFP REQUI REMENTS AND DESI RABLES. THE STATE DCES NOT EXPECT PRI CI NG TO
HAVE AN | MPACT ON WATERI NG DOWN THE VALUE OF TECHNI CAL PROPOSALS.

THIS IS NOT AN I NVI TATION TO BID I N WHI CH LOWNEST PRI CE DETERM NES THE
OUTCOVE OF THE SOLI CI TATI ON. MOREOVER, THE EVALUATI ON COWM TTEE W LL
REVI EW AND SCORE TECHNI CAL PROPOSALS W THOUT REFERENCE TO PRI CI NG
PROPOSERS SHALL SUBM T PRI Cl NG SEPARATELY FROM THEI R TECHNI CAL
PROPOSALS. PRI CING W LL BE EVALUATED BY THE SINGLE PO NT OF CONTACT
FOR THE PROCUREMENT ACCORDI NG TO THE CRITERIA IN THE RFP. THE LOWEST
PRI CI NG FOR A PARTI CULAR COVMPONENT W LL RECEI VE THE FULL QUANTUM OF
DESI GNATED MAXI MUM PO NTS AVAI LABLE FOR THE COMPONENT. ALL HI GHER

PRI CI NG WLL RECEI VE A PORTI ON OF THE MAXI MUM PO NTS AVAI LABLE FOR THE
COVPONENT ACCORDI NG TO THE FORMULA REFLECTED I N THE RFP.

REMEMBER THAT THE REQUI RED PRI CI NG PROPCSAL IS ONLY FOR THE PLANNI NG
PHASE. THE COST FOR | MPLEMENTATI ON IS NOT ADDRESSED UNTIL TASK 7.

52. What is the nechanismto approve subcontractors?

THE SAMPLE CONTRACT | NCLUDES SUBCONTRACTOR PROVI SI ONS. SUBCONTRACTI NG
'S SUBJECT TO STATE' S PRI OR APPROVAL. | F PROPOSERS KNOW OF THEI R
POTENTI AL SUBCONTRACTORS PRI OR TO CLOSI NG, THEY MJST BE APPROPRI ATELY
| DENTI FI ED I N THEI R PROPOSALS.

53. The state has not nentioned anything about people. |Is there an
expectation for information on people?

THE STATE EXPECTS A SKILLS | NVENTORY AS PART OF THE | NVENTORY AND
CURRENT | T MODEL ASSESSMENT PROCESS (TASK 4 AND 5). STATE ACTION WLL
DEPEND ON RECOMVENDATI ONS OF THE VENDOR, BUT | SSUES RELATED TO

STAFFI NG W LL BE MANAGED BY THE STATE AND NOT THE VENDOR.

54. WIIl the state provide information on the cost of staff by
position?

YES. AS THE | NVENTORY PROCESS PROCEEDS, ALL THE PEOPLE PERFORM NG I T
RELATED TASKS NEED TO BE | DENTI FI ED ( AND SUBSEQUENTLY VALI DATED
THROUGH THE | NVENTORY VALI DATI ON PROCESS); THI'S WLL I NCLUDE BOTH I T
PROFESSI ONALS AND OTHERS WHO ARE NOT CLASSI FI ED AS I T BUT VWHO PERFORM
| T RELATED FUNCTI ONS. THE STATE W LL PROVI DE THE SELECTED PROPOSER
W TH ALL AVAI LABLE | NFORMATI ON RELATED TO I T STAFFI NG ACROSS THE
PARTI Cl PATI NG AGENCY LOCATI ONS.

55. Does the answer to question 54 include help desk staff?

YES. REFER TO TASK 5.
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56. WII the bidders' conference slides be made avail abl e
el ectronically?

YES.

57. Regarding contacting references, clarify "three attenpts"; wll
this be three attenpts total or per reference?

THREE ATTEMPTS PER REFERENCE

58. WII responders be provided feedback on how and/or when contacts
are attenpted?

THE STATE |'S COVW TTED TO A SUCCESSFUL CLI ENT REFERENCE CHECK PROCESS.
THE STATE W LL NOT MAKE MORE THAN THREE ATTEMPTS TO CONTACT A LI STED
CLI ENT REFERENCE. AFTER THREE UNSUCCESSFUL ATTEMPTS FOR PARTI CULAR
CLI ENT REFERENCE | NPUT, THE PROPOSER W LL NOT RECEI VE ANY PO NTS FOR
THAT REFERENCE. HOWEVER, THE STATE W LL CONTACT PROPOSERS FOR

ASS| STANCE W TH A PARTI CULAR CLI ENT REFERENCE | NTERFACE FOLLOW NG ONE
OR TWO UNSUCCESSFUL CONTACT ATTEMPTS FOR THE SUBJECT CLI ENT
REFERENCE( S) .

59. What are the nanes of the evaluation commttee?

SEE ANSVER TO QUESTION 1. IT IS NOTED THAT THE SI NGLE PO NT OF CONTACT
FOR THIS RFP IS NI CHOLAS BETSACON

D. The Single Point of Contact for this procurenent has transmitted
el ectronic copies of the follow ng docunents to all MPC Attendees:

1. Contact List of MPC Attendees (M crosoft Word Tabl es Format)
2. MPC Slides (Mcrosoft PowerPoint formt)

3. Matrix of (Mcrosoft Excel format)

4. Matrix of (Mcrosoft Excel format)

E. Nichol as Betsacon remains as the Single Point of Contact for this
procurenent .

Sal em Phone: 503.373.1189 and Enmmil: nichol as. bet sacon@t at e. or. us

THI S ADDENDUM 2 DOES NOT CHANGE THE DEADLI NE FOR SOLI Cl TATI ON PROTESTS
(11-05-2003); OR THE DATE FOR THE CLOSI NG (11-19-2003).

- End-
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