Addenda 6246

The purpose of this Addendum 3 to RFP 10700053-03 (State of Oregon
Computi ng and Networking Infrastructure Consolidation) is to: (A
respond to additional questions submtted by prospective Proposers
and (B) announce the availability of Agency's preferred format for
subm ssion of the Cost Proposal (a Mcrosoft Excel format).

A. The Agency responds to additional questions submtted by
prospective Proposers as follows (The questions are witten in
| oner case and sentence case text and nunbered 1 to 26. Each
guestion's answer follows in UPPER CASE text):

1. Page 24, Schedule. The Novenber 5th due date for protests —
are we to assunme we need to protest unacceptable T&C s at this
time or will contract provisions be subject to negotiation?

ANSVWER: NOVEMBER 5, 2003, |S THE DEADLI NE TO SUBM T CLARI FI CATI ON
QUESTI ONS, REQUESTS FOR MODI FI CATI ON OF REQUI REMENTS, CONTRACT
TERMS AND CONDI TI ONS OR PROTESTS OF THE SAME. AGENCY W LL RESPOND
I N WRI TI NG BY OR BEFORE NOVEMBER 10, 2003 TO ALL TI MELY REQUESTS
FOR CLARI FI CATI ON, MODI FI CATI ONS AND PROTESTS. THE AGENCY' S
RESPONSE(S) MAY GRANT FULL, PARTI AL OR NO RELI EF TO REQUESTS FOR
MODI FI CATI ON AND PROTESTS REGARDI NG TERMS AND CONDI TI ONS.  THE
AGENCY W LL EXPLAIN ANY FULL OR PARTI AL REJECTIONS IN I TS
RESPONSE(S). UNLESS OTHERW SE CHANGED BY THE AGENCY THEREAFTER
AND EXCEPT FOR THOSE SELECTED CONTRACT PROVI SI ONS THAT AGENCY HAS
ALREADY | DENTI FI ED FOR POST- SCLI Cl TATI ON NEGOTI ATI ON, THE TERMS
AND CONDI TI ONS STANDI NG AFTER NOVEMBER 10, 2003, ARE THE TERMS AND
CONDI TI ONS BY WHI CH AGENCY W LL EXPECT PROPOSERS TO ABI DE

2. Page 33, 4th bullet, "Performa H gh-level analysis of
potential application interactions between participating agency
systens."

Pl ease expand on the neaning of Hi gh level, as to what you expect
this to contain.

ANSVER:  ACENCY APPLI CATI ONS/ SYSTEMS EXCHANGE | NFORVATI ON OR
| NTERACTI ON TO REQUEST SERVI CE. AN EXAMPLE |'S CDOT | NTERACTS W TH
DAS TO REQUEST PRI NT SERVI CES.

3. Page 28 of Exhibit A - SONRequired Level 1. States that we
must i nventory PBX, hubs, routers, etc. Can you tell us why you
need an inventory of the PBX environnment? Can you give us a rough
order of magnitude the nunber, type, etc of currently installed
PBX equi pnent ?



ANSVER: AS "VAO CE" | S QUT OF THE SCOPE OF THE NETWORKI NG

| NFRASTRUCTURE CONSOLI DATI ON PORTI ON OF THE RFP, THE STATE

APPRECI ATES THE QUESTI ON AND HAS DECI DED TO MOVE THE | NVENTORY OF
PBX EQUI PMENT FROM THE REQUI RED LEVEL 1 TO THE OPTI ONAL LEVEL 2

| NVENTORY SECTI ON OF THE STATEMENT OF WORK. | F A PROSPECTI VE
PROPOSER BELI EVES THAT I T IS ESSENTI AL TO HAVE THI S | NFORVATI ON
AVAI LABLE AS PART OF THE REQUI RED LEVEL 1 | NVENTORY I N ORDER TO
SUCCESSFULLY COVPLETE PROIECT WORK, THE STATE EXPECTS THE
PROSPECTI VE PROPOSER TO NOTE THAT IN I TS TECHNI CAL RESPONSE TO THE
RFP.

4. Page 17, 3.1.1.6. Wuld an acceptable reference project be
one that the vendor has done for their own corporation? W would
list and provide contacts for the CIO and staff for our own firm
and the benefits we realized fromdata center consolidation. (CQur
internal project consolidated 54 data centers worldwide to one in
the U S.)

ANSVER: YES, BUT W TH THE UNDERSTANDI NG THAT THE STATE MAY CHOOSE
NOT' TO SCORE SUCH REFERENCE. THI' S DECI SI ON BY THE STATE COULD
LEAVE THE SUBM TTI NG PROPOSER W TH ONLY FOUR (4) REFERENCES FROM
VWH CH THE STATE WOULD SEEK | NFORMATI ON FOR SCORED EVALUATI ON ( THE
STATE WLL SELECT THREE (3) REFERENCES FROM THOSE SUBM TTED FOR
SCORED EVALUATI ON) .

THE STATE HAS TWO PRI NClI PAL OBJECTI VES RELATED TO REQUI RI NG THE
SUBM SSI ON OF REFERENCES. ONE CENTERS ON THE | SSUE OF

"RESPONSI BI LI TY." TO THIS END, THE STATE SEEKS A CLEAR
DEMONSTRATI ON OF A PROSPECTI VE PROPOSER S EXPERI ENCE | N
SUCCESSFULLY COVPLETI NG COVPUTI NG AND NETWORKI NG | NFRASTRUCTURE
CONSOLI DATIONS OF A SIM LAR SCOPE. THE SECOND OBJECTI VE CONCERNS
THE ABILITY OF THE STATE TO REVI EW CONTACT, AND SCORE THE
REFERENCES PROVI DED. | N THE STATE S VI EW THE | NCLUSI ON OF A
REFERENCE RELATI NG TO AN | NTERNAL PRQJECT CONDUCTED W THI N THE
PROSPECTI VE PROPCSER' S ORGANI ZATI ON (OF SIM LAR CR LARGER SCOPE TO
THE PRQJECT ENVI SIONED IN THI'S RFP) WOULD BE ACCEPTABLE AS A
DEMONSTRATI ON OF THE PROPOSER S EXPERI ENCE ( RESPONSI BI LI TY) BUT
MAY NOT, I N THE STATE S SOLE DI SCRETI ON, BE ACCEPTABLE FOR THE
PURPOSES OF REFERENCE SCORI NG

5. Page 5, bottom of the page, item #1 and page 38, Opti onal
Task 10, item #4 Progress Paynents. It |ooks to us like the State
is tying the realization of savings to the paynent of deliverables
in Phase 2. It also appears that we are responsible to neasure
the savings as they are realized (a QA function) in addition to
bei ng the project manager. Please confirmfor us that these are



your expectations. Are you willing to consider an alternative
"sharing of risk" strategy with the vendor?

ANSVER: THE REFERENCED PROVI SI ONS ARE PHASE I1: | MPLEMENTATI ON
SPECI FI C | SSUES THAT THE STATE W LL ADDRESS W TH THE SELECTED
PROPCSER AT THE APPROPRI ATE Tl ME DURI NG THE COVPLETI ON OF PHASE |
WORK.  WTH THAT SAID, IT IS THE STATE' S EXPECTATI ON THAT THE
CONTRACTOR AND THE STATE CREATE A PROCESS FOR MEASURI NG AND

VALI DATI NG THE SAVI NGS REALI ZED THROUGHOUT THE COMPLETI ON OF PHASE
11 WORK.

I N REGARD TO THE STATE'S W LLI NGNESS TO "SHARE RI SK" VI A SOVE
ALTERNATI VE METHOD, THE STATE REQUESTS CLARI FI CATI ON FROM THE
PROSPECTI VE PROPCSER(S) SUBM TTI NG THI S QUESTI ON REGARDI NG THE
ALTERNATI VE "SHARI NG OF RI SK" STRATEGES IT HAS IN M ND. UPON
RECEI PT OF THAT | NFORMATI ON THE STATE W LL APPROPRI ATELY RESPOND
TO THE QUESTI ON VI A AN ADDENDUM TO THE RFP.

6. Consi dering the magnitude of the response to this RFP, and
the | arge anount of research and thought required to respond to
it, are you willing to consider a two week extension to the
proposal due date?

ANSVER: THE STATE DCES NOT BELI EVE | T CAN APPROPRI ATELY RESPOND TO
THE QUESTI ON W THOUT THE PROVI SI ON OF ADDI TI ONAL DETAI LED

RATI ONALE REGARDI NG THE NEED FOR THI S REQUESTED EXTENSI ON. UPON
RECEI PT OF THI S ADDI TI ONAL MORE DETAI LED REQUEST, THE STATE W LL
CONSI DER THE | NFORVATI ON PROVI DED AND RESPOND VI A AN ADDENDUM TO
THE RFP.

7. Section 1, 1.1 Phase Il Question 1. "Prior to Phase Il, the
parties nust negotiate a fee with a hard dollar savings/return on
investnent target derived from Phase I Optional Deliverable 7A. .."

Does this point infer that the fee for inplenentation will be
based on anti ci pated savings? Could you pl ease explain further how
the fee for Phase Il will be cal cul ated?

ANSVER: THE FEE WOULD BE CALCULATED FROM THE DETAI LED STATEMENT OF
WORK (BASED ON PHASE | OPTI ONAL DELI VERABLE 7B). THE HARD DOLLAR
SAVI NGS TARGET DERI VED FROM PHASE | OPTI ONAL DELI VERABLE 7A WOULD
BE USED TO DERI VE THE RETURN ON | NVESTMENT. THE | MPLEMENTATI ON
STRATEGY, BUSI NESS CASE AND | MPLEMENTATI ON PLAN FOR THE STATE-
SELECTED CONSCLI DATI ON ALTERNATI VE MUST BE DEVELOPED ON THE BASI S
OF A 24 TO 36 MONTH PAYBACK PERI OD.

8. Qut sourcing was briefly nmentioned in the pre-bidder's
conference, but not discussed in detail. |s Phase Il for



managenment services only, or would it be possible to fully

out source Phase Il inplenentation?
ANSVEER: PHASE |1 1S FOR MANAGEMENT SERVI CES ONLY.
9. Sanpl e Contract, Section IIl, 3.1 Project Manager. "...The

Proj ect Manager shall be famliar with Agency's business
operations and objectives,..." Does this point infer that a
qualification for the project manager is that the project nmanager
has worked for or provided services to the agency previously?

ANSVER: NO. AS THI' S PROVI SION |'S CONTAI NED W THI N THE SAMPLE
CONTRACT, I T IS THE STATE'S EXPECTATI ON THAT AFTER CONTRACT
EXECUTI ON, THE PRQIECT MANAGER MUST BECOVE FAM LI AR W TH THE
AGENCY' S BUSI NESS OPERATI ONS AND OBJECTI VES.

10. In the SOW page 25-26, task 1A refers to review ng and
under st andi ng several State developed artifacts. Several of these
artifacts are not hyperlinked to access. Can the State provide
copies of the follow ng docunments for vendors to review as part of
this RFP process?

1 - CGoals and bjectives for IT Qperations in Oregon State
Gover nnment

2 - Physical Network Architecture and Standards

3 — Draft Asset Managenent Architecture and Standards

4 — Draft I T Security Architecture and Standards

ANSVER: APPENDI CES A, B AND C SUWARI ZE THE REFERENCED DOCUMENTS,
HOWNEVER THE STATE DCES NOT BELI EVE THAT REVI EW OF THE DOCUMENTS
REFERENCED | N APPENDI X A | S ESSENTI AL TO A PROSPECTI VE PROPCSER' S
ABI LI TY TO DEVELOP AND SUBM T A RESPONSI VE PROPOSAL. THE STATE
W LL PROVI DE TO CONTRACTOR THE REFERENCED DOCUMENTS AT THE
APPROPRI ATE TI ME DURI NG THE COVPLETI ON OF PHASE | WORK.

11. In the SON page 28, Task 4, the Contractor is required to
performan inventory of IT assets. WII the State please provide
details on current inventory processes and tools used for the
collection of data? What process/tool is used to coll ect

i nformati on on desktop equi pnment? What process/tool is used to
coll ect information on network equi pment? What process/tool is
used to collect information on server equipnent? Are the sane
processes/tools used by all agencies? |If not, can you pl ease

el aborate on the processes used by each individual agency that
will potentially be a part of this project?

ANSWER: REFERENCE STATE' S ANSVEER TO QUESTI ON 32 I N ADDENDUM 1.



12. WII the State please provide details on how IT costs are
currently captured and tracked at the State | evel as well as
agency and departnent |evel s? Please provide details on the unique
met hods used by each potential agency.

ANSWER: THE STATE UTI LI ZES A BUDGET SYSTEM CALLED THE OREGON
BUDGET | NFORVATI ON TRACKI NG SYSTEM (ORBI TS) TO PREPARE | T BUDGETS
AND THE STATE FI NANCI AL MANAGEMENT APPLI CATI ON ( SFMA) TO PROCESS
PURCHASE ORDERS AND RECORD EXPENDI TURES THAT HAVE BEEN MADE. THE
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATI ON UTI LI ZES A SYSTEM CALLED TEAMS
AND THE OREGON DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTI ONS UTI LI ZES A JD EDWARDS
SYSTEM TO ACCOVPLI SH THESE BUDGETI NG AND EXPENDI TURE REPORTI NG
PROCESSES.

THE STATE ALSO UTI LI ZES A SYSTEM CALLED THE PERSONNEL AND POSI TI ON
DATABASE (PPDB) TO MANAGE EMPLOYEE | NFORVATI ON ( PCSI TI ON,
CLASSI FI CATI ON, CONTACT, ETC.). MJCH OF THE STATE UTI LI ZES THE
OREGON STATE PAYROLL SYSTEM TO ENTER TI ME AND DETERM NE PAYROLL

A NUMBER OF STATE ACGENCI ES ALSO UTI LI ZE A VAR ETY OF Tl ME TRACKI NG
APPLI CATI ONS.

SUBSEQUENT TO THE COWPLETI ON OF TASK 2 RELATED WORK, THE STATE

W LL PROVI DE THE SELECTED PROPOSER W TH THE | NFORVATION I T IS ABLE
TO OBTAI N FROM THESE SYSTEMS FOR USE | N COVPLETI NG THE REMAI NI NG
WORK AS ENVI SI ONED | N THE STATEMENT OF WORK.

13. Does the State have an enterprise-wde IT refresh strategy?
If not, what are the refresh strategies of the individua
agenci es?

ANSVER: THE STATE REQUESTS CLARI FI CATION OF THI S QUESTI ON. PLEASE
PROVI DE MORE DETAIL TO ALLOW THE STATE TO APPROPRI ATELY ANSVER THE
POSED QUESTI ON.

14. On Page 13 of the RFP it lists 5 sections that nust be in the
vendor's proposal (Introduction and Executive Sunmary, Response to
Commer ci al Questions, Response to Technical Questions, Alternative
Proposal s and Rel evant Experience of Proposer/ Sanple Wrk
Products). These headings match sections 3.1.1.1-3.1.1.5, but
there is an additional section 3.1.1.6, Corporate Reference
Checks. Do the vendors also need to respond to section 3.1.1.67

ANSVWER:  YES, PROPCSERS SHALL RESPOND TO SECTION 3.1.1.6. THE

ENTI RETY OF SECTION 3 OF THE RFP ESTABLI SHES THE REQUI REMENTS FOR
TECHNI CAL AND COST PROPCSALS. THE STATE | NTERPRETS EACH | NCLUDED
SUBSECTI ON AND PROVI SION IN SECTION 3 I N THE CONTEXT OF THE ENTI RE



SECTI ON, AND W TH THE EVALUATI ON PROCESS THAT IS SET QUT I N
SECTION 4 OF THE RFP.  SECTION 3.3 "M Nl MUM PROPCSAL REQUI REMENTS"
CLEARLY DELI NEATES " REFERENCE CHECKS' AS A NECESSARY COVPONENT I N
ANY SUBM TTED TECHNI CAL PROPOSAL. MOREOVER, PROSPECTI VE PROPCSERS
SHOULD NOTE THAT SECTION 4.1 OF THE RFP CLEARLY | NDI CATES THAT 150
PO NTS OF THE EVALUATI ON FOR EACH RESPONSI VE TECHNI CAL PROPOSAL
SUBM TTED | S RESERVED FOR AGENCY' S ASSESSMENT OF THE SUBM TTED
CORPORATE REFERENCE CHECKS.

15. In the SON page 30, Sub-Task 5B-2 speaks to a Performance
Goal s and (Obj ectives Section that addresses the performance goal s
and objectives of the Participating Agencies' Conputing and
Net wor ki ng I nfrastructure operations. WII| the State pl ease
clarify your definition of performance goal s?

ANSVER: FOR THE PURPOSES OF TASK 5B-2 THE WORDS "ADDRESS" OR

" ADDRESSES" MEAN (1) DOCUMENTI NG THE EXI STENCE OF PARTI ClI PATI NG
AGENCI ES FORVAL MODELS, PCLICIES, PLANS, PRQIECTS, AGREEMENTS,
REQUI REMENTS, ETC., AS APPROPRI ATE TO THE SUB-TASK; (I1)
SUMVARI ZI NG THEM AND (111) 1 DENTIFYI NG THEI R LOCATI ON.  SUCCI NCTLY
STATED, THE STATE SEEKS ANSWERS TO THE FOLLOWNG (1) HAS THE
PARTI Cl PATI NG AGENCY DEVELOPED PERFORMANCE GOALS AND OBJECTI VES
FOR I TS COVPUTI NG AND NETWORKI NG | NFRASTRUCTURE, (11) WHAT ARE
THEY AND (I11) WHERE CAN THESE PERFORMANCE GOALS AND OBJECTI VES BE
LOCATED AT THE PARTI Cl PATI NG AGENCY SI TE

16. RFP, page 18, 3.1.2 Cost Proposal. 1Is it correct that
vendors do not include pricing for optional Task 10 and Task 117

ANSVER: CORRECT REGARDI NG DEVELOPMENT AND SUBM SSI ON OF RESPONSI VE
PROPOSALS. THE PRI CI NG FOR TASK 10 AND TASK 11 IS TO BE
SUBSEQUENTLY DEVELOPED BY THE CONTRACTOR AS PART OF | TS COVPLETI ON
OF TASK 7B.

17. Is it correct to assune that if one agency is supplying
servi ces, hardware, or software to another agency, both agencies
will be in scope?

ANSVEER:  YES.

18. RFP section 3.1.2, Cost Proposal, page 18. It is difficult
to determine if pricing should be provided at the task |evel,
deliverable |level or both. WII the State please provide a
detailed format for the cost proposal to ensure all vendors
provide information in an identical manner?



ANSVER: PRI Cl NG SHOULD BE PROPOSED AT THE DELI VERABLE(S) LEVEL.
TH'S PRI CI NG | NFORVATI ON SHALL REFLECT ALL COSTS FOR TASKS RELATED
TO THE SUBJECT DELI VERABLE(S). THE STATE W LL PROVI DE A DESI RED
FORVAT FOR SUBM SSI ON OF COST PROPCOSALS.

19. Does the State of Oregon currently have a standard build
tenplate for platforns (Unix, WnTel, nmainfrane), database,
storage, network (hw manufacturer, operating system version |evel
application/version level)? |If not, does the State envision the
contractor devel oping one as part of this SOWNeither alone or in
conjunction with State of O egon personnel ?

ANSVER: THE STATE DCES NOT CURRENTLY HAVE A STANDARD BUI LD
TEMPLATE FOR PLATFORMS. EACH AGENCY MAI NTAINS I'TS OAN BUI LD
TEMPLATE. | T IS ENVI SI ONED THAT THE | NVENTORY PROCESS W LL

| DENTI FY THE VARI OUS TEMPLATE ATTRI BUTES. THE STATE DOES NOT

ENVI SI ON THE CONTRACTOR DEVELCOPI NG A STATE TEMPLATE AS PART OF THE
SOW

AS STATED ON PAGE 16 OF THE STATE' S ENTERPRI SE | NFORMATI ON
RESOURCES MANAGEMENT STRATEGY:

http://irnd. das. state.or.us/prog_proj/itec/eirnms/Enterprise¥20l RMb
20Str at egy%20v1. pdf

"ALTHOUGH THE STATE HAS BEEN WORKI NG TOMRDS STANDARDI ZATI ON | N
TECHNOLOG ES AND THE USE OF COVMON METHODOLOA ES, PRACTI CES, AND
PROCEDURES, A COVMON ENTERPRI SE | NFORVATI ON TECHNOLOGY

ARCHI TECTURE DOES NOT YET EXI ST. SOME PROGRESS WAS MADE | N
RESPONSE TO THE YEAR 2000 PROBLEM BUT SI GNI FI CANT DI VERSI TY AND
OPERATI ONAL COVPLEXI TY W THI N AGENCI ES AND ACRCSS THE ENTERPRI SE
EXI STS TODAY."

FURTHER, AS STATED ON PAGE 35 OF THE STATE'S ENTERPRI SE
| NFORMATI ON RESOURCES MANAGEMENT STRATEGY AND PARAPHRASED ON PAGE
7 OF THE RFP:

THE STATE WLL HAVE A STANDARD DESKTOP ENVI RONMENT BY JULY 2007.
WHERE FEASI BLE, THE DEVELOPMENT ENVI RONMVENT, NETWORK HARDWARE AND
SOFTWARE, AND CENTRALI ZED COMPUTI NG HARDWARE, SOFTWARE AND
PROCESSES W LL ALSO BE STANDARDI ZED.

20. Page 32 (Appendix B) of the RFP references work currently
underway or conplete on a Network Consolidation effort. Is it
possi ble to gain access to any docunentation surroundi ng:

1) Est abl i sh network architecture and standards



2) Form nul ti-agency Engi neering Team
3) Revi se the Enterprise Network Services strategy
4) Tel ephone system consolidation and integration

ANSVER: THE STATE DCES NOT REGARD THE REFERENCED DOCUMENTS AS
RELEVANT TO A PROSPECTI VE PROPOSER S DEVELOPMENT AND SUBM SSI ON COF
A RESPONS| VE PROPOSAL. DOCUMENTATION FOR | TEM 1), NETWORK
STANDARDS AND ARCHI TECTURE W LL BE PROVI DED TO THE SELECTED
PROPOSER. | TEMS 2), 3) AND 4) ARE OUT OF SCOPE AND DOCUMENTATI ON
ON THESE | TEM5 W LL NOT BE PROVI DED.

21. Wat tools are currently in place for discovering and

mai ntai ni ng an i nventory of network assets, including devices
(e.g. routers, switches, etc.) and connections (e.g. physical
circuits, frame-relay PVCs, etc.)? |In what organizations do these
tools currently reside (e.g. ENS, individual agencies, etc.)?
Approxi mately what percent of the total network assets are
inventoried and tracked in the above tools? Wat parts of the
network are not tracked with the above tool s?

ANSWER: DAS | RVMD ENS USES HP " OPENVI EW FOR THE PURPOSE COF LI M TED
NETWORK DI SCOVERY, MONI TORI NG AND MANAGEMENT. THE USE OF HP
OPENVI EW IS LIM TED TO THE ENS NETWORK WAN Cl RCUI TS, AND ONLY AS
FAR AS THE DEMARK (ROUTER) ON THE CUSTOMER PREM SE. ENS HAS NO
TOOLS THAT ALLOW DI SCOVERY OF THE OTHER PARTI CI PATI NG AGENCY
NETWORKS. ENS MAI NTAI NS AN | NVENTCORY OF ENS NETWORK ASSETS | N
"REMEDY. " AN | NVENTORY OF ALL DATA NETWORK Cl RCUI TS FOR ALL

PARTI Cl PATI NG AGENCI ES | S KEPT I N A SPREADSHEET AND | N " SMARTRACK"
(A QNEST DATABASE). ENS DCES NOT HAVE ACCESS TO | NVENTORI ES OF
PARTI Cl PATI NG AGENCY ASSETS OTHER THAN Cl RCUI TS ORDERED THROUGH
ENS ON THE TSO PROCESS. ALL C RCU TS ARE REQUI RED TO BE ORDERED
THROUGH ENS, BUT LI M TED EXCEPTI ONS HAVE BEEN ALLOVWED.

CDOT CURRENTLY HAS IN PLACE TWO DI SCOVERY TOOLS: " SMsS' AND

"VISIO " BUT THE AGENCY IS NOT USI NG THEM FOR | NVENTORY PURPGCSES.
MOST | NVENTORY DATA |'S COWPI LED THROUGH PHYSI CAL | NVENTORY, AND
THE COWVPI LED | NVENTORY DATA IS MAI NTAI NED BY ODOT ASSET MANAGEMENT
PERSONNEL.

DHS CURRENTLY HAS I N PLACE " Cl SCO WORKS" FOR DI SCOVERI NG AND

MAI NTAI NI NG | NVENTORY OF CI SCO ROUTERS AND SW TCHES. NEARLY ALL
OF DHS ROUTERS AND SW TCHES ARE MAI NTAI NED W TH CI SCO WORKS.  DHS
USES "nGENI US PERFORMANCE MONI TOR' FOR MONI TORI NG ALL FRAME RELAY
PHYSI CAL CIRCUI TS. THESE TOCOLS COVER THE ENTI RE AGENCY, | NCLUDI NG
COMVUNI TY PARTNERS THAT HOUSE THEI R EQUI PMENT. ALL FRAME RELAY

Cl RCU TS ARE BEI NG MONI TORED BY nGENI US PERFORMANCE MONI TOR, BUT
DHS DOES NOT MONI TOR THE PO NT TO PO NT CIRCUI TS WTH THI' S TOOL.



THE | NFORVATI ON PROVI DED ABOVE SERVES AS A SAMPLE OF THE TOOLS IN
PLACE. SPECI FI C TOOLS USED I N PARTI Cl PATI NG AGENCI ES OTHER THAN

DAS, ODOT AND DHS FOR DI SCOVERI NG AND MAI NTAI NI NG AN | NVENTORY OF
NETWORK ASSETS ARE NOT KNOWN AT THI' S TI ME.

22. No page #. Wuld an additional possible RO driver be better
service to end users/agencies? Wuld this be considered in Phase
1 to justify consolidation?

ANSVER: YES, PROVI DED THE CURRENT SERVI CE LEVEL TO END

USERS/ AGENCI ES CAN BE | DENTI FI ED, BASELI NED AND COVMPARED W TH THE
"FUTURE | T MODEL" ENVI SIONED I N THE SELECTED PROPOSER' S BUSI NESS
CASE.

23. Also no page #. Wuld the state consider, as an alternative
during Phase 1, a proposal fromthe vendor for Qutsourcing all or
portions of the Data Center, Operations, Help Desk, etc? W have
found in other states that it is possible to realize additional
savi ngs of 30% or nore by taking the next step to Qutsourcing
after doing consolidation. Please comment on your thoughts of
this option.

ANSVER: AS THE STATE ANSWERED | N I TS RESPONSE AT THE MANDATORY
PRE- PROPOSAL CONFERENCE ( OCTOBER 24, 2003), THE STATE HAS EXCLUDED
OUTSOURCI NG FROM THE RFP DEFI NI TI ON OF COVPUTI NG AND NETWORKI NG

| NFRASTRUCTURE CONSOLI DATI ON.  STATE TOOK THI' S ACTI ON BECAUSE | T
BELI EVES THAT OUTSOURCI NG | S AN OPTI ON THAT SHOULD NOT BE

CONSI DERED UNTI L AFTER THE STATE FULLY ASSESSES | TS OPPORTUNI Tl ES
TO CONSOLI DATE AND STANDARDI ZE | TS COVPUTI NG AND NETWORKI NG

| NFRASTRUCTURE | NTERNALLY.

24. Aso no page #. Did the state have assistance froma
consultant in preparation of the RFP? If so, who? |Is that
consultant allowed to submt a proposal on this RFP? If so, is
that consultant's work public information? How can we obtain it?

ANSVER:  STATE STAFF PREPARED THE RFP AND DI D NOT HAVE THE
ASS|I STANCE OF AN QUTSI DE CONSULTANT.

25. Page 13, top of page. After doing considerable research
during this RFP process, we have determined that it is not
practical to try and achi eve the scope of work and al
deliverables required in Phase 1 in a 6 nonth tinmefrane. W
believe the m ni num anount of tine for an engagenent of this
magni tude is 9 nonths, and nore realistically, 12 nonths. Wuld
t he state consider proposals that dictate a | onger Phase 1 tine?



| f so, would we score | ess than soneone who says they can do it in
less tine? [Please note: we are not making this statenent
lightly; it is based on real world experience of doing simlar
projects in at |east two other state governnments — M chi gan and
Pennsyl vani aj

ANSVER:  YES, THE STATE W LL CONSI DER AND EVALUATE SUBM TTED
RESPONSI VE PROPCSALS THAT RECOMVEND AND JUSTI FY A LONGER PHASE |
DURATI ON. THE EVALUATI ON COW TTEE W LL NOT AUTQVATI CALLY
DOWNGRADE SCORI NG OF PROPOSALS MERELY BECAUSE THEY | NCLUDE SUCH A
RECOMVENDATI ON.  RESPONSI VE PROPOSALS THAT REFLECT AND JUSTI FY
SUCH A RECOMVENDATI ON AS PART OF THE PROPCSI NG FI RM S PRESCRI BED
PROJECT APPROACH W LL BE SCORED BASED UPON THE MERI TS OF THE
JUSTI FI CATI ON AND OVERALL APPRCACH.

26. Exhibit A Statenment of Wrk, Task 6 pgs 31-34. The order of
t he subtasks under task 6 is confusing. WII| you please clarify
your intent by answering the follow ng questions?

1) It appears that nmuch of the informati on com ng out of the Gap
Anal ysis (task 6H) is needed to popul ate the Decision Matrix (task
6D) and Busi ness Case (task 61). WII| you please verify which of
t hese tasks should conme first?

2) Task 6G is the CNCA decision making process. How can a
deci si on be nmade before either the Gap Analysis (task 6H) or the
Busi ness Case (task 61) is conpleted? Can you explain what
decision is being nmade at this point? It is clearly stated that
the recommendati on of a CNCA occurs in 61 (last sentence of |ast
par agr aph before Deliverable 61-1, page 33).

We suggest that the order be changed to nove the Gap Anal ysis and
Busi ness Case tasks prior to the current task 6D. This will allow
the information gathered in those activities to be used to

popul ate the decision matrix. Then the current task 6G can truly
be used as the decision-maki ng point for which CNCA shoul d be
recommended for inplenentation.

ANSVER: THE STATE APPRECI ATES THE PROSPECTI VE PROPOSER S
THOUGHTFUL REVI EW OF THE SAMPLE CONTRACT, APPENDI X A. STATEMENT OF
VWORK

| T 1S NOT THE STATE S | NTENTI ON TO REQUI RE A LI NEAR COWPLETI ON OF
ALL SUBTASKS I N EACH MAJOR TASK AREA. THE STATE EXPECTS TO WORK
W TH THE SELECTED PROPCSER DURI NG THE COVPLETI ON OF TASK 1 WORK TO
| DENTI FY AND AGREE ON A FI NAL SEQUENCI NG (LI NEAR AND CONCURRENT)
OF TASKS AND RELATED SUBTASKS. AS PART OF THEI R RECOMVENDED
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PRQIECT APPROACH, PROPOSERS ARE FREE TO | NCLUDE IN THEI R SUBM TTED
PROPOSALS SUGGESTED CHANGES TO SEQUENCI NG (LI NEAR AND CONCURRENT)
OF TASKS AND RELATED SUBTASKS. THE EVALUATI ON COW TTEE W LL
EVALUATE AND SCORE SUCH SUBM SSI ONS PURSUANT TO THE RFP EVALUATI ON
CRI TERI A.

B. Agency will provide to the prospective Proposers via enai
attachnment a preferred fornmat for use in submtting the Cost
Proposal. The docunent is in Mcrosoft Excel format.

C. Agency plans to rel ease an Addendum 4 on or about Novenber
10, 2003, which will reflect its responses to renmaining questions
subm tted by prospective Proposers.

D. Ni chol as Bet sacon remains as the Single Point of Contact for
this procurenent.

Sal em Phone: 503. 373.1189 and Enmil: nichol as. bet sacon@t at e. or . us

TH S ADDENDUM 3 DOES NOT CHANGE THE DATE FOR THE CLOSI NG (11- 19-
2003) .

- End-
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