Arizona Supreme Court

RFP 10-01
Answers to Vendor Questions

Questions from FedSources Inc.:

Question 1:  How much money has the Arizona Supreme Court allotted for these services?
Answer:  Section 3.2.1 of the solicitation indicates “The contract is considered a ‘zero commitment’ agreement -- each entity, including the AOC, shall negotiate its own specific statement of work under the contract. Pricing for labor, licensed software, and materials provided shall not exceed the discounted listings or package prices provided in the statewide contract.”  Actual purchases will be based on ongoing needs for existing products and new requirements that necessitate additional products at individual courts and at a statewide level.  Section 3.2.2 outlines the various approaches that either already exist within the court system or are anticipated to be implemented within the contract period.  No minimum or maximum dollar amounts are currently committed to any of the approaches.  The AOC is amenable to receiving bids for enterprise pricing associated with any of the various approaches in 3.2.2, as delineated within the Section 7 price sheet.
Question 2:  Is this a new requirement for the State?  If not, who is the incumbent vendor?
Answer:  This RFP follows RFP 03-03 that was issued in 2003 and focused on new implementations and support for OnBase.  The incumbent vendor under the contract resulting from RFP 03-03 is OSAM of Arizona, Inc.
Questions from SoftFile:
Question 1:  I would like to bid on just the conversion services portion of the proposal (paper files and microfilm/fiche).  We can also offer a scanning solution for the day forward process as well.  Can we bid on just specific parts of the RFP?
Answer:  The goal in including conversion services was to enable “one-stop shopping” for courts.  Breaking out various components of the RFP, like conversion services, for award to different companies adds complexity for both courts and the contract manager while precluding attainment of the overall goal for the solicitation.
Question 2:  What types of files are in the back-file conversion and what is their condition (legal, accordion, condition)?  What is the volume of the paper records?  Is there microfilm/microfiche to convert as well and what is the volume?
Answer:  We have no data with which to answer these questions.  Conditions differ from court to court.  An analysis would be performed as part of generating the individual scope of work at each court requesting the specific services.
Question 3:  Will the court allow documents scanned offsite/out-of-state if the cost was competitive?
Answer:  Policies may vary from court to court.  Vendors must comply with all applicable laws and court rules.
Question from SOURCECORP:
Question 1:  Would the Arizona Supreme Court consider a hosted solution/software as a service (SaaS) model?  The SaaS model would require little or no capital expenditure and is very scalable for growth (pay for use).  The platform would be equivalent in functionality.
Answer:  All the products and services described in Section 3.2.2 will need to be handled by the successful bidder.  If SaaS is a strategy that enables support of the technical items described, we are willing to consider it, but the solicitation is for services related to OnBase systems around the state, not for a single statewide EDMS strategy or software solution.
Question from Gompers Habilitation Center:
Question 1:  We would like to bid on the preparation, scanning and indexing portion of the documents.  We would be able to upload directly to your OnBase management system.  Would it be possible for us to submit a proposal on the portion of the work directly related to that?
Answer:  The goal in including conversion services was to enable “one-stop shopping” for courts.  Breaking out various components of the RFP, like conversion services, for award to different companies adds complexity for both courts and the contract manager while precluding attainment of the overall goal for the solicitation.
Questions from OSAM:
General answer for all items relating to the impossibility of providing a not-to-exceed price:  The RFP clearly states in Section 3.2.2 the AOC’s intent to obtain firm fixed pricing for packages of services in the areas described.  Merely providing rates for professional services or across-the-board discounts from list pricing of software and/or hardware is unacceptable and will result in lack of consideration of the submittal.  

Section 3.2.1 also provides that each entity, including the AOC, shall negotiate its own specific statement of work for purchases made under the contract.  The intent, then, is not to challenge vendors to construct a set of assumptions that encompass all possible factors or all potential work that could ever be completed under the contract, but to obtain realistic package pricing in the areas listed in Appendix A, especially for related professional services.  The vendor is in the OnBase support business, not AOC, and is therefore the more appropriate entity to delineate the level of effort provided for the price.

Vendors are encouraged to list all assumptions behind their not-to-exceed price for each package and then delineate additional labor, software, and materials they feel should be added to each package, based on their experience.  The overarching goal is ensure an apples-to-apples comparison of each vendor’s package price against other vendors’ prices for the same package.  If, for instance, a single workflow client has been omitted from the AOC’s minimum list of items requested in a package, the vendor is free to add and price the workflow client among the optional items for the package.
Question 1:  Why is there such a strong requirement for “not-to-exceed” pricing? Not-to-exceed pricing is impossible to accurately quote due to the case-by-case nature of OnBase implementations. Each OnBase module, implementation and customer is different from project to project and that flexibility should be available to the courts when pricing OnBase as well. Why is the RFP asking for this model as opposed to the discounted software and discounted services model from the current contract?
Answer:  The challenge of any subsequent contract is to improve on areas that were lacking in the previous contract.  Lack of quantification for professional services hours is the top of the list.  Negotiating a software license cost and per-hour rate only addresses a small part of the total cost equation because services hours can ratchet up without limit for any individual engagement and courts have no rules of thumb by which to keep the vendor accountable.  (An analogy to property taxes may be helpful:  While property valuations decreased, the percentages levied for various entities simultaneously increased, leaving enraged property owners with as large of a tax bill as when their valuations were higher – savings in one rate were offset by increases in another less visible rate.)  This contract seeks to cap services hours by type of engagement to preclude the wide variations encountered under the previous contract, with the knowledge that individual scopes of work will still be constructed to address the specifics.
Question 2:  Please detail the level of effort expected from each of the not-to-exceed line items? For example:

a. For the LJ minimum package install:

i. Will the Vendor be required to be on-site? If so, radius away from Phoenix that should be used to create the minimum package not-to-exceed pricing? 

ii. Will Travel and Expenses be required to be included in the not-to-exceed cost?

iii. How many document types need to be configured?

iv. How many keywords need to be configured?

v. How many users need to be configured?

vi. How many PCs will access documents in OnBase?

vii. What search interface will be required to be configured? 

1. Foldering

a. How many folders

i. Parent

ii. Child

b. Number of Templates

2. Queries

3. Desktop

4. Etc.

viii. How many days of testing should be included?

ix. How many days of project management should be included?

b. For standalone OnBase systems:

i. What is the radius away from Phoenix that should be used to create the minimum package not-to-exceed pricing?

ii. Will Travel and Expanses be required to be included in the not-to-exceed cost?

iii. What operating systems are used on the servers?

iv. What database is used?

v. What operating systems are used by the PCs

vi. How many PCs will access documents in OnBase?

vii. What search interface will be required to be configured? 

1. Foldering

a. How many folders

i. Parent

ii. Child

b. Number of Templates

2. Queries

3. Desktop

4. Etc.

viii. How many days of project management should be included?

ix. How many users will use the Application Server?

x. How many users will use the Web Server?

xi. What API implementations should be covered in the minimum package? Is this just Unity implementation to allow OnBase to integrate with AJACS retrieval?

xii. How many disk groups need to be created?

xiii. How many copies need to be created?

xiv. Please describe the level of effort for workflow implementation that should be included with the base package?

1. How many life cycles should be included?

2. How many queues per life cycle should be included?

3. How many rules and actions should be included per queue?

4. How many users will use workflow?

5. Are there any related workflow documents?

6. Should this include the use of and development of electronic forms?

a. What is the level of effort expected regarding electronic form development expected in the base package?

c. Regarding the not to exceed price for additional modules:

i. Application Enabler

1. How many screens need to be configured per application?

2. What applications should be included?

3. How many functions should be configured per screen?

a. Which functions should be included?

ii. Outlook Integration for OnBase

1. How many OnBase Outlook folders should be configured?

2. How many workstations should be included?

3. Should installation of the OnBase/Outlook toolbar be included?

Application Enabler and Outlook Integration are only examples of two OnBase modules. Please detail the level of effort expected for each OnBase module that should be included in a not-to-exceed price taking into account all possible factors that need to be considered per module.
Answer:  See “general answer” above.
Question 3:  It is very difficult to provide a not-to-exceed price for any OnBase implementation (big or small) without knowledge of the requirements for that specific implementation.  We are happy to provide a not-to-exceed price to courts on a case-by-case basis after further discussions with that court.  Is that acceptable?
Answer:  See “general answer” above.
Question 4:  The services required for implementation are the most difficult item to give a fixed price on because services vary so greatly from module to module and implementation to implementation.  Regarding not-to-exceed pricing does the AOC want a price that includes an open-ended amount of discovery, installation, configuration/development, training, and testing time?  Would it be preferred if the not-to-exceed packages included a defined block of services?  Vendor feels comfortable providing a not-to-exceed price as long as there is a defined amount of services time included in that price.  Will any time needed beyond what’s included in the not-to-exceed package be purchased using the a la carte list of services?
Answer:  See “general answer” above.
Question 5:  Will the AOC provide a bulleted list or narrative that details what should be considered OnBase functionality that is within the scope of the not-to-exceed price for the LJ Disconnected Scanning Minimum Package?
Answer:  Section 3.2.2.1 contains the list.  Missing items the vendor considers crucial should be added to the list of optional items for disconnected scanning and noted as such.
Question 5(a):  The second paragraph of Section 3.1.3.6 “Central LJ EDMS/Disconnected Scanning” describes the functionality expected at local court using the Central LJ EDMS.  Should this be considered the Minimum Package? Is it correct that any functionality beyond what is described in that section is considered above the Minimum Package/not-to-exceed price and should be priced separately on an a la carte basis?
 Answer:  Yes
Question 6:  For Standalone Courts, the scope of requirements will vary much more than those for the LJ Disconnected Scanning courts.  In the past, some courts have implemented workflow, while others have not; some have needed further integration to line-of-business systems, while others have not; some have requested hosted OnBase OnLine environments while most have implemented premises-based solutions.  These are just three examples of the variance that exists between OnBase systems for standalone courts and they require that we estimate the professional services for each of these courts separately.  These variances in scope, therefore, make it difficult to provide a not-to-exceed price for courts.  In order to truly provide a not-to-exceed price for this (and other) not-to-exceed line item, WE would have to set the not-to-exceed price high enough to cover the most complex court system imaginable.  Since the “Cost” variable represents 50% of the evaluation criteria, we want to be sure that we do not provide a not-to-exceed cost that is over-inflated to cover ourselves in case the court requirements are extremely complex and require more professional services than the average court.  Doing so would possibly price our response out of contention even though the not-to-exceed price represented a grossly over-inflated cost compared to the cost to implement OnBase at the average court.
(a) Will the AOC provide a bulleted list or narrative that details what should be considered OnBase functionality that is within the scope of the not-to-exceed price Standalone System Implementation Minimum Package?

(b) As an example one of the “Items Included” in the Standalone System Implementation Minimum Package is “One (1) workflow client and implementation”.  The professional services cost of a workflow implementation can vary from a few thousand dollars to hundreds of thousands of dollars.  We need to know what the functionality of this workflow would be or how many days of professional services should be included in this implementation.  For example, “One (1) workflow client and (5) days of workflow discovery and implementation services”.
Answer:  See “general answer” above.
Question 7:  In regards to the Central LJ EDMS system, a Workflow Client license is required on the Central LJ EDMS system in order to configure the WOB.exe to run on a timer.   In Section 3.1.3.6 it is mentioned that the “AOC is in the process of purchasing the OnBase multi-user license, application server, webserver, and bar code recognition software using the existing statewide contract.”  Does the AOC anticipate purchasing the necessary Workflow Client license for the Central LJ EDMS system on the existing statewide contract or should that license be included somewhere on the new contract/RFP response? If it will be purchase on the new contract, where should we include that pricing in Appendix A: Price Sheet. 

Answer:  See “general answer” above.
Question 8:  In regards to the Central LJ EDMS system, this will be a single OnBase system shared by many multiple courts.  Hyland Software tiers their Disconnected Scanning licenses so that the first Disconnected Scanning license purchased will be a one price and each additional license is at a much lower price.  Since the first court that joins the Central LJ EDMS system will purchase Disconnected Scanning and the first tier, their not-to-exceed pricing will be slightly higher than every other court that joins the Central LJ EDMS system.  To provide a more accurate not-to-exceed price, we would like to respond to 3.2.2.1 in the Appendix A: Price Sheet with the price for each court after the first court that joins the Central LJ EDMS system. How should we show that the first court will pay a slightly higher cost due to the tier structure of Disconnected Scanning?
Answer:  See “general answer” above.
Question 9:  Please explain exactly what is expected as a response to 3.2.2.1 of the Appendix A: Price Sheet for the LJ Disconnected Scanning VOLUME-BASED PRICING.  The “Items Included” column reads “Indicate assumptions and approach to provide minimum package items to 130 limited jurisdiction courts acting as a single customer”.  Please expand on the requirements for this section in greater detail.
Answer:  The AOC’s intent was to receive enterprise or unlimited licensing pricing for all included components.
Question 10:  Please explain exactly what is expected as a response to 3.2.2.2 of the Appendix A: Price Sheet for the Standalone System Implementation VOLUME-BASED PRICING.  The “Items Included” column reads “Indicate assumptions and approach to provide minimum package items to courts at a volume discount”.  Please expand on the requirements for this section in greater detail.
Answer:  The AOC’s intent was to receive enterprise or unlimited licensing costs for all included components.
Question 11:  Under the section 3.2.2.3 (a) Product Enhancements and Upgrades (standalone system in court) of the Appendix A: Price Sheet, the RFP asks for a not-to-exceed price for a “Single module implementation without OnBase upgrade”.    Module costs and the implementation costs to install different modules vary greatly from module-to-module. It is impossible to provide a not-to-exceed price for this line item without pricing ourselves out of contention by responding with a price high enough to cover the most expensive module and most complex implementation.  Will it fulfill the requirement for our response to be “Single OnBase modules will be priced at X% of list price and professional services will be priced at $X per hour. The number of hours needed to complete implementation will be priced on an implementation-by-implementation basis”?  This would allow us to maintain the flexibility needed to accurately estimate the cost of a single module implementation.
Answer:  See “general answer” above.
Question 12:  Under the section 3.2.2.3 (a) Product Enhancements and Upgrades (standalone system in court) of the Appendix A: Price Sheet, the RFP asks for a not-to-exceed price for “Other enhancement to OnBase system functionality”.  This requirement is too broad for us to provide a not-to-exceed price. For example, “an enhancement to OnBase system functionality” could be considered a five minute keyword change or a year-long workflow implementation.  Will it fulfill the requirement if we provide a per hour cost for our professional services in this line item due to the flexibility we need to maintain when pricing OnBase implementation services?
Answer:  See “general answer” above.

Question 13:  When providing a not-to-exceed price for the various packages in the Appendix A: Price Sheet, should we provide a per item cost for each of the items requested in the package or only the not-to-exceed price for the combination of all items?    We can include per item costs in section 3.2.2.12 “Other Products or Services Not Listed Previously” so that they are covered on a per item basis in case a court should need to purchase one of those items outside of one of the packages.
Answer:  Providing single package cost in one place with per item pricing in a separate place is acceptable as long as assumptions behind the single package pricing are described within the pricing table row for the package.
Question 14:  In section 3.2.1 Summary Description / Overall Intent, the AOC writes “each entity, including the AOC, shall negotiate its own specific statement of work under the contract.”  Does this mean that any terms and conditions should be negotiated on a project-by-project basis with the individual court?
Answer:  The statement of work is negotiated but not the master terms and conditions.
Question 15:  In section 3.2.1 Summary Description / Overall Intent, the AOC writes “AOC shall countersign all statements of work enacted under the contract.”  

a. Will the local court also sign the statement of work?

b. Will all three parties (Vendor, AOC and local court) sign each statement of work?
 Answer:  Yes
Question 16:  Regarding 3.2.2.2 of “Standalone System Implementation OPTIONAL ITEMS, it is impossible provide a not-to-exceed price for the item for “Any other optional OnBase modules license, installation, and maintenance.” OnBase modules vary significantly in price and the installation of each module varies greatly from module-to-module and customer-to-customer.  How should we provide an answer to fulfill this requirement? Can we provide not-to-exceed price that defines the amount of professional services time included in the price?
Answer:  See “general answer” above.
Question 17:  Regarding 3.2.2.2 of “Standalone System Implementation OPTIONAL ITEMS, it is impossible to provide a not-to-exceed price for the item “Additional vendor services not delineated in package”.  This line item is too vague to provide an answer for.  How should we provide an answer to fulfill this requirement? Can we provide not-to-exceed price that defines the amount of professional services time included in the price?
Answer:  See “general answer” above.
Question 18:  Regarding 3.2.2.2 of “Standalone System Implementation OPTIONAL ITEMS, it is impossible to provide a not-to-exceed price for the item “Hyland Web Services Toolkit API and implementation”. This line item is too vague to provide a not-to-exceed price.  We would need to know the details of the implementation.  How should we provide an answer to fulfill this requirement?  Can we provide not-to-exceed price that defines the amount of professional services time included in the price?
Answer:  See “general answer” above.
Question 19:  Under the section 3.2.2.3 (b) Product Enhancements and Upgrades (central system at AOC of the Appendix A: Price Sheet, the RFP asks for a not-to-exceed price for a “Single module implementation without OnBase upgrade”.    Module costs and the implementation costs to install different modules vary greatly from module-to-module. It is impossible to provide a not-to-exceed price for this line item without pricing ourselves out of contention by responding with a price high enough to cover the most expensive module and most complex implementation.  Will it fulfill the requirement for our response to be “Single OnBase modules will be priced at X% of list price and professional services will be priced at $X per hour. The number of hours needed to complete implementation will be priced on an implementation-by-implementation basis”?  This would allow us to maintain the flexibility needed to accurately estimate the cost of a single module implementation.
Answer:  See “general answer” above.
Question 20:  Regarding section 3.2.2.3 (b) and line items “Major OnBase upgrade (to new integer)” and “Minor OnBase upgrade (within same integer)”, should the not-to-exceed price only include upgrading the database, web server, application server and bar code recognition?  That is, all components managed in Phoenix by the AOC?
Answer:    Yes. 
Question 20(b):  Should we assume that the AOC will handle upgrading any client-side components that need to be upgrade on-site at each of the local court locations?
Answer:  Yes.
Question 21:  Regarding section 3.2.2.3 (b), is the AOC requesting a not-to-exceed amount per professional services hour or day?  Or is the AOC requesting a not-to-exceed amount per module including complete installation of that module?
Answer:  Yes.
Question 21(b):  If the latter, please detail the level of effort for each module that you would like us to provide a not-to-exceed price for.
Answer:  AOC has no experience in this area; therefore vendors should include the assumptions behind all professional services hours contained in their pricing.
Question 22:  Regarding 3.2.2.5 is the AOC requesting a per hour or per day cost for the services described in this section or is the request for a single total price to perform all of the services described?
Answer:  Vendor’s option.
.

Question 23:  Regarding 3.2.2.9 (a), please elaborate on the document conversion details for this line item. For example,

c. Which paper types should this include?  

i. Large format drawings?

ii. ID cards?

iii. Legal size documents?

iv. Onion-skin paper?

v. Standard 8.5 x 11

vi. Etc? (please list other paper types that should be covered in the not-to-exceed price)

d. What level of document preparation does this include?

i. Document straightening?

ii. Staple removal?

1. How many staples?

2. Etc? (please list other document preparation activities that should be covered in the not-to-exceed price)

e. Can we break down the line items for 3.2.2.9 (a) to cover pricing for other requirements related to scanning that our customers consistently request from us?
Answer:  See “general answer” above – It is acceptable to document assumptions and break out pricing by those assumptions.
Question 24:  Regarding section 3.2.2.12, will it suffice to list a set discount percentage for all OnBase software and maintenance or is required to list each specific module and apply the discount to the list price of the module? This will allow us to cover modules that have not yet been introduced.
Answer:  See “general answer” above.
Question 25:  Regarding item 3.3.2 under the Deliverable section of the RFP, what is meant by OnBase “integration” experience?  Is the AOC looking for our experience writing API integrations between OnBase and third-party products?
Answer:  Yes, and with troubleshooting API integrations constructed by other entities.
Question 26:  Regarding item 3.3.4 under the Deliverables section of the RFP, please expand what is means by upgrading each standalone system in a federated approach beyond what is detailed in 3.2.3.3.  We are happy to follow the recommendations of the AOC here but are not sure what the ultimate goal of a federated approach would be.
Answer:  An example would be upgrading all standalone systems throughout the state to the same release level required to perform a particular statewide function and doing so in the shortest time possible.
Question 27:  Regarding item 3.3.3 of the Deliverables section of the RFP, is anything beyond our responses to Appendix A expected here?
Answer:  The pricing table in Appendix A was designed to track with the descriptions presented in the statement of work.
Question 28:  If there are some not-to-exceed prices that we do not feel comfortable providing, will exclusion of those select packages from our response result in lack of consideration of our submittal?
Answer:  The AOC seeks a vendor capable of handling all facets of OnBase support.
Question 29:  Since the pricing column on all of Appendix A is labeled “Not-to-exceed” I am under the impression that all responses for that column need to be not-to-exceed prices.  Is that correct?
Answer:  Correct.
