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RFP Questions and Clarifications Memorandum

To: Solicited Vendors for Request For Proposals Num3b&0 for the Mississippi State
Department of Health (MSDH)

From: David L. Litchliter

Date July 31, 2009

Subject:  Responses to Questions Submitted and ClarificatidBpecifications
Contact Name:  Rita Rutland

Contact Phone Number: 601-359-1022

Contact E-mail Address: rita.rutland@its.ms.gov

The following questions were submitted to ITS ar@ll@ing presented as they were submitted,
except to remove any reference to a specific vendiirs information should assist you in
formulating your response.

Question 1: On page 1 the RFP states “all copies of the prpuosst be sealed in the
package.” In point 7, the cost proposal is to ba separately sealed. Can a
separately sealed envelope be put in the samesbitredechnical proposal
binders?

Response:  The Cost and Technical proposals can bentained within the same box as
long as the Cost proposal is in a separate sealeavelope.

Question 2: Can the state clarify the number of copies reguafethe response? Page 2
indicates 10 copies and Page 7 indicates 12 coftiegs stated in the pre-bid
conference on 7/20/09 that 12 copies were requimegdever amendment 2
indicated that 9 copies are required. Can the gigiase clarify the number of
copies required for the response?

Response:  Sorry for the confusion. The posted clification (Amendment 2) stands, one
original and 9 copies for a total of 10.

Question 3: Is the state requesting the existing SPIRIT datdehdocumentation? If so, can
the Vendor submit this electronically with the atsample plans versus printing
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Response:

Question 4:

Response:

Question 5:

Response:

Question 6:

Response:

Question 7:

Response:

the entire SPIRIT data model and providing thidwtite submission of the
response?

The State is requesting the Data Modelrfthe Vendor’s proposed Food
Management System (either a preliminary for a groud-up development
effort or a customization of SPIRIT FMS or the find if a COTS system is
proposed) and would prefer that it be submitted eletronically rather than on
paper. The State currently has existing SPIRIT syem documentation and
does not require the Vendor to resubmit it.

Does the Performance Bond need to be numbered® b pages of the Annual
Report need to be numbered? Do all the sampleatalies on the CD need to be
numbered?

Proposals will not have points deductefithese items are not numbered.
However, Vendors should make every effort to provid the State the easiest
path for a clear interpretation of their proposal.

This section references section 16.22.4, howeeecauld not locate this section
within the RFP. Can the state clarify this refesh

This reference has been removed. Please kem #13 in ‘Amendment 1 -
Clarifications to Specifications and Opening Daté&xtension (07/10/2009)’ on
the ITS website.

It is our understanding that WIC is exempt frora HiPAA requirement.
Currently the SPIRIT system does not fully supptiRAA. Is it the state’s
expectation that SPIRIT be modified to support HA?A

MSDH is removing each referenced requireant for HIPAA compliance
from RFP No. 3550 for the SPIRIT system implementabn.

Would it be acceptable to the state to have tbgPrManager work remotely
and only be onsite during key phases of the prejekdditionally, could the DBA
Lead work remotely and be onsite during key phaése project? Can the state
please provide an explanation of the role/respditgiand expectation of the
DBA Lead?

Except for Section V, Item 7, Mandatory égal Provisions and the approved
USDA /FNS requirement to implement a comprehensivelinical system
composed of the transfer the SPIRIT State Agency Miel system in the
existing technical infrastructure integrated with a customized Food
Management system, no items in the technical spacitions of this RFP are
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Question 8:

Response:

Question 9:

Response:

Question 10:

Response:

considered MANDATORY. Vendors are specifically diallowed from taking
exception to mandatory requirements and proposalshiat do not meet all
mandatory requirements are subject to immediate digualification, at the
sole discretion of the State. Each other requirenmé contained within this
RFP is subject to the Vendor’s discretion as to wtiker or not to take
exception. When taking exception or providing an kernative to the State’s
requirement, Vendor should take care to provide adguate justification as to
how their proposed alternative would benefit the Site.

This section indicates that this should be respdrd within Exhibit H; however,
section 1.2 indicates that each section must lporeted to as Acknowledged. Is
it the state’s expectation that each sub secti@eadtfion 14 be acknowledged with
a statement within this section or is it acceptébtehe Vendor to provide a
General statement that all sub sections within@edt4 are acknowledged within
Exhibit H?

Vendors may provide a general statemethat all sub sections within Section
14 are acknowledged within Exhibit H. Additionally, Vendors are
encouraged to provide a sufficiently detailed respwse in Exhibit H so that
the State may be able to verify that the Vendor unerstood and can meet the
requirement.

The state is requesting a data entry mechanisragture historical data that
currently exists on paper or cards only. Can taegrovide an exact listing of
the types of historical data needed to be captutadidition, can the state
provide the specific fields to be captured for egte of historical data?

The Vendor should refer to MSDH’s WIC Cdification Form for a list of
specific fields to be captured from paper forms fohistorical data. This
document can be found on the ITS website, named WICertification
Form.pdf.

Can the state provide a list of all field lengpresifications?

Please refer to the following documents the ITS website for field length
specifications for existing WIC data: MWITS_MWINS File.pdf, Clinic
Master File.pdf, and Clinic Transaction File.pdf. Note that MSDH uses two
Clinic files to capture Clinic data. The Clinic Master File is used to store
data related to all WIC clients who have been ceffied eligible or ineligible
for WIC. The Clinic Transaction File is a daily file, which is used to update
the Clinic Master file, and also stores CDC Nutritonal Surveillance data.
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Question 11:

Response:

Question 12:

Response:

Question 13:

Response:

Question 14:

Response:

Question 15:

Response:

Question 16:

Response:

The Functional Requirement mentions Distributii@ssand Vendors (such as
“Authorized Vendors”). Are the Distribution Sités redemption considered the
same as Vendor?

No, there are multiple Distribution Sitetocated throughout the state but
only one authorized Food Vendor (Authorized Vendor)s awarded the bid to
provide WIC food to these Distribution sites per ba period.

Does the state allow for partial redemptions afdiés (this requirement
references a Voucher, so does this mean the ganicmust redeem all food
items on the voucher?)

The State does allow for partial redemmuiins. For example, if site runs out of
a particular item in the participant’s food package the participant will be

given what’s available and instructed to return laer for an additional
pickup.

Can the state provide the estimated number ofuwsoert users that would access
the system?
MSDH estimates 240 concurrent users fdrd Clinic System (including the

Independents Clinics), and 210 concurrent users fahe Food Management
System.

Section: General - Does the State of MS have gdfudr this proposal? If so,
how much is the budgeted cost?

The State has chosen not to disclose blelget or estimated costs for this
project.
Page 2: Do we need to provide one original andaldes (page 2) or 12 copies
(page 7)?

The posted clarification (Amendment 2) @&hds, one original and 9 copies for
a total of 10.

Page 2: The response on CD, can it be in a pdfdtit

The CD responses can be in a PDF format.
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Question 17:

Response:

Question 18:

Response:

Question 19:

Response:

Question 20:

Response:

Question 21:

Response:

Page 10, section 13.1: The State’s contact pegosdRFP is Donna Hamilton or
Rita Rutland?

Refer to the posted clarification, Amendent 2, Item 12; Rita Rutland is the
State’s contact person.

Section Ill, page 13, item 13: Will the State mtew all resources provided by
our company, and if so, will we be required to pdevour staff onsite for
interviews before contract is executed?

The State reserves the right to intervieany/all staff identified as Key
Personnel (Section VII, Item 10.2.7). Refer to Seon VI, Item 28.10.2, in
extenuating circumstances, the State may considert@lephone interview in
lieu of an onsite interview.

Section IV, page 16, item 7.2: Can we get an ex@efjor the SPIRIT system
since we have not developed it?

No, except for Section V, Item 7, MandatpLegal Provisions and the
approved USDA/FNS requirement to implement a compreensive clinical
system composed of the transfer the SPIRIT State Agcy Model system in
the technical infrastructure integrated with a cusbmized Food Management
system, no items in the technical specifications tiis RFP are considered
MANDATORY. Vendors are specifically disallowed fran taking exception
to mandatory requirements, and proposals that do nomeet all mandatory
requirements are subject to immediate disqualificabn, at the sole discretion
of the State. Each other requirement contained witin this RFP is subject to
the Vendor’s discretion as to whether or not to tak exception.

Section VII, page 36: If we uncover bugs in théR8P system and make
changes, will these have to be provided to USDA/FNS

Source code with corrected bugs must bepided to USDA/FNS if there are
charges associated with the correction of the defe&Since USDA/FNS paid
for the initial development and ongoing customizabn, they own the SPIRIT
source code.

Section VII, page 37: What are the interface resquents of WIC SPIRIT, PIMS,
SAAS and MIDDS as concerning data elements andtypé&s?

Refer to Section VII, Item 14.4 and to Ebit G. It will be the responsibility
of the WIC Implementation Contractor to work with State and other
contracted Vendor staff to define a Standard WIC irterface to each of these
systems.
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Question 22:

Response:

Question 23:

Response:

Question 24:

Response:

Question 25:

Response:

Question 26:

Section VII, page 37: Can we get documentatioguirements, system function,
fields, attributes etc.) for current WIC, MWITS, MNS, PIMS and SAAS?

At the present time, the State can onlyqvide file layouts for the existing
WIC systems. Please refer to the following documénon the ITS website:
MWITS_MWINS File.pdf, Clinic Master File.pdf, and C linic Transaction
File.pdf. Data and file formats can be provided dting the design phase for
PIMS and SAAS. The output from PIMS will be an HL7record interfaced to
WIC using Rhapsody. Data elements can include baire not limited to
patient first name, last name, suffix, sex, race tlenicity, SSN, address, city,
state, zip code, birth date, home phone, work phoné&nguage indicator,
marital status, appointment date, appointment time appointment status,
appointment type, missed code, reschedule indicatocthange appointment
code, and reminder code.

Section VII, page 43: What are the interface rexyuents for 13 independent
providers of WIC certification services?

It will be the responsibility of the WICIimplementation Contractor to work
with State staff to define_onestandard WIC interface for the Independent
Provider systems.

Section VII, page 44, item 7.7: Since the funaiicspecs are not exhaustive, can
we propose a requirements phase under a separdataat®

No, that is not a solution the State walitonsider. However, Vendors can
choose to offer a separate line item under this ctmact for a specific number
of hours that can be utilized for requirements defnition. This line item could
be utilized as a change order on an as needed basis

Section VII, page 46, item 7.19: Does the Stageaupre-defined set of testing
tools for QA purposes?

The State has not identified a specifietof testing tools for this project. We
intend to rely on the Vendor to assist us with thisecommendation.

General: How would changes in requirements angdes¢ourrently not
comprehensively defined) be approached and whodvoake the final
determination if changes are or are not expli@tymplicitly included in the
RFP?
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Response:

Question 27:

Response:

Question 28:

Response:

Question 29:

Response:

Question 30:

Changes in requirements and scope for shproject will be handled just like
any other project...via a change order mechanism. Heever, for this
project, any proposed change order with an associadl cost must be
approved by USDA/FNS prior to approval by the State The State Project
Director will work with the project Steering Commit tee to determine
whether the RFP contains the specifications in quésn.

Page 47: Who is the WIC help desk used by? ShbeldVIC Help Desk Manual
be provided even before the recommendation of émeler regarding software
and structure is implemented?

The WIC Help Desk is used by MSDH staffhiat performs WIC duties. The
State will rely on the recommendation of the Implerentation Contractor
regarding the schedule of events for the establishent of the WIC Help Desk.

Page 48: Has the State built any Inventory Managesystem that we can re-use
(MS Department of Education!!)?

Vendors are encouraged to propose amyentory Management system that
they are aware of that will most efficiently and eflectively meet the
requirements of MSDH/WIC as defined in the RFP.

page 50: This is regarding the 5 years life cgdst, if changes are made to
SPIRIT system (by USDA), will we be required to ieqment those changes for
the State — under the five year maintenance cdst?, what about the cost for
enhancements associated with new requirementsramelfotechnology (such as
upgrades), should that be included in the cosudsed above??

Yes, the State will require that the maieanance and support phase of the
contract include upgrades/enhancements to the SPIRISAM system during
the contractual support period. Vendors should inlude all known and
potential costs when proposing support period pricig.

Page 105: Regarding response time requirements #ie application will reside
within the State’s infrastructure how do we guaganiesponse time? Will we be
required to put monitors in place that show how/ehehy the application is
responding? In other words, would we be requiredifferentiate between
response time delays caused by hardware and micaste vs. delays caused by
software? Who is responsible for addressing detaysed by
hardware/infrastructure?
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Response:

Question 31:

Response:

Question 32:

Response:

Question 33:

Response:

Question 34:

Response:

The Implementation Contractor will be reqired to work with State staff
including MSDH and ITS staff to identify areas of por performance.
Vendor will be required to identify and substantiate any hardware
infrastructure deficiencies that negatively affectsystem performance for
correction by State staff. The State has hardwarand infrastructure
software monitoring capability available and can casult with the Vendor
regarding how to pinpoint and correct deficient aras.

Page 105: Also regarding response time, can wapgg@bximate number of
records (for each table) in the current WIC systefor performance measuring
purposes??

Record counts can be found in each of théC File Layouts found on the
ITS website.

Page 206: Since the State will run the hardwdrasiructure, can we only
provide security plan related to confidentialitydantegrity (and not on
availability and the physical security)?

Please refer to Section 3.2 Physical Séyuwf APD Resources on page 208 of
RFP #3550. The Vendor is required submit a compreadnsive security plan
encompassing availability and the physical securitgince some of the
physical hardware (e.g. computers, printers, scanms, etc.) will reside at the
Clinics and Food Centers.

Can the Department of Health provide a listinghaf reports that are defective
and currently not working for the purpose of scopime effort?

CSC and the State of Missouri are workingpgether to identify these reports.
The SPIRIT Vendor (CSC) is responsible for correctig these report defects
at no additional charge to USDA/FNS. Therefore, th code that will be
available for use by the awarded Implementation Cotmactor should be
defect free. As code releases containing defectraxtions become available,
the IC Vendor will be expected to incorporate themnto Mississippi’s WIC
system code. Vendor should understand that the Stawill not pay for a
change order to correct defects in the SPIRIT code.

Will ITS/Health provide a listing of the preferrbardware, operating system and
database management system since ITS support avarnigey of technologies?

Vendors are responsible for looking at éhexisting technical infrastructure of
existing SPIRIT implementations and proposing the rast efficient and
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Question 35:

Response:

Question 36:

Response:

Question 37:

Response:

Question 38:

expedient combination of hardware, OS and DBMS infastructure options
available in the State Data Center. The RFP cleaylstates that no additional
costs can be incurred for the technical infrastruatire, so the State is relying
on the Vendor to propose the best solution availablutilizing any
combination of database, servers, hardware and sefare available within
the State Data Center.

On page 105 for Section 20 - Data Conversion
Will the agency provide table structures for therent application for the purpose
of mapping and data conversion scoping?

Please refer to the following documenta the ITS website for table
structures for the existing WIC applications: ‘MWIT S_MWINS File.pdf’,
‘Clinic Master File.pdf’, and ‘Clinic Transaction F ile.pdf’. Note that MSDH
uses two Clinic files to capture Clinic data. Thelinic Master File is used to
store data related to “all” WIC clients who have ben certified eligible or
ineligible for WIC. The Clinic Transaction File is a daily file, which is used
to update the Clinic Master file, and also stores BC Nutritional
Surveillance data.

Since the questions we submitted on July 9, 2@0@ Imot been answeretid
you receive them prior to the July 9, 2009 deadlinand will they be answered
with others on July 30", 20097

They were received. All questions submeitl from all vendors who attended
both Vendor Conferences are consolidated and respdad to in this
document.

Section VII paragraph 28.4 c states an evaluatiiarion as “Current
deployments of the proposed product”. Since RFR)3ba&ndates a single WIC
MS solution consisting of minor modifications t@t8PIRIT system (MSDITS
Memorandum Preliminary Information for Vendors, RE3%50 Section VII p.36,
and Exhibit E), vendors must submit the modifiedRBIP solution to meet
Mississippi’s WIC Clinical Requirements or faceawjon for non-compliance
with the RFPHow will the MSDITS/MSDH evaluation team ensure aével
playing field for vendors who submit proposals buwho did not develop the
existing SPIRIT system and therefore have no currardeployment instances
of it to submit?

The evaluation item you are referencing referring to current deployments
of the proposed Food Inventory/Management systemom current
deployments of the SPIRIT system.

Section VII paragraph 7.17 page 45 requires timel@es PM and DBA Lead to
be on-site for the duration and that all developimerk is expected to be done in
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Response:

Question 39:

Response:

the MSDH environment. Paragraph 7.18 page 46 say®ESDH will provide
room for up to ten Vendor Staff. Yet paragrapi219.page 59 says the Vendor
must commit key personnel and specify the percentdggme each will commit
to the project which indicates the acceptabilitsome of the Vendor's Team not
being on-site all the time. Finally, paragraph 122ndicates key personnel must
work on-site but only during the phases they aspoasible for. We interpret
these paragraphs to mean it is mandatory that émeldf’s PM and DBA Lead be
on-site 24/7 for the duration but all other Vengersonnel are required to be on-
site only on an as-needed basis. We also intetipese paragraphs to mean the
Vendor may do development work off-site as lontp@gsan assure any member
of the Vendor’s team can be on-site, given suffitigotice, when required by the
PMT Project Director or Project Managérre these correct interpretations?

You have interpreted correctly. Vendor shuld note that except for Section
V, Item 7, Mandatory Legal Provisions and the appreed USDA /FNS
requirement to implement a comprehensive clinicalystem composed of the
transfer the SPIRIT State Agency Model system in té technical
infrastructure integrated with a customized Food Management system, no
items in the technical specifications of this RFPra considered
MANDATORY. Vendors are specifically disallowed fran taking exception
to mandatory requirements, and proposals that do nomeet all mandatory
requirements are subject to immediate disqualificabn, at the sole discretion
of the State. Each other requirement contained witin this RFP is subject to
the Vendor’s discretion as to whether or not to tak exception.

You said the reason for having ¥ Rlandatory Vendors Conference was to
ensure all vendors were treated equally, give vendo opportunity to “shine” by
being chosen to customize and transfer the SPIEem to meet MS WIC
requirements, and to expand the number of vendonsi@p an opportunity to
“shine”. Considering the Section VII 28.4 ¢ evaluation crérion and the fact
the developer of SPIRIT source code has accrued ovieur years of
experience customizing and deploying it but the otr vendors have not seen
the source code and will have far less time to beme familiar with it in order
to prepare a quality proposal that meets your requiements, how will the
MSDITS MSDH evaluation team ensure all vendors aréreated equally and
scored fairly?

Refer to the State’s response to Questi®n. Mississippi’s requirement to
integrate a customized Food Management System wiBPIRIT provides the
opportunity for any Vendor to differentiate this pr oject from the customary
drop-ship implementations. This specification affads all Vendors an equal
opportunity to propose their best solution. The Site contends that the
transfer and implementation of the SPIRIT system iself should not be very
different from any other COTS-type implementation,thereby allowing most
any system integrator an opportunity to propose. Tk State acknowledges
that while the original software developer may be rare proficient at code
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Question 40:

Response:

Question 41:

Response:

Question 42:

Response:

Question 43:

revision because they wrote the code, we suggesatihey may also be less
responsive to finding new and creative ways to me#ississippi’s
requirements.

Checklist (3), Section | & Section IV paragraph B8oposal Bond. The checklist
refers to Section | to determine if a Proposal Benekquired, Section | refers to
Section IV para 36, the second sub-paragraph aftwisisomewhat ambiguous
regarding whether a Proposal Bond is or is notireddor this RFPIs a

Proposal Bond required for this RFP?

A proposal bond will not be required fothis project.

Section IV paragraph 37 requires the price of dodPmance Bond/Irrevocable
Bank Letter of Credit be shown as a separate iteti@ Cost Information
Submission. Section VIII provides a section of dabeled “Other” which would
seem to be the place where the price of the Boadldlbe shownDoes the
requirement to submit a Performance Bond price in 8ction VIII as part of
the Vendor’'s Proposal indicate the State’s willingess to pay for such a bond
if they determine one is required upon contract awal?

The State requires that the PerformanceoBd be identified as a line item in
case the State decides that the project risk is nstgnificant enough to
warrant the cost of securing the bond, then that cst can be eliminated from
the overall project cost.

Section IV paragraph 37. Regarding the Perform&uwral we note USDA/FNS
(Exhibit G p.242) recommended if required thatdteb% of the total work to be
performed (such as 10%) so as not to be burdensenaors bidding and run the
risk of frustrating competition. We also note SexctvIl paragraphs 9.15.1
through and 9.15.4 the State’s right to retain 25%e value of a payable
amount until completion of the project. The retgi@g@rovisions would appear
adequate to protect the State’s risk without adPerdnce BondDoes the State
plan to require a Performance Bond and if so, whapercent of the project

cost will it require?

The State will require a Performance BondThe total amount of the
Performance Bond should be equal to 10%f the total cost attributable to
the SPIRIT implementation plus the entire cost ofthe Food Management
System customization and implementation.

Paragraph 3 General Overview p.36. To obtain § cbphe SPIRIT source code
vendors were required to attend the Mandatory VenGonference on June 29,
2009. We have not received a copy of the SPIRITceoode yetWhen will the
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Response:

Question 44:

Response:

Question 45:

Response:

Question 46:

SPIRIT source code be distributed to vendors who &nded the Mandatory
Vendor Conference?

On Friday, July 31, 2009, the State mail€CDs of the existing SPIRIT code
to all Vendors who had signed a Letter of Intent tdid.

Paragraph 3 General Overview p.36. The underlieetdseems to imply the
current Mississippi WIC system uses a proprieta®@y. Server which will require
upgrade with the latest version of Microsoft VisBalsic in order to run SPIRIT.
Paragraph 9.14.6 Section VII essentially restretsdors to propose one of two
proprietary servers at least one of which will iegupgrade to its operating
software and the software required to utilizé\ie these exceptions to the
current technical architecture the only approved cstomizations or is MDHS
free to pursue alternate data base systems that amot proprietary such as
MySQL or PostgreSQL without having to obtain prior approval from

USDA?

Vendors are not required to propose a sar at all. ITS will be hosting the
SPIRIT databases on virtual servers in the State Da Center. In 9.14.6,
Vendors are given the preferred database options dhe State. Because this
requirement is not identified as MANDATORY, Vendors can take exception
to it. However, to do so is to incur additional csts unnecessarily in the way
of licensing and training.

Paragraph 3, General Overview p.36. Options f@iémenting the Food
Management component are stated as 1) enhanceistiegg SPIRIT Food
Management functionality, 2) a “ground up” devel@nt) and 3) a COTS
solution (as is or customized). Section VIII's coptions appear to include 1) and
3) but not 2)Can you clarify which options are acceptable and rfiéected in
Section VIII?

While all options are acceptable, the $¢aassumed a ground up development
would be cost prohibitive. However, the Vendor isvelcome to modify the
table in Section VIl to reflect whichever option Vendor chooses to propose.

Paragraph 3, General Overview last paragraph, gid8&s proposals for meeting
the MWITS replacement will be evaluated on the dasitheir “overall closeness
of fit” with Mississippi’s WIC requirements and thsystems requiring the least
amount of customization will be at a decided adaget Exhibit B to Exhibit G
indicates the State is well informed of the dedceehich one vendor’'s Food
Management System fits their requirements and Exilt provides a line item
for the license cost of such COTS softwd&ased on the State’s prior
knowledge of this vendor’s product and its “fit”, does the State have a
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Response:

Question 47:

Response:

Question 48:

Response:

Question 49:

preference for it versus a modified SPIRIT solution and if so, how will this
preference be accommodated during the evaluation giroposals?

The State is unsure to which Vendor Foddanagement System you are
referring. The State has no knowledge of or prefance for a specific FMS
and will evaluate all packages equally against theequirements contained in
the RFP. The FMS requirements were identified andlocumented based on
current MWITS functionality including things that s ystem does well and
things that need to be included that are not curretly addressed within
MWITS.

Paragraph 3, General Overview p.37. Systems dgaiine WIC interfaces are
listed as PIMS, SAAS, and MIDSS. Section VIII regsi costs for interfaces for
PIMS, WIC Independent Providers, and WIC InventdianagementAre
separate costs for interfaces also required to bellsmitted in Section VIII for
SAAS and MIDSS?

Yes, that is correct. Vendor should idéfy a separate line item cost for
creating a standard interface to each of these syshs.

Paragraph 3, General Overview. Sixth paragraB6jpefers to customizations
of SPIRIT and the same are referred to in otheispErthe RFP as modifications
to the SPIRIT. Since it is doubtful that SPIRIT easlill meet MDHS’s
requirements “out of the box” its source code wékd to be modified consistent
with PMT and/or Steering Committee direction durthg Period of Performance
(PoP).Since USDA/FNS retains ownership of SPIRIT sourceodle, will their
approval of these changes be required before rolleh and will they or the
State provide continuing configuration control to preclude un-authorized
changes and/or too many SPIRIT variants?

USDA has already provided approval to im@ment and rollout all
modifications listed in the RFP. Customizations not currently contained in
the approved RFP will have to be pre-approved by USA/FNS prior to
SPIRIT system modification. The Project Steering Comittee identified in
the RFP is the State’s proposed mechanism to steimetflow of excessive
requirements changes and change orders for the FMrtion of the system.
Once activity begins under the IAPD to transfer SPRIT, USDA requires
that Mississippi participate in the SPIRIT Users Gioup. The SPIRIT Users
Group will be the forum to provide continuing configuration control to
preclude un-authorized changes and/or too many SPIR variants.

Paragraph 9.4 This paragraph requires firm fo@sts to be proposed consistent
with Cost Categories set forth in Section VIl Isoime categories listed in
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Response:

Question 50:

Response:

Question 51:

paragraph 9.4, such as licensing, travel, subgisterpenses, etc., are not shown
in Section VIII. Further, Exhibit A paragraph 5fates the Seller and Purchaser
during project initiation (after IC selection) wdevelop a mutually agreed upon
project plan which will include the division of fansibility between Purchaser’s
staff and Seller’s staff and time frames and tadgges for deliverables, e.g. the
schedule. Exhibit A paragraph 5.2 also recogninel s schedule may require
revision from time to time over the Period of Penfiance (PoP). Given this,
other types of contracts might be more appropf@téoth the vendor and the
state.Would the State consider other forms of a contracsuch as cost
reimbursement or task oriented contract based on qoied hourly rates?

No, this RFP is for a fixed price contrac

Paragraph 9.16.6, 10.2.7, and 10.2.8. Paragrd6.equires hourly labor rates
for 11 specific job titles/descriptions which am@ needed except for pricing out-
of-scope Change Orders. Of these 11 job titlesfgasms, only 9 are reflected in
Section VIII for costing purposes. Paragraph 10s2t8 forth minimum
experience levels for 12 job descriptions whichreotconsistent with the 11
listed in Paragraph 9.16.6. Paragraph 10.2.8 regjMendor to provide resumes
of its “key” personnel in addition to that of itslxcontractorsCan you reconcile
these paragraphs and provide a single set of persoel by job

title/description for which hourly rates are neededand would such a list
include “key” personnel or is that intended to be aseparate list compiled by
the vendor for which no hourly rates are required?

Vendor is expected to propose hourly ratdor anyone identified as Key
personnel. The State has suggested a list of rokbat we consider to be Key
Personnel. Based upon the Vendor’'s experience aedpertise staffing
projects of this size and complexity, at their disetion, the Vendor may
choose to add additional roles as Key Personnel aray decide not to staff
some of the Key Personnel roles for this project. élvever, if the State has
identified a role as Key, and the Vendor staffs thiarole, he may not remove
the role from being designated as Key. The Costiormation Submission
table in Section VIl should be modified to reflecteach role proposed by the
Vendor regardless of whether it was identified byhe State.

Paragraph 10.2.5 and 10.2.7. All of the 12 jdbdiand descriptions shown are
management level with minimum experience requirdmenging from 3 to 15
years. None require any academic credentials. B&ggi’s Institutions of Higher
Learning (IHL) have highly skilled, capable, andawative technical talent to
support Mississippi’s IT programs but graduatingdents and those obtaining
advanced degrees have little to no job experiemtieda “real world”. Such
academic programs include skills and commensuoatétjes of the type shown
in question 13 belowHow flexible is the State regarding experience
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Response:

Question 52:

Response:

Question 53:

Response:

Question 54:

requirements and would the State permit vendors tanclude highly educated
entry level personnel on its technical staff for tks program?

RFP No. 3550 provides the State’s minimuraquirements. Since the work
experience of the Vendor is not a mandatory requin@ent, the Vendor may
certainly take exception to experience requirementand propose
alternatives. It is up to the Vendor to make a covincing case of the benefit
to the State when alternatives to the specified rerements are provided.

Related Question: Paragraphs 9.16.6 and 10.2.féion is made of the need
for Computer Scientists, Software Engineers, ot Programmers to support
IT architectural systems design, code customizatiate conversion, test,
implementation and to assist the MDHS’s OHI graupéveloping applications
and improvements should those be required init@allgs the program gets
underwayls it acceptable to the State for the vendor to ulize such

individuals on his staff and/or as required for chage orders which would
necessitate the inclusion of hourly rates for thosgositions in Section VIII of

the proposal?

The RFP documents the potential roles ikfied by the State that we believe
are necessary for a successful system implementatidHowever, we are
relying on the Vendor’s experience and expertise igtaffing implementation
projects of this size and complexity. The Vendor isncouraged to propose
any role that will benefit the project and the corresponding hourly rates.

Paragraph 9.16.6 and Section VIl p.131. Post-AlwtHre vendor may desire to
recommend additional Subject Matter Experts (SMEa) would benefit both the
State and the vendor which could help ensure dipe@siutcomeWould it be
beneficial to the State if vendors included hourlyates for certain SMEs
identifiable in terms of their functional subject matter expertise?

The RFP documents the potential roles ikfied by the State that we believe
are necessary for a successful system implementatiddowever, we are
relying on the Vendor’s experience and expertise istaffing implementation
projects of this size and complexity. The Vendor isncouraged to propose
any role that will benefit the project and the corresponding hourly rates.

Section VIII p. 131. The direct hourly labor rates Change Orders are for 9 job
descriptions in Section VIII. They correspond opéytially with the 11 listed in
Section VIl paragraph 9.16.6 and the 12 listedanti®n VIl paragraph 10.2.7.
Can you please reconcile these different job lissuch that a single list
includes all job descriptions for which the State aeds hourly rates quoted in
Section VIII?
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Response: The RFP documents the potential roletentified by the State that we believe
are necessary for a successful system implementatiddowever, we are
relying on the Vendor’s experience and expertise istaffing implementation
projects of this size and complexity. The Vendor isncouraged to propose
any role that will benefit the project and the corresponding hourly rates.

Question 55: Section VIII p.131. The State requires hourly sdta specific job descriptions in
this section for Change OrdeWhat percent (%) of the overall work effort
does the State anticipate it may purchase in Chanderders during the IC’s
Period of Performance (PoP)?

Response:  The State’s goal is to purchase no changeers. We hope we have
successfully defined this project fully and identiied all possible
requirements.

Question 56: Section VIII appears to require Firm Fixed PrifeBP) for software services only
and Section VIl paragraph 7.33 verifies the stakesdchot intend to purchase
hardware as part of this procurement. The ExhibfttAndard Contract does not
state explicitly what type it is but Article 3 ime$ the contract to be Firm Fixed
Price (FFP) for services provided. Article 3 of EbihA refers to prices set forth
in an attached Exhibit Als the “ attached Exhibit A” referred in RFP
Exhibit A actually Section VIII of the RFP?

Response:  This RFP requires a Firm Fixed Price cordct. When executed, the
Standard Contract (attached to the RFP as Exhibit Awill have an attached
Exhibit A. During contract negotiations, Exhibit A to the Standard Contract
will be modified to reflect the high level projectschedule, with deliverables
and milestones denoted and a cost associated wittem. The preliminary
project work plan, as defined in Section VII, Item11, should include the
proposed project deliverables and milestones. Taduce the time required
for project negotiations, the Vendor may provide daft Standard Contract
Exhibit A, an initial project schedule summary including costs associated
with milestones/deliverables to be included alongitth Section VIII as part of
the sealed Cost proposal.

Question 57: Section VIII p. 129 first row asks the vendor éber to an RFP item number and
guote the cost to modify the base SPIRIT systemast the specified
requirement. Row four provides a place to quotectist to modify the existing
SPIRIT Inventory Management functionality to me&FRrequirements to serve
as a MWITS replacemeriDo the “requirements” in row one include MWITS
replacement or does row one only apply to modifyin@PIRIT to meet WIC
Clinical certification requirements?
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Response:

Question 58:

Response:

Question 59:

Response:

Row one applies for each modification ®PIRIT (whether for MWITS
replacement or just standard customization). The @st Information
Submission table in Section VIII is provided as admplate to inform Vendors
of the level of cost detail the State is expectinglhe table can be modified as
necessary to suit the Vendor's method of proposingdetailed cost.

See question 9 above. Article 3 of Exhibit A implthis is a Firm Fixed Price
contract yet as stated in Section VIl paragragh finctional requirements set
forth may not be exhaustive hence Section VII gaah 7.8 provides for the
State and Vendor to work in conjunction with the NI® staff to resolve
ambiguities and inadvertent omissions. This plamrither stipulated in Section
VIl paragraph 10.2.12 which creates a Project Manmant Team (PMT) with the
Integration Contractor (IC) to embark on discretgjgct phases the first two of
which are a requirements analysis and data comresasid applications design.
These activities are critical to ensure the St and IC share a common
understanding of what these requirements are aock importantly, agree on the
best technical solution systems design to ensticeesit SPIRIT execution will
meet MDHS expectations with minimal disruptionhe existing State IT
architecture. Given the State’s investment in tand analysis of SPIRIT, such a
collaborative requirements analysis and systengdetgvelopment process is
critical to the project’s success. However, itmikely the IC and the State Staff
share sufficient commonality of detailed systemsigteknowledge prior to
contract award and before a State Staff-IC PMTorsvened. This forces vendors
to make major assumptions about the systems desigm may later be
invalidated by the integrated PMT. To reduce tlsk, a reimbursable contract
type such as set forth in the Federal Acquisiti@giRations (FAR) Subpart 16.6,
might be appropriate during the Period of Perforoeaf®oP)In view of this,
would the State consider a cost reimbursement typa&f contract vehicle for

the duration of the PoP or at least until successfwompletion of a Pilot Site?

No, this RFP is for a fixed price cordct.

Exhibit G p.232Has the IC for MIDSS been awarded and if so can yotell us
who the vendor is and what his plans are for an imrface to his systems
design?

The MIDSS system is in contract negotiatis. As of right now, the interface
between MIDSS and WIC has not been fully defined. fie State expects the
IC Vendor to work with the MIDSS Vendor to build a standard interface
between MIDSS and WIC.
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Question 60:

Response:

Question 61:

Response:

Question 62:

Response:

Question 63:

Exhibit G p.232. Independent Providers (IP). Whnike understand the WIC PM
has directed IPs to access SPIRIT via the webgildvbe helpful if we knew
more about them and where they are located thraughe state. Exhibit C
p.162 indicates the 13 IPs are non-public CM®@zes this acronym stand for
Community Medical Clinics and are they privately owned?

The acronym CMC should be CHC, and it stals for Community Health
Center. All of the 13 Independent Providers are Caimunity Health Centers,
(CHCs), with the exception of the University MedichCenter. Please refer to
WIC Non Profit Local Agencies.doc on the ITS websé for a list of all the
CHCs and their addresses.

Exhibit G p. 243 item 5. USDA inquired about tltbadulels the Exhibit A to
Exhibit G located at p. 246 of Exhibit G the currerly envisioned schedule?

That is correct.

Exhibit G p. 246. Section VIl paragraph 9.15.4edahat amounts payable to the
IC shall be derived from a project schedule muyuddlvised by all parties
including the IC whose PM will be a member of tidTP(Section VII paragraph
11.4.1). This suggests the State intends for th& RiMe-visit the Schedule at
Exhibit A to Exhibit G to avail themselves of thppmrtunity to revise the
schedule based on obtaining a post-award consasgoshe functional
requirements, technical specifications, and satusigstem design implementation
which should be compatible with any revised scheddased on this, MDHS
views the current schedule as set forth in Exiildid Exhibit G as a preliminary
schedule that will be finalized after selectioraafIC with the continuing
flexibility to be adjusted throughout the duratioithe PoP as may be necessary
to conform to PMT or Steering Committee re-directis this a correct
interpretation?

Yes, your interpretation is correct withthe following caveat: The State
constructed the existing schedule based on bestiesdtes available at the
time of the APDU. For the proposal, the Vendor shald disclose any
proposed schedule modifications based on the currdy known facts and
document all assumptions, constraints and conditic

Paragraph 10.2.12 of Section VIl states the fihgtse of effort post-award is to
engage the MDHS staff and as a MDHS-Vendor Prdjertagement Team
(PMT) and do a joint requirements analysis. Thesiwites are critical to ensure
the State staff and IC share a common understamdiwhat these requirements
are and, more importantly, agree on the best teahsolution systems design to
ensure efficient SPIRIT execution with minimal digtion to the existing State IT
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architecture. In Section VIl paragraph 7.7 the &tatknowledges functional
requirements set forth may not be exhaustive pitatipg the need to work with
the IC as set forth in Section VII paragraph 7.8solve ambiguities and
omissions. Since the technical method of satisfymdlgvidual row elements of the
Functional Requirements Traceability Functional i#atvill be heavily
dependent on the outcome of a post-award PMT reégolaf requirements
impacting the best solution systems design, pojomatf the Exhibit H Matrix
prior to the IC selection will likely be somewhadrgeral in natureGiven
proposal directions in Section VII paragraphs 1.6 ad 1.7, and the elements
of proposal evaluation in Section VIl paragraph 7.2 and Section Il
paragraph 7, how important in terms of weight is Exibit H in the State’s
proposal review relative to the other evaluation fators such as
responsiveness, etc., and in the overall selection?

Response:  The scoring weights will be posted to theebsite on the day the proposals are
due to the State. Functional requirements will plg a large part of the
evaluation. While the State did acknowledge the sibility that the
functional requirements may not be exhaustive, wedve done our very best
to identify every requirement for both the SPIRIT and FMS systems,
therefore we do not believe there will be large dsepancies identified during
the Requirements / Gap analysis.

RFP responses are due August 14, 2009, at 3:0Q@entral Time).

If you have any questions concerning the inforrmatibove or if we can be of further assistance,
please contact Rita Rutland at 601-359-1022 oemail at rita.rutland@its.ms.gov.

cc: ITS Project File Number 37455
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