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The following shall be a part of RFP No. 2014 for Nevada SACWIS Web Upgrade.  If a vendor has already returned a proposal and any of the information provided below changes that proposal, please submit the changes along with this amendment.  You need not re-submit an entire proposal prior to the opening date and time.


1. Regarding Attachment M, Item 1.7, please describe the process of measuring the two-second response time given that the response time is a function of multiple factors that are outside of the client application context.  (For example, Network, Browser, Client Machine, Server Processing Time, Database Response Time etc.)

Related to Amendment 1 Question #27.  Response is now available at the end of this document.

2. Are there any integration points to external systems?

No.

3. Can you describe the change and configuration management process used today? Specifically, how many environments do you currently support from development through production and how do you migrate from one to the other?

DCFS currently maintains seven (7) environments:

1 Development Region
2 Test Regions (one for internal testing and one for external client testing)
2 Training Regions (used to train agency staff on the application)
1 Prototype Regions (not always maintained, used for special projects)
1 Production Region

For development and the internal testing environment, DCFS uses CA Gen to generate client dlls and server source code.  Home grown products are then used to upload the server source code to the main frame where it is compiled and bound.  The client dlls are pushed out to a server.

For all other regions the object code and dlls are copied from the test region.

4. Regarding Appendix N – Unity Priorities Document (Referral Intake Item due on 9/2012), how do you anticipate the code to be synchronized between the modernization effort and the current system?  Specifically, how should this be estimated given that the scope and client design are not yet available?

In order to streamline the initial web-enablement effort, reconstruction of only one (1) function is planned for the timeframe covered in this project.  Other areas of the system will be web-enabled without modification of page contents, navigation or background processing.  When additional modification is needed, the scope change will be handled through the project change order process.

5. How many reports are in the system that are produced by the application clients?

Approximately 140.

6. If production errors are discovered during the modernization testing, how will those be handled with regards to the modernization project and the synchronization?  Are they expected to be covered by the proposal or will they be handled as a change order?

Existing productions errors identified during testing will be the responsibility of the State to resolve.  Optionally, the State and the vendor may negotiate through a change order process to have the vendor resolve the problem.  Synchronization will have to be resolved on a case by case basis.  UNITY is a stable system.  It is unlikely that significant production errors will be discovered during the modernization effort. 

7. Do vendors have to provide architecture for the web tier or will the State be determining architecture for the web tier?

The vendor is expected to recommend the architecture for the new web user interface.

8. Who is responsible for hardware and software for the web tier?

The state is responsible for the cost of the hardware and software for the web tier.

a. Sizing for the final web application:  Is the State responsible for sizing, sourcing and implementation? 

The vendor is responsible for sizing the project vendor staff resources and for implementing the web-based application within the project scope and timeframe.  The State is responsible for sourcing hardware and software.

b. Are you looking to exploit what you have for hardware, or will new hardware be procured by the client after recommendations are made?  

The state expects there will be no modification in the hardware used currently.

c. Who is responsible for sizing the project, will that be done by the State or the winner of the bid? 

See answer to Question #8a above.

9. #16:  Who is doing the upgrade for CA Gen?  If it’s not done by the State of Nevada, is the third party being allowed to participate in this bid (RFP 2014)?   

The State is responsible for the upgrade to CA Gen 8.  No third party vendor is involved in this effort.

10. Once implemented, will both existing Gui and web user interface need to co-exist?  For what period of estimated time?

There is no current plan to operate both the current windows GUI and the new web-based system at the same time.

11. Is the current Unity user at 17000? 

See response to Question #15 in Amendment 1.

12. How does the State plan to measure the performance metrics as stated in the RFP (two-second transaction response time)?  Are you looking for the vendor to provide performance metrics to meet this two-second transaction response time, to prove the SLA has been met? 

We expect the vendor to supply the method for measuring performance and reporting metrics.  See also the response to Amendment 1 Question #27 at the end of this document.

13. Do you have existing security architecture for the current Gen Unity application? 

Yes.

a. Does the existing GUI application have imbedded security?  Did not see it in project library.  Can you please submit supporting documentation?  

Yes.  Supporting documentation is available for view in the project Reference Library (http://www.dcfs.state.nv.us/DCFS_InfoMgmtSvcs_RefLibrary.htm) as part of the UNITY Data Model List document.  The first Subject Area in that document addresses Application Security.

b. Are the modules expected to be used for their web-based/presentation layer and the same functionality expected in this roll out?  

The application security controls access to the system and access to specific windows within the application.  It is anticipated that these modules will continue to be used to provide the stated functionality.  However, it is also anticipated that additional security functionality will be required to ensure appropriate levels of protection at the web layer.

c. Is this Application Security currently written in Gen? 

Yes.

14. In the RFP Appendix N – Priority documents and list timelines as referred to in Question #21:  Are the functional changes to be included?  Only for the Referral Intake item due 09/2012 – We need clarification as to how the State is planning to identify the gaps between priorities the State has outlined in Appendix N.  It seems confusing that the level of coordination if for only which is the referral intake as responded to in Question #21.  

See response to Question #4 in this Amendment.

15. Is the State responsible for coordinating and synchronizing between the two lines of development, and does State have a standard change request process for the code change, while the parallel efforts are occurring?  Will the State pay for these types of code changes, if any timelines overlap due to the State request once the code has been frozen? 

The State is responsible for coordinating and synchronizing the on-going development efforts and the web-enablement.  The present process for modifying the system will be applied to work outside the scope of RFP 2014.  The vendor will provide a system for processing change requests to alter the scope of the web-enablement project.

16. What are the federal audits requiring the State of Nevada Unity application to meet?  Can you share the last audit output, by Federal entity?

The web-enablement project is not being pursued as a response to a federal audit.

Open questions from Amendment 1 answered as part of this Amendment:

27.  	With regard to specific requirements contained in Appendix M, Requirement 1.7:  

a. Under what circumstance should these tests be performed?  

Initial tests will be conducted in a test environment.  However, the State will look to the vendor to propose appropriate testing to validate that the requirements are met.

b. Is this an average or maximum for all transactions?  

Average.

c. Since impacts to performance are just as often something other than the application, are there other applications to bench mark against for a variance?  If so, which?  

There is a possibility that the agency could work with another agency and use their applications to help for comparison purposes.  But there is no guarantee that these other applications will be available.  

48.	Objective 1.1.4 of RFP 2014 indicates a primary need to provide easier access to secured users outside the state firewall.  What infrastructure does DCFS have to support the security and protection of sensitive types of data UNITY manages or does the proposing vendor need to provide this infrastructure?  For example, SSL certificates, Juniper clients or the like.  In addition, please provide additional information as to what individuals make up the population needing access from outside the State’s firewall.

UNITY has its own application security that controls the windows that can be viewed by a given staff profile (e.g. clerical staff, social workers, supervisors).  This internal structure could easily be expanded to incorporate additional external users (i.e. no coding changes would be required).  Known external users include Family Resource Center staff and Court staff.  However, the state will need the vendor to provide guidance and solutions as to additional security needs for accessing the system through the firewall.  The Division of Enterprise IT Solutions will be available for assistance in determining and resolving these requirements.


ALL ELSE REMAINS THE SAME FOR RFP 2014.


Vendor shall sign and return this amendment with proposal submitted.
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