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Issue Date:  April 20, 2009

The following are questions that Randolph County received by April 7, 2009 followed by the County’s response:  

1. Are the anticipated users per seat or concurrent users?

Anticipated users are the number of concurrent and actual users updating the system based upon their group security privileges.  No user with update rights should be blocked because of inquiry only users.  Unlimited access should be allowed for inquiry only users.   Please see answer to question #2 in Addendum A.

2. Of the system users how many would be advanced GIS users and how many would be Basic?

Randolph County staff is unsure of what the vendor means by Basic versus Advanced GIS users in this context, but most of the staff will have a basic understanding of GIS functionality by using menu-driven applications.  However, only a couple may have a knowledge base to perform command-line functions using ESRI’s software.

3. Has the county had any demonstrations from vendors in the last year for this project, if so which vendors?

No vendors have demonstrated within the past year. Randolph County has looked for multiple years at vendors that could provide software.  This RFP was written using our in-house requirements and to replace our existing in-house application.  A short-list of vendors, in no particular order, we have seen includes but are not limited to:  Accela, San Ramon CA; IIS, Durham NC; New World Systems, Troy MI.

4. Section 2.8 – Performance Bond – what does the County consider as proof of the ability to obtain a performance bond?  Is a formal letter required or simply a statement that the vendor can obtain a performance bond?

Randolph County requires a letter from a registered bond company indicating that they would be willing to issue a performance bond on this vendor for this project’s proposed amount.

5. Does the County currently have licensing for the SQL Server database in place or is the Vendor expected to provide licensing and costs? 

Randolph County has found that most vendors want their software to run on a stand-alone server, therefore include the SQL licenses and costs.  Should the vendor prefer to share server resources with other vendor applications, we can discuss that option with the vendor at a later date. 

6. Is the vendor expected to include pricing for hardware?  Will the County accept proposals that provide recommended hardware specs but not the actual hardware?

Randolph County would like recommended hardware specifications included with the response.  Most likely, the County will purchase the hardware independently if a better price can be obtained for the products using government discounts.  If the vendor can provide the hardware, we are requesting that pricing and specifications be included separately on the quote.  If a vendor cannot provide the hardware, we request an estimated hardware cost and specifications be provided.  Please note that the hardware cost is estimated and is not included in the bid on the exception form.

7. Can the County provide samples of the data to be converted?

Our data is extensive and contains many files; however, we can create a sample of one file and post it on the web.  Due to time constraints and different vendor specifications that may be required, we are unable to provide samples of all files at this time.  Randolph County will work closely with the successful vendor in file conversion. 

8. Will the County accept cashier check in lieu of bid-bond?

No.

9. Is the County willing to entertain or accept a lower upfront payment to the successful bidder in lieu of performance bond?

In lieu of a performance bond, the County is willing to structure the payments over the course of the contract so that a 10% retainage is withheld from each payment (for a total retainage amount equal to 10% of the total project) until three (3) months after the project successfully goes live.

10. Was the RFP prepared by or with the help of an outside consultant?
No, only County employees were involved in the preparation of this RFP.

11. What other permit tracking systems has the County been looking at?

See question #3 above.

12. In addition to the variable-length fields in the existing Pick database, does the existing system contain any multi-valued fields? 

Yes, multi-valued fields are currently used in the existing PICK database.  However, in-house programmers can export the data into fixed length fields and tables eliminating the variable length and multi-valued fields for the vendor.  A large portion of the PICK files are already housed in SQL tables. See question #7 above.

13. Is it possible for the County to disclose what the budget expectations are, in terms of a range, e.g., $100k to $250k; or $400k to 600k; $1M?

While money has been allocated for this project, the Technology Fund has accrued interest and has other completed projects with left over funds.  In the past, Commissioners have allowed these two types of monies to be reallocated to a new project if needed.  At present this type of decision has not been made so it is difficult to answer this question.  Will the County spend one million dollars on this project?  Probably not. The County also reserves the right to purchase modules during the 24-month price protection period.  This will also allow another budget cycle during the project. The best advice for vendors would be to decide whether they want the business and to bid their best price.  The Commissioners will ultimately decide whether to accept or reject any or all bids. See question #1 in Addendum A.

14. Requirement A-75: “Does the proposed system have a module that can maintain impervious surface calculations on a Countywide and watershed basis as required by NCGS 143-214.5?” NCGS 143-214.5 sets policy statements and provides enabling legislation for mandatory local programs, but does not specify exactly what data must be captured in a Watershed Permit. Can the County provide more specific information about what must be captured for watershed-related permits?

Chapter 2, Section 2.6 & 2.7 (pgs 38-41) covers watershed permits and impervious surfaces.  The tables define limitations for development in each watershed area.  As property is developed, calculations will be applied against the table to make sure Randolph County does not allow development of impervious surfaces to exceed these limitations.  Naturally, the database must include the total acreages per watershed per designation (balance and critical), the acreage that has been developed or approved for development per watershed per designation, and the remaining acreage that can be developed in each. See Exhibit PZ-3 for a copy of the Watershed Permit to obtain associated data fields needed.
15. Requirement A-94: “Does the proposed system allow for the maintenance of Spill Prevention Plans as required by NCGS 143-214.5 and 40 CFR Part 112?” The NCGS and CFR citations shown provide only broad policy and program guidance for the creation of Spill Prevention Plans. Can the County provide more specific information about must be captured for Spill Prevention Plans?

40 CFR Part 112.3 and 112.7 gives the specific information that must be included on a Spill Prevention Plan. Also the EPA at http://www.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/spillprv.pdf gives specific guidance of information that must be included on a site map. The information included on the site map should be part of the information captured for the Spill Prevention Plan. The information that the County currently maintains in an Access database is the following:

· Name of facility;

· Plan status;

· Date of plan;

· Property owner’s name;

· Property owner’s address;

· Property owner’s telephone number;

· Business owner’s name;

· Business owner’s address;

· Business owner’s telephone number;

· Type of facility;

· Address of facility;

· Receiving water for spill;

· Above-ground storage tanks;

· Below-ground storage tanks;

· Designated person maintaining the plan (name);

· General type of chemicals; and

· Location of chemical storage.

16. Requirement A-97: “Does the proposed system provide all enhancements as described in Chapter 2, Section 7.2 and 7.3? (ability to waive fees, track Temporary uses, underpinning requirement, structure size requirements, corner lots or double frontage lot requirements, new sign permit, “off-system” approval process).” Chapter 2, Section 1.3 says nothing about waiving a fee. Was this intended?

Chapter 2, Section 1.3 paragraph five says, “Two levels of approval authority (in accordance with organizational hierarchy) must be included when transactions are outside a normal deposit or collection such as voids, waiving fees, etc.”  Yes, it is our intention that voids and waiving fees are an option for correcting errors and as a courtesy to other government agencies.  
17. Requirement A-133: “Does the proposed system have a means of querying or reporting as described in Chapter 2, Section 4.4? Please explain.” Chapter 2, Section 4.4 does not mention any explicit querying or reporting requirements. Was this intended?

This is a typographical error and should refer to Chapter 2, Section 4.5 instead.
18.  Requirement A-152: “Does the proposed system capture data fields as described in Chapter 2, Section 6.1 through Section 6.2P for Fire Marshal’s Office Permitting? List any exceptions.” Chapter 2, Section 6.1 also includes an extremely broad reference as follows: All proposed systems shall comply with rules and regulations promulgated by:

· National Fire Protection Association: www.nfpa.org.

· North Carolina Department of Insurance, Office of State Fire Marshal: www.ncdoi.com/osfm. 
· International Code Council: www.iccsafe.org.

Is it the County’s intent to make the selected vendor responsible by reference for compliance with every provision of the NFPA, State Fire Marshall, and ICC, now and for any changes that may occur in the future?

Randolph County desires a responsible vendor that will assist us in complying with the rules and regulations.  It is not expected that any vendor would know all the rules.  Instead, we desire a partner that works with us in complying and would hope that the vendor would be committed to helping us stay in compliance after implementation via maintenance fee updates or additional fees for future compliance programming.

19. Requirement A-153: “Does the proposed system have the ability to interface with FireHouse software as described in Chapter 2, Section 6.3? Please explain.” Chapter 2, Section 6.3 and the FM Exhibits do not include any specific requirements for the interface into Firehouse. Can the County provide more specific information about the desired functionality for the interface with Firehouse?

Fire Inspectors are currently using FireHouse software to manage their fire inspections into business and public entities. The inspection portion works well for them.  Therefore, we have proposed that the vendor may interface directly with FireHouse or may propose its own fire inspection module instead. See Chapter 2, Section 6.3 and FM Exhibits for more information about their inspections process or  http://www.firehousesoftware.com.  Randolph County IT staff has not worked with FireHouse software so we are unable to give an adequate answer to the interface requirements.  Direct contact with the software vendor will be a more accurate avenue for possible interface answers.  Please contact ACS Government Systems, 2900 100th St., Ste 309, Urbandale, IA 50322, Phone: 800-921-5300 ext.1, Fax: 515-288-4825.
20.  In Section 5: RFP Items Check List, the County asks for costs for: Chapter 2, Software Modules; Section 3, Chapter 1 Hardware/Equipment; Chapter 3, Section 3 Data Conversion Services; and Chapter 3, Section 6 Source code. Since Appendix C: Itemized Bid Form has pricing areas for these subjects, would the County object to pricing only being included in the vendors completed Itemized Bid Form?

Vendors should complete the Check List in Appendix F specifying “yes” or “no” in the first column.  In the second column, the vendor should provide a quick reference location (in the vendor’s bid response) as to where that checklist item is located.  No pricing should be included on the check list.  Pricing should only be indicated on the Appendix C Itemized Bid Form.

21.  May we provide hardware specifications but omit pricing.  We assume that the county has hardware standards, acquisition sources, and perhaps discounted pricing that may be more applicable than pricing we provide.  
See question #6 above.
22. Section 10 - Training.  May we propose an alternate, i.e. train-the-trainer approach, rather than individual training?  
Vendor may propose alternate options for any portion of the RFP as long as it is noted within the response and within the exceptions.  Vendor may propose multiple options in the same response for the County’s choosing also.
23. Page 30, The stated requirement is to integrate the new Central Permitting system to obtain and validate permit addresses from the GIS Addressing system.  How will that address system be integrated to the tax address system?  
The County is currently converting to a new Tax Billing and Collections system provided by Intelligent Information Systems in Durham, NC.  Implementation is expected to be the weekend of July 4, 2009.  Addresses are stored in both the GIS and Tax system. Vendors should understand that our current addressing procedures entail obtaining valid addresses from GIS.  That is where new addresses and roads are created through the permitting process.  If the vendor chooses to use only the Tax addressing system, then vendor should be aware that Tax will be manually updating the data and that Tax does not intend to use an automatic interface between GIS and the Tax addressing database at this time.  This will cause a tremendous strain on Central Permitting staff to obtain timely addresses when looking at the Tax system.  Therefore, an interface with GIS is preferable to the Tax address tables.

24. Page 30, Will the County change PINs on permits even after they are completed?  
Randolph County strives to maintain an accurate and up-to-date Land Records management system.  In doing so, the County needs to track permits when the PIN changes, regardless of the permit status. At present, changing PINs is the only method we have available to follow development on the ground and to view the entire development history of a property. Vendor should provide option(s) for maintaining the link or history from the original PIN assigned on the permit to the current PIN.  

25. Page 30, Can the GIS system send a message or data to the Central Permitting system informing when a parcel has been retired and/or new PIN assigned?  

An batch type interface can be generated from either the GIS or the existing PICK Land Records/Computer Assisted Mass Appraisal system to determine when a PIN has been voided.  However, without the permit system capturing the true x,y coordinates of the development on the PIN, it will be difficult to determine the new PIN in the case of a parcel split.  Merges may be easier to automate.  See question # 24 above also.

26. Page  31, What assumption is made on where the Property Owner data will be obtained from?  

Vendors can assume that current owner information will be obtained from Tax ownership records and an interface will be required.  This data resides in a SLQ table.

27. Page 31, What does each Bill Type code represent?  Is that data necessary given the planned deployment of a new Tax Billing system?  

The bill type code is generated within the existing PICK Tax application.  The code gives basic information to the Central Permitting staff about how this parcel of land is currently being used.  While this has been a part of permitting in the past, Randolph County agrees that this type code is most likely going to be phased out with the new Tax applications.

28. Is integration with the legacy PICK system required, given the planned migration to a new CAMA system?
The Commissioners have not awarded a new CAMA system.  While this is an option, the specifications were written based upon the existing software and decisions to-date.  An interface will be required with either the legacy PICK system or a new CAMA system which is yet to be awarded. Data will exist in a SQL table.

29. Will generic permits require unique business logic?  
Generic Permits will include future permits that may be required by the federal, state, or local government.  At present, we desire the ability to design a free-form permit with user-defined fields, including fields such as fees, ownership, etc.  We need the ability to distinguish one type of generic permit from another.  This option will allow Randolph County to create generic permits in a relatively short amount of time without extensive business logic to capture and issue permits as they arise without incurring additional programming fees. Business logic will most likely include, defining status options (open, closed, complete, etc), prerequisite permits (any or no permits), and defining halts or stops that can placed on the permit if not completed (ID fields or permits that must be completed before completing this permit). If more complicated processes are required than above mentioned then additional programming fees will be expected and are not considered part of this request.
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