Addendum 1 SBAC RFP-03
Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium

IT Systems Architecture
Information, Questions & Answers


The Consortium states in that RFP:  “The CONTRACTOR is responsible for ensuring that their recommendations result in a system that maintains or increases the opportunities for competition. The CONTRACTOR is hereby notified that they may be excluded from bidding on additional CONSORTIUM work if it is determined that their work has unfairly limited the ability of other technology vendors from competing on future CONSORTIUM RFPs.” (P. 5)

Q1.
Can the Consortium please explain what the criteria are that would determine whether the vendor on the Technical Architecture bid would be excluded from subsequent development?
The intent is to prevent the Systems Architecture Contractor from developing responses to the RFP specifications that would only support the Systems Architect’s proprietary solutions.  The CONSORTIUM intends to unveil its systems architecture for review by the larger vendor community allowing the Systems Architecture Contractor the opportunity to respond to feedback/comments.  The CONSORTIUM will review this collective information and carefully decide whether the Systems Architecture Contractor will be excluded from subsequent development.


Q2.
Conversely, is there a clear statement of what output would ensure that the vendor would be eligible to bid on subsequent development?

The Systems Architecture Contractor should create architectural solutions that ensure the highest likelihood for competition among potential bidders for the work subsequent in implementing the architecture.   

The CONSORTIUM will collaborate with the Systems Architecture Contractor to review the cost benefits of possible configurations.  The Systems Architecture Contractor will be expected to present solutions that primarily meet the intent of open sourcing though solutions with some proprietary elements will be considered.

Q3.
Would the exclusion on bidding on “additional CONSORTIUM work” extend to work in the individual consortium states as well?

The CONSORTIUM does not intend to preclude work in individual CONSORTIUM member states.  Member States procurement is not necessarily guided by CONSORTIUM decisions.  
Q4.
Who does SBAC expect to operate the Assessment System in or on behalf of the states?  E.g. does SBAC expect that the states will operate the Assessment System to administer online assessments, does SBAC expect states to individually compete the operation of the Assessment System, or does SBAC anticipate a consolidated contract to operate it?

The CONSORTIUM will be expecting the Systems Architecture Contractor to provide guidance and recommendations regarding the technical architectural options that will have implication regarding the flexibility of implementation and the operational alternatives for the Assessment System.
Item "a" of Section 2.2.1 mentions the development of technical requirements derived from interactions with SBAC working groups.  

Q5.
Can the SBAC identify the specific groups and the amount of time during which they may be available to interact with a vendor's technology teams in the elicitation phase?

The primary interaction will be with the Technology Approach Work Group and the Project Management Partner.  Additional CONSORTIUM work groups such as Accessibility and Accommodations and Test Administration will be brought into the discussion as necessary to provide specifications and feedback for the Systems Architecture Contractor’s work.

Q6.
Will the approval of these requirements depend on a consensus of working group members, or will there be a single person or smaller team in each group that speaks for the group?

For key decisions, it is expected that the Technology Approach Work Group will make recommendations and facilitate approvals as necessary within the Governing State members.  Prior to presentation to the Governing States, the Co-Chairs of the Technology Approach Work Group will make final decisions if consensus within the work group is not achieved.

It is expected that the Technology Approach Work Group and Project Management Partner will be responsible for decision making that is logistical or operational in nature.  

Decisions regarding procurement, contracting, and fiscal management will be addressed by the State of Washington, specifically OSPI, given its role as the procurement state and fiscal agent.  They are responsible for the use of grant funds and for ensuring that the project is carried out by the CONSORTIUM in accordance with federal requirements.

Finally, it is important to recognize that the CONSORTIUM is comprised of ten work groups and 30-member states.  While the Technology Approach Work Group will act as the primary relationship with the Systems Architecture Contractor, the proposer should recommend a project structure and timeline that embeds review and feedback from relevant stakeholders such as other work groups and the Consortium’s executive committee.
Q7.
Is there an existing or reference schedule for the ongoing meetings and locations for the working group that we may map our work plan to for the coordination of meetings, workshops and deliverable review and approval?

Given that the CONSORTIUM is geographically dispersed throughout the nation, the majority of its meetings are conducted virtually through web conferencing software.  

The following represents the current schedule of virtual meetings:

· Governing States:  meets twice per month on the second and fourth Tuesdays from 10:00am – 11:00am PST

· Executive Committee:  meets twice per month on the first and third Tuesdays from 9:00 am - 11:00am PST

· Advisory States:  meet once per month on the first Monday of the month from 11:00 am – 12:00 pm  PST

· Work Groups:  most meet twice per month

· Specifically, the Technology Approach Work Group meets 2 hours weekly on Mondays

As a general rule, the CONSORTIUM does gather for in person meetings throughout the year.  The following represents the typical schedule of in person meetings:

· Executive Committee:  meets three times per year typically in the months of October, April, and June.

· Technical Advisory Committee: meets twice per year typically in the winter and summer.  This committee is comprised of leading experts in the field of educational assessment and is not a technology focused committee.

· Governing States / All States:  meet one to two times per year, typically in coordination with other non-Consortium assessment meetings.  During the past year, this group has met once in April and will be meeting again in July.

The PROPOSER should expect to leverage web conferencing software for many meetings, but can and should as part of the proposal recommend in-person meetings as necessitated by the scope of work.  Cost for travel by a Systems Architecture Contractor staff will be the responsibility of the proposer, while funding for Consortium member travel to any in-person meetings not part of an officially scheduled SBAC meeting are to be borne by the Systems Architecture Contractor.

Q8.
Item "b" of Section 2.2.1: Have any vendors been selected at this point? If so, who are they?

The vendors referenced in section 2.2.1, ONGOING IT SYSTEMS INTEGRATION ARCHITECTURE SERVICES. SOLUTION AND SYSTEMS ARCHITECTURE, have not yet been selected.  

Q9.
OSPI structure: Can OSPI provide an organizational chart with roles and responsibilities of OSPI team members?
As stated in responses to questions Q5 and Q6, the majority of interaction for the prospective Systems Architecture Contractor will be with the CONSORTIUM work groups, specifically the Technology Approach Work Group.  OSPI as procurement and fiscal agent for the CONSORTIUM will interface on matters related to contract, project and fiscal management. The CONSORTIUM and OSPI will provide the organizational details needed by the Systems Architecture Contractor as determined during the finalization of contract terms.  

Q10.
System inventory: Will OSPI provide an inventory of existing systems among consortium states?

OSPI does not have an inventory of existing member state systems.  The CONSORTIUM will expect the architectural methodology proposed by the Systems Architecture Contractor to delineate processes to complete the systems architecture including any required information on existing systems.  The CONSORTIUM will review the methodology to determine the feasibility of obtaining information among the CONSORTIUM states.
Q11.
SLA: What protection does the solution provider have against external dependencies (e.g., timeframe for receiving OSPI feedback) in the SLA terms?

The CONSORTIUM’s intentions are for the Service Level Expectations to set the level of performance for the eventual Systems Architecture Contractor.  Where problems arise, these will be addressed accordingly based on the tenets of the Service Level Expectations.  The CONSORTIUM member closest to the issue(s) will identify the problems and the Executive Committee and Lead State (Washington) will be brought into the conversation to determine the extent of implementation required of the applicable remedy.

Q12.
Deliverable approval: Does OSPI have authority to make all decisions in deliverable review and approval?  

Refer to response to Question #6.
Q13.
Will additional approval outside of OSPI be required for any deliverable associated with the IT System Architecture project?

Refer to response to Question #6.

Q14.
Are there any considerations that need to be made for including non-US citizens in the project?
Per section 1.4 of the RFP, the prospective vendor must be licensed to do business in the U.S.; otherwise the individual status of a project team member falls within the domain and responsibility of the vendor to ensure proper fulfillment of labor requirements.
Q15.
Will T&E need to be budgeted to include the working group and committee members to attend workshops in common locations? 

Refer to response to Question #7.

Q16.
Would we be able to use SEA facilities for the execution of workshops designed to gather OSPI inputs for the creation of deliverables?

The Proposer should explain how the workshops are conducted.  The CONSORTIUM would welcome the use of SEA facilities that the Proposer would suggest if it will contribute to successful delivery of the systems architecture.  The proposer should delineate the need for SEA facilities in their proposal if it is required.
Q17.
How much dedicated time can we expect for SBAC technical leadership to be available during the 90 day period associated with creating deliverables for the IT Systems Architecture phase?
To support the establishment of the IT Systems Architecture phase, the Technology Approach Work Group will make available a majority of the scheduled 2 hour weekly work group time to provide feedback.
Potentially more time can be made available for purposes such as a kick-off meeting or for deliverable review.
The Systems Architecture Contractor is expected to be efficient with the CONSORTIUM’s time.  The Contractor should be well prepared and organized and ideally leverage the existing CONSORTIUM scheduled meetings.  The Systems Architecture Contractor is also expected to be productive by prioritizing important and urgent tasks that would provide maximum results and by exercising conscious control over the amount of time spent on specific activities.
Q18.
In section 3.0, Management Proposal: Is there any desired format for the delivery of the requested HR information? Is this expected for all vendors and subcontractors?
Exhibit C of the RFP is the format desired of the CONSORTIUM from each prospective vendor.  It should also be applied to any subcontractors intended to be use by the prospective vendor.

Q19.
In section 5.19, Payment Conditions: Has there been any vendor selected or process defined for independent verification and validation? Has this period been defined?
As referenced in the RFP, section 5.19, between 10-20% of payment for each deliverable may be held back for a period to be determined until such time as the deliverable is validated by one of three methods:
(1)  Third party validation,

(2)  Independent validation,

(3)  Successful initiation of work utilizing architectural deliverable.

The application of methods will be negotiated as part of final contract. The period(s) associated with fulfilling section 5.19 will also be negotiated as part of the final contract.
Q20.
Can you provide any information regarding the overall makeup of the evaluation committee members? For example, is their expertise primarily in technology, assessment, and/or in other fields? 
Mix of professionals with varying levels of technical aptitude.  It will consist of experts in technology, assessment and other fields.  Clear communication of proposal details for the benefit of the evaluation team is expected.  

Q21.
Does the OSPI have a preference to work with a single contractor for both of the components? 
Given the efficiency in continuing with a single Systems Architecture Contractor, the CONSORTIUM would prefer working with a single Contractor for both components as long as the arrangement is determined to be effective and in the best interest of the Consortium.  The CONSORTIUM will reserve the right to re-evaluate the elements of 2.2.1, ONGOING IT SYSTEMS INTEGRATION ARCHITECTURE SERVICES, dependent on the Systems Architecture Contractor’s performance.
Q22.
What is the OSPI’s anticipated budget for each of the components? 

Proposers should present a competitive bid for the work described in the solicitation.
Q23.
Is this actual QA implementation or just strategy and support?  (Section 2.2.4)

The CONSORTIUM will be procuring a separate Quality Assurance vendor to perform the planning and execution activities. The specific activities of the System Architecture Contractor delineated in Section 2.2.4., QUALITY ASSURANCE TESTING, are expected to include the following:

•
Working with the QA vendor to ensure that all technology and application architecture testing scenarios are included in QA testing.

•
Support for the QA vendor during the testing activities to ensure the architecture components are successfully tested.

•
Review and acceptance that the QA results accurately reflect the delivery of complete Assessment System architecture.
Q24.
Are there any limitations on what types of OSS cannot be used either from OSPI or participating states? (Section 2.a)
Other than the goal and objectives in the RFP, The CONSORTIUM does not have any limitations on open source software (OSS) solutions.
Q25.
Who defines these SLAs? (Section 2.c)

As described in section 2.2.1.b, COMPREHENSIVE TECHNOLOGY STRATEGY - SERVICE LEVEL MANAGEMENT STANDARDS, the CONSORTIUM will be expecting the Systems Architect Contractor to develop standards for CONSORTIUM’s review including but not limited to metrics regarding: 

· system performance; 

· acceptable response time; 

· availability, scalability, redundancy and recovery; and 

· systems monitoring and administration.


Please refer to response to question #5 for the CONSTORTIUM resources that the Systems Architecture Contractor will work with to define these standards. 

Q26.
Will the System always be installed at the state level or district level? Can multiple districts/states be in the same instance? (Section 2.j)
Refer to response to Question #4.

Q27.
Don't know what the implications of this are, maybe PMP can clarify (2.n)
The systems architecture and subsequent systems must support technology interoperability as described by the RTTA RFA provided by the US Department of Education. (http://edocket.access.gpo.gov/2010/pdf/2010-8176.pdf).
Q28.
(Section 2.2.3) Technology Governance: Please provide additional detail relative to how the consortium envisions this being implemented? Additional information would be helpful.
 
As Contractors are designing component solutions for the CONSORTIUM’s assessment systems, the Technology Governance process will ensure that the solution adheres to the established Systems Architecture.  Contractors will be expected to present their designs to the Technology Governance Approval Committee for review and approval.

Section 2.2.3, TECHNOLOGY GOVERNANCE, describes the responsibility of the Systems Architecture Contractor to define this process and develop the governance structure. The CONSORTIUM will then implement the governance structure to ensure that designs adhere to system architecture priorities and principles.
Q29
(Section 2.2.4) Quality Assurance Testing: Please provide additional detail relative to how the consortium envisions this being implemented? Additional information would be helpful.
 
Refer to response to Question #23.

Q30.
Please confirm that vendors doing the IT architecture work will not be excluded from bidding and performing IT development work.
 
Refer to response to Questions #1-3.

Q31.
What is the budget for this opportunity?
Refer to response to Question #22.

Q32.
Are multiple student languages expected to be supported?
Yes.  We expect that at least Spanish and sign language will be supported for math.
Q33.
With respect to Section 2.1.2., HIGH-LEVEL APPLICATION ARCHITECTURE, would a scenario analysis approach be considered (developing more than one conceptual model and using comparative analysis to determine the best approach)?
The CONSORTIUM is open to any methodology that will help meet its systems architecture objective.  As with any proposed methodology, the CONSORTIUM will be interested in graphical and narrative representation of the analysis and completed deliverable.  Submitted proposals should demonstrate successes for the methodology that are similar in scope to our initiative.  The CONSORTIUM would also emphasize the importance of implementing the systems architecture in a timely manner as critical to the delivering of the assessment systems on time.  

Q34.
With respect to Section 2.1.4., TECHNICAL SYSTEMS ARCHITECTURE, we have the following questions: 

· What are the availability and failover requirements?
Refer to response to Question #25.

· Does the scope of this section include requirements for configuration management, incident management and change management?
Yes, the CONSORTIUM anticipates that the bullet in Section 2.14.a, SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS AND POSSIBLE VENDORS, will cover the scope of work to define requirements and possible vendor options for configuration management, incident management and change management.
· Does the scope of the integration include integration with Local Education Agencies?
Refer to response to Question #4. Integration with the SEAs is the lowest level of granularity expected for the CONSORTIUM’s assessment system.
Q35.
With respect to Section 2.2.4., QUALITY ASSURANCE TESTING, is this limited to testing the application only, or does also include: 

· Development process validation (quality procedures).
· Validating quality of deliverables.
Please refer to Question #23 for a further description of 2.2.4, Quality Assurance Testing. 

Q36.
Given the other participants in the Consortium, where is the Consortium looking for work to be performed?
The CONSORTIUM is not concerned with the geographical location where the work is performed.  It is imperative that the Systems Architecture Contractor meet all the requirements as defined in the RFP.
Q37.
How does the Consortium plan to define “satisfactory performance”?
The Systems Architecture Contractor must meet the requirements as defined in the RFP.   As referenced in response to Question #6, it is expected that the Technology Approach Work Group will make recommendations and facilitate key decisions such as final deliverable approval within the Governing State members.  
As described in the response to Question #1, explicit feedback from the larger vendor community will also be collected and considered.
Q38.
Please describe the program governance structure?  Who will provide the key point of contact from the consortium?
Refer to response to Question #5.

Q39.
To what extent has the Consortium already developed /documented a current state architecture to provide input for this effort?
None - a current state architecture is not available and has not been initiated.
Q40.
Can the SIF be provided?
The question is unclear.  The CONSORTIUM has not yet selected an item portability standard.  

As described in section 2.2.1.b, COMPREHENSIVE TECHNOLOGY STRATEGY.SERVICE LEVEL MANAGEMENT STANDARDS, the CONSORTIUM will be expecting the Systems Architect Contractor to identify and/or recommend the preferred and most efficient item portability standard(s) for CONSORTIUM’s review. 
Q41.
OSPI availability: Who in OSPI will be dedicated to the IT System Architecture project?
Refer to responses to Questions #5-6.
