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Accomack County and School District ERP Project:

Pre-Bidders Conference Addendum
(September 7t: 1:00 — 2:00 pm ET)

Updated Link to RFP with all 12 Word and Excel Attachments:
https://www.co.accomack.va.us/Home/Components/RFP/RFP/308/324

Attendees

e Beaux Blevins (Keystone Information Systems)
e  Curt Steddum (Tyler Technologies)

e James Fu (Unknown)

e John Wray (Edmunds GovTech Software)

e Kara DeConno (Global Tunnels)

e Kerry Boudreaux (FourthSquare)

e Neha (FourthSquare)

e Laura Hoffman (CentralSquare)

e Michael Durand (CentralSquare)

e Tina Springer (UKG: Ultimate Kronos Group)

e  Eric Weintraub (UKG Ultimate Kronos Group)
e Tom Cordon (Geo Solutions)

e Mary Stang (Software Productivity Strategists)
e C(Clarence Clark (Data Climb)

Questions

1) Question: Can you provide any specific guidance as to the format we should use to respond?

a) Answer: Proposers can respond in the native format of the RFP documents. Excel for
attachments 1-12 and in PDF or Word for the other documents.

2) Question: Read in the Budget document that there is ongoing licensing costs for this project of
around $200,000 and $700,000 for implementation. Are those humbers accurate as far as what you
had budgeted for that?

i) Answer: Typically, GFOA advises the County on the range of market costs and the money
that’s in the budget may be an initial placeholder the County can adjust going forward based
on value, risk and the proposals that come back. | would not read too much into that based
on what the County is willing to spend. Look at the RFP and requirements so that you can
propose the best value to the County and School Board


https://www.co.accomack.va.us/Home/Components/RFP/RFP/308/324

4)

Question: Will there be something where we can use fillable forms to respond to the checklists and

some of those items?

a) Answer: We are working on a way to post the documents the RFP in their native formats which
will are Word and Excel.

Question: Will submission be manual or electronic?

a) Answer: Submission will be electronic

b) Question: Looking at the RFP site we could not find any information about specific submission
instructions; could you clarify that
i) Answer: We will be explicit about submission instructions in the addendum

Question: First question related to Kronos. Looks like the County and schools use UKG Kronos for

time entry, but it looks like some items on the checklist that related to that but then down further it

looked like the County/schools may want to keep that and not replace that. Is time entry or Kronos
in or out of scope? Do the County/schools want to have something integrated with it, or is that in
scope and the County and schools looking for something to replace it?

a) Answer: County uses Kronos for time and attendance, but the schools do not. County would be
open to solutions to replace it. When reviewing your proposals, the County may find that some
of the proposed solutions are suitable options and some may not be. The key is the County and
schools have a solution and that solution be integrated. Propose with the intent of options to
replace the time entry functionality and the County will be able to provide direction as far part
of the procurement process.

i) Additional response: Attachment 9 states that the County desires to “keep” Kronos but as
stated above the County is open to proposals that replace it with a fully integrated solution.

Question: Regarding work orders, | see that the schools use School Dude software for that. Are
those modules areas the county wants to keep, or does the County and Schools want to replace
those? It looked like some of the comments wanted to keep and some of the functional
requirements pertained to those areas.

a) Answer: | believe one of the appendices of the RFP associated with interfaces that we are not
replacing, interested in replacing or full wish to replace. | think there are comments on there
whether the County/Schools want to keep an application or not. Will follow up in the addendum
to and be explicit so you can be consistent on that.

i) Additional response: Attachment 9 states that the County desires to replace both School
Dude and Facility Dude.

Question: On Point of Sale/Cashiering, | assume it’s more for the schools than the County. The

County has PCI for tax and cashiering so | understand that’s not in scope so you’re not looking to

replace any of that. It did look like there were POS and Cashiering needs. Is that for the schools

mainly?

i) Answer: It's more than that, we do have PCI’s RCS and RBS products and are interested in
keeping those. We do not use PCl’s POS system (RCS) outside of taxes for the most part and
are looking for POS solutions that will give us greater integrated POS solutions in our
satellite areas outside of our current system.

Question: Are you all open to best of breed if it the best solution or are you looking for one core

solution to everything?



G

a) Answer: | think the County is open to best of breed, | think the idea that the functionality in the
RFP be covered. | think the County would take into account ease of ongoing maintenance,
functionality, and ability to meet the requirements and integration of that system. Overall, if a
best of breed is going to best meet the County’s needs and functionality that gives them
performance and sustainability over an extended period of time then best of breed would
definitely be considered.

9) Question: Does New Vision handle the real property and personal property billing needs?

a) Answer: The PCl application RBS handles personal property valuation. It also handles real estate
and personal property tax billing. There is an interface between RBS and what we used to refer
to as Proval (now Aumentum). The Proval application handles real estate assessment. We are
keeping PCI’s RBS product and the Proval product and desire interfaces between RBS/RCS and
the proposed solution.

10) Question: Have you ever evaluated any private sector commercial product solutions to this point?
a) Answer: The County would be open to any solution that meets the requirements but has not

done any formal evaluation to this point. That is the purpose of this RFP process.

11) Question: We work with another district in Virginia where the schools have one instance and the
City has another. Do you want to have two separate instances or do you want to have the same
platform?

a) Answer: We are not set on one particular instance nor did we have one in mind.

12) Question: Do you currently operate over the same instance or are they separate?

a) We are both. Our core GL is basically shared. Payroll is two separate instances. Uses the same
application but two different file sets.

13) Question: Does the County and School Board have two tax ID’s?

a) Yes, thatis the main reason for the two instances for on the payroll product.

14) Question: Which vendor is supporting the current functionality?

a) Answer: Payroll and core financials are supported by Avenu/New Vision.



