


	SOLICITATION ADDENDUM 2 
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS



[bookmark: _Hlk194565968][bookmark: _Hlk194567084]SOLICITATION NUMBER: 202691101
For EMERGENCY SERVICES IP NETWORK (ESInet) and NEXT GENERATION CORE SERVICES (NGCS)
Opening Date: April 15, 2026, 2:00PM CST
Addendum Effective Date: 3/20/2026


Questions and Answers

Following are the questions submitted and answers provided for the above-mentioned solicitation. The questions and answers are to be considered as part of the solicitation. It is the responsibility of bidders to check the State Purchasing Bureau website for all addenda or amendments.
	Question Number
	RFP/ITB
Section
Reference
	Question
	State Response

	
	
	Pre-Bid Conference Questions
	

	1.
	Procurement Procedure, “C. Schedule of Events 

	Would the state consider extending the deadline for proposals.  There are two other major state/regional NGCS/ESInet RFP proposals due the same week.
	The proposal due date has been extended to 04/15/2026, as published in Addendum 1. 


	2.
	Project Requirements and Scope of Work







	After further review of the State of Nebraska RFP for Emergency Services IP Network (ESInet) and Next Generation Core Services (NGCS) documents, we were unable to locate a PSAP list or the regional host emergency call handling locations. Would the state please provide a detailed PSAP list including each hosted, non-hosted (i.e. standalone) or cloud call handling system, the vendor for each call handling system, the PSAPs served by each host, the number of positions at each PSAP, and the address of each host call handling system (including side "A" and side "B")?
	The State maintains a high-level PSAP map via the PSC website. Further information, that the commission considers sensitive for cybersecurity purposes, will be provided to all applicants in an email to the contact on file. 


	3.
	Proposal Instructions

	The proposal instructions request the following: 1. Corporate Overview;
2. Response to Scope of Work;
3. Response to Work Plan and Project Planning;
4. Response to Technical Requirements;
5. Cost Sheet;
6. Response to Terms;
7. Contractual Agreement Form; and
8. Any other specific requested items below.
This list does NOT include Section D Deliverables and Deliverable Approval Process. Can the Commission verify that response to section D needs to be covered separately or included within the items 1-8 above?
	Bidders are not required to submit a separate, stand‑alone “Section D” response. Deliverables should be addressed within your Response to Scope of Work / Technical Requirements, and the Deliverable Approval Process is governed by the Terms section and should be addressed through your Response to Terms.  Unless stated otherwise in an addendum, assume they are included in the 1-8 sequence rather than a separate section.













	4.
	Response to Technical Requirements




	This states "Bidder should read the Technical Requirements Section of the RFP and provide a response as described in that section. Appendix B contains a Technical Matrix to assist with compliance." Can the Commission please confirm that the Technical Matrix for Appendix v1 NE provided is the referenced appendix B from the RFP? If not, please provide Appendix B.
	The "Technical Matrix" was posted as an Excel file on February 10, 2026. Bidders must use this specific version (v1) to indicate compliance (Comply, Custom, or 3rd Party).

	5.
	Appendix A

	Can the Commission please confirm that the 202691101 RFP Cost Template provided is the referenced Appendix A from the RFP? If not, please provide Appendix A.
	The official Cost Proposal Excel template was released on February 10, 2026. Bidders should confirm the file name matches 202691101 RFP Cost Template.

	6.
	Project Requirements and Scope of Work > A. Project Overview and Background Information > Background
	Would the State please supply PSAP data, including but not limited to 1) physical addresses, 2) region, 3) PSAP type (i.e., host, backup, or remote), 4) CHE type deployed, 5) number of positions, 6) whether i3 ready, and 7) population served?
	The State maintains a high-level PSAP map via the PSC website. Further information, that the commission considers sensitive for cybersecurity purposes, will be provided to all applicants in an email to the contact on file.



	

	7.
	Project Requirements and Scope of Work > A. Project Overview and Background Information > Background



	Would the State please identify 1) the selective routers (SRs) in the State and 2) which SRs have been retired as part of the current contract?
	The RFP defines requirements for interoperability with legacy selective routers and LSRGs but does not identify specific selective routers in Nebraska or list which have been retired. Bidders should base proposals on the functional requirements in the RFP.  Additional detail may be provided to all applicants in an email to the contact on file.

	8.
	Procurement Procedures > C. Schedule of Events
	What time is the Mandatory Solicitation Conference on March 2, 2026, in Lincoln, NE?
	The conference is scheduled for March 2, 2026, 1:00 PM CT, with in-person or virtual attendance options.

	9.
	Procurement Procedures > C. Schedule of Events
	Would the State consider extending the Proposal Deadline 45 business days to May 27, 2026?
	The proposal due date has been extended to April 15, as published in Addendum 1.

	10.
	Procurement Procedures > J. Submission of Solicitation Responses
	What is the maximum MB file size that can be uploaded to the ShareFile link for solicitation response submission purposes?
	Nebraska's DAS ShareFile system can handle up to 100 GB, but the RFP specifies that bidders should avoid password-protected files and ensure large uploads are completed well before the 2:00 PM deadline to account for latency.

	11.
	1.5.2
	Would the State confirm the language in the following sentence "Each node within the network must utilize at least two routers from different manufacturers to deliver redundancy.". Does the State mean "routes" not "routers"? Would the State confirm the requirement is for diverse circuit routes from diverse providers, rather than two routers from two different manufacturers?
	The language in the RFP is intentional. Each node within the ESInet is required to utilize at least **two routers from different manufacturers** to provide equipment/vendor diversity. Circuit and path diversity are also part of the overall reliability expectations, but they do not replace the requirement for router diversity. If a bidder believes this is unfeasible in a specific context, the RFP allows the bidder to provide a rationale and reliability plan as stated in that section.

	12.
	202691101 RFP Cost Template
	Is there an ability for Bidders to provide optional pricing for solutions not outlined in the cost template?
	Bidders should provide "optional" pricing on a separate tab or as a clearly marked attachment, but must not alter the core formulas of the State's template.

	13.
	202691101 RFP Cost Template
	When pricing out text to 911 does the State require Bidders to include the TCC charges per position at the PSAP? This item should be included in order for text to 911 to work within the State.
	In NG911 deployments, TCC (Text Control Center) costs are often bundled into the Core Services. If the template doesn't have a specific line for "per position" TCC charges, it is recommended to include them in the Monthly Recurring Cost (MRC) of the NGCS.

	14.
	Schedule of Events




	The Mandatory Solicitation Conference refers to the date and location but does not include the conference time. Can the State provide a start time for the conference so Bidders can plan travel appropriately?
	The conference is scheduled for March 2, 2026, 1:00 PM CT, with in-person or virtual attendance options.

	15.
	Procurement Procedure (section Z)
Proposal Instructions (section 7)
	Would the State please confirm what section within the RFP has the "Commission's proposed terms"? The RFP states that Bidders must initial and address exceptions in the format provided on page 112. 
	The use of the word "terms" was referring to the technical terms (i.e., technical requirements) not a specific terms and conditions document.  There were references to specific terms and conditions, and they will be provided post-award to the selected vendor.



	16.
	Procurement Procedure (section Z)
	The RFP states that a contract resulting from this RFP will include 6 documents, including Negotiated Terms. Would the State please provide a draft of the Terms and Conditions which will be negotiated prior to award, so Bidders may review? 
	The draft Terms and Conditions will be negotiated with the awardee. Any negotiated terms will be derived from the RFP together with any exceptions the Commission elects to accept during the negotiation process. Alternatively, the word terms is used in the RFP to refer to defined terms in the glossary provided.






	
	
	Post-Bid Conference Questions
	

	1. 
	Procurement Procedure, multiple sections
	The RFP references Terms and Conditions in multiple locations throughout the document, but no Terms and Conditions section appears to be included. Will the Commission provide a draft Terms and Conditions document, or identify the location where those terms are found?
	The use of the word "terms" was referring to the technical terms (i.e technical requirements) not a specific terms and conditions document.  There were references to specific terms and conditions, and they will be provided post-award to the selected vendor.

	2.
	Procurement Procedure, Section C (Schedule of Events)
	At the Solicitation Conference on March 2, 2026, the Commission indicated it was considering a timeline extension. Has the Commission made a final determination? If the deadline is extended, will the Q&A submission deadline and addendum issuance date also be adjusted proportionally?
	The proposal due date and other timelines have been extended to 04/15/2026, as published in Addendum 1.

	3.
	Proposal Instructions, Section A; Procurement Procedure, Section Q
	The RFP states cost and technical evaluation criteria, but does not specify the relative weighting between technical and cost scores. What is the percentage weight assigned to technical evaluation versus cost in the overall scoring methodology?
	The RFP identifies the evaluation criteria for technical and cost but does not publish specific numeric weightings for technical versus cost. Evaluation will be conducted in accordance with the criteria and process described in the RFP.

	4.
	Project Overview, Section A; Pre-bid Conference

	The Commission confirmed at the Solicitation Conference that two PSAPs in the Metro region are evaluating a transition to a cloud-based call handling solution. Should bidders propose a connection architecture to the PSAP's current host location, to a cloud-hosted platform, or provide both options? If both are required, should each be priced separately?

	Bidders should base their primary proposal on the current PSAP environment as it exists today, ensuring the ESInet/NGCS solution can support both on‑premise and potential future cloud‑hosted CHE configurations in accordance with the RFP. 
If a bidder wishes to propose a distinct alternate architecture for a future cloud‑hosted CHE scenario, that may be provided as clearly labeled optional/alternative architecture and pricing, separate from the base proposal.


	5.
	Project Overview, Section A; Pre-bid Conference

	The Southeast region's PSAPs currently connect to two Lumen data centers operating what the Commission described as a cloud-based next-generation solution. Should bidders propose to replace this architecture with a new ESInet, integrate with the existing Lumen infrastructure, or provide both alternatives for the Commission's evaluation?

	Bidders should propose a complete ESInet and NGCS solution that meets all requirements of this RFP and does not rely on the incumbent provider’s core system as the long‑term architecture. If integration with the Lumen system is part of the proposed solution, the bidder shall identify the specific Lumen components being leveraged and clearly describe how they are used within the bidder’s overall strategy.




	

	6.
	Project Overview, Section A; Pre-bid Conference

	The Commission confirmed that five OSPs were granted an extension to connect by June 2026, and Hamilton TRS was granted an extension through the end of 2026. During the period when these OSPs are not yet connected to the new system, who bears responsibility for call routing continuity? Will any SLA credits be excluded for outages attributable to unconnected OSPs?

	The selected Contractor will be responsible for call routing and service performance for traffic delivered to and handled by the Contractor’s ESInet/NGCS as defined in the RFP and the final contract. Detailed SLA's will be negotiated post-award, and will be specific to the system procured.














	7.
	Section B, Scope of Work; Section E.1.2.1

	The RFP requires one or more IP points of interconnect and states a preference for in-state data center presence. How will in-state versus out-of-state data center placement be evaluated and scored? Will this preference be a scored criterion, a tiebreaker, or simply noted?

	In‑state versus out‑of‑state placement will be considered as part of the overall technical evaluation including resiliency, latency, and risk. The preference for in‑state presence is one factor among several; proposals will be evaluated on overall resiliency, performance, and risk, regardless of precise physical location.


	8.
	Section E.1.1.2; Pre-bid Conference

	For host PSAPs that currently serve remotes over regional IP networks provided by the incumbent, will the new Contractor be responsible for providing, replacing, or integrating the regional network connectivity between host and remote PSAPs? Or does the state assume that regional network infrastructure remains the responsibility of the PSAPs?

	The Contractor is responsible for providing or procuring the network connectivity necessary to meet the ESInet/NGCS performance, resiliency, and availability requirements to each PSAP as described in the RFP. Where existing regional networks are used between host and remote PSAPs, the Contractor must still ensure that all RFP requirements are met and should clearly state any assumptions regarding reliance on existing PSAP‑owned or third‑party networks.

	9.
	Section E.1.1.2 Scope of Work; Project Overview, Section A
	The RFP requests at least 200% of the anticipated peak call volume as the threshold.  Additionally the RFP requires at least 2 Mbps per PSAP + 2 Mbps per position during standard operating conditions. The RPF highlights total call counts for the year but does not specify calls by busiest hour or total position count to accurately quantify the bandwidth needs. Can the State provide estimated position count per PSAP or busy hour call count for basis of bandwidth requirements?
	A PSAP list will be provided after the Mandatory Solicitation Conference but it may not include full busy‑hour call statistics for each PSAP. Bidders should size bandwidth using the requirements in the RFP (e.g., 200% of anticipated peak, 2 Mbps per PSAP + 2 Mbps per position) together with reasonable engineering assumptions and any additional data the Commission may provide.


	10.
	Project Overview, Section A; Pre-bid Conference

	The Commission confirmed that NGCS is currently provided by Lumen. Will Lumen be required to cooperate with the incoming contractor during the transition period, and is a formal transition assistance obligation or data handoff requirement included in the existing Lumen contract? What transition documentation or current-state architecture materials will the Commission make available to bidders?

	The Commission anticipates cooperation from the incumbent provider to support an orderly transition to the new ESInet/NGCS in line with standard public‑sector practices. Specific cooperation and data‑handoff obligations are governed by the current contract between the Commission and Lumen, which is not included as part of this RFP. High‑level current‑state information may be shared with the selected Contractor during transition planning, subject to contractual and confidentiality constraints.


	11.
	Section E.3; Pre-bid Conference

	The RFP includes a requirement that any routing-impacting GIS change must be reflected in the system within five minutes. Can the Commission provide background on the operational scenarios or past incidents this requirement is intended to address? Understanding the context will allow bidders to propose technically sound solutions and identify any dependencies on authoritative GIS source data that may affect this SLA.

	The requirement that any routing‑impacting GIS change be reflected in the system within five minutes is intended to minimize the window in which updated jurisdictional or routing data is not yet active, and reduce the risk of misroutes or delayed response when changes such as boundary adjustments, PSAP service area changes, or critical corrections are made. It reflects the Commission’s expectation for prioritization of near–real‑time propagation of authoritative routing data particularly in instances where a PSAP is incapacitated, consistent with NG911 best practice.  Bidders should design processes and technical solutions that can meet this objective, noting any dependencies on the authoritative GIS data sources and update mechanisms.

	12.
	Section E.3.1, GIS and Database Management

	The RFP references the NENA GIS data model and schema as the standard for GIS normalization. Can the Commission describe the current state of Nebraska's GIS data: which counties or regions have i3-compliant GIS data ready for use, which have partially migrated data, and which require full remediation as part of the transition?
	The RFP references the NENA GIS Data Model and schema as the standard for GIS normalization but does not provide a county‑by‑county or region‑by‑region inventory of current GIS readiness (i.e., which are fully i3‑compliant, partially migrated, or require full remediation). Bidders should assume that GIS data maturity may vary across jurisdictions, and propose an approach capable of handling normalization, validation, remediation support, and ongoing synchronization in line with Section E.3.


	13.
	Section E.3, GIS and Database Services

	The Solicitation Conference noted that GIS Data Management Services are a desired deliverable, potentially through a partner arrangement. Should bidders include GIS data management services within the base proposal scope, or price this as a separate optional service? If optional, what specific data management capabilities does the Commission consider minimum versus value-add?

	Bidders must include, in the base proposal all GIS and database services necessary to support i3‑compliant call routing, normalize and validate GIS data to the NENA model, maintain synchronization between GIS and NGCS elements, and meet the SLAs and functional requirements in Section E.3.


	14.
	Section 9.1, Call Handling Equipment (CHE); Pre-bid Conference

	The Commission confirmed at the Solicitation Conference that CHE pricing should be provided at a rough-order-of-magnitude, high-level budgetary level. Should CHE be priced in Appendix A as a separate optional line item, or as a narrative ROM estimate? How will CHE pricing be evaluated relative to the base ESInet/NGCS proposal?

	CHE pricing will be considered separately from the core ESInet/NGCS evaluation The primary cost evaluation will focus on required ESInet/NGCS elements; CHE ROM figures will be used for budgetary and planning insight and may be evaluated qualitatively.




	

	15.
	Project Overview, Section A; Pre-bid Conference

	At the Solicitation Conference, the Commission indicated it would provide a list of the 68 PSAP addresses through a non-public channel. When will this list be distributed to registered bidders, and through what mechanism? Will it include current call volume data, circuit inventory, or equipment inventory per PSAP?

	A PSAP list for the 68 PSAPs will be provided to registered bidders after the Mandatory Solicitation Conference via a secure, non‑public mechanism. The list will include PSAP addresses and basic attributes the Commission maintains for this procurement. It may not include full call volume data, detailed circuit inventory, or complete equipment inventories for each PSAP.

	16.
	Section 6, Installation Requirements

	The RFP indicates that site surveys may identify conditions requiring UPS upgrades, power remediation, or other facility improvements at PSAP locations. Will the Commission provide a current-state site survey or infrastructure assessment for each of the 68 PSAPs, or are bidders expected to place all onsite equipment?

	The RFP requires the Contractor to conduct site surveys as part of implementation (Section 6 – Installation Requirements). Bidders should assume they will be responsible, post‑award, for performing the necessary site surveys and for placing all onsite equipment required to meet the RFP requirements, subject to facility constraints and roles defined in the contract.







	17. 
	Schedule of Events
	Given the scope, technical depth, and complexity of the RFP requirements, and lack of PSAP information we respectfully request the State’s consideration of a two month extension to the proposal due date

	The proposal due date has been extended to 04/15/2026, as published in Addendum 1.

	18.
	Proposal Instructions

	Under the Proposal Instructions, the State requests responses to Section B (Scope of Work), Section C (Work Plan and Project Planning), and Section E (Technical Requirements). Section D (Deliverables and Deliverable Approval Process) is not listed as requiring a response. Please confirm that Section D is provided for informational purposes only and does not require a vendor response.

	Bidders are not required to submit a separate, stand‑alone “Section D” response. Deliverables should be addressed within your Response to Scope of Work, Work Plan and Project Planning, and Technical Requirements as applicable. The Deliverable Approval Process will be governed by the final contract terms; bidders may address related assumptions within their Response to Terms, if applicable.


	19.
	F. OSP and SR migrations F.14

	On the RFP Cost Template, Schedule 2, the formulas in Cells D14–G14 and D15–G15 appear to reference blank cells and therefore do not calculate correctly. Could the State please provide an updated Cost Template?
	A revised Cost Proposal Worksheet will be published to better identify a Contract-total cost on Schedule 2. Cells highlighted in yellow for Years 2-5 should be populated by the respondent to identify any additional proposed Non-Recurring Costs (NRC) and a Monthly Recurring Cost (MRC). The formulas have been revised to better identify proposed changes to MRC over the life of the contract term.

	20.
	Project Requirements and Scope of Work
	Please provide detailed PSAP lists with position counts, CHE equipment, CHE host location addresses.   This information is critical to provide accurate pricing for ESInet bandwidth and termination.

	A PSAP list will be provided, it may not include full busy‑hour or position statistics. 






	21. 
	2. Next Generation Core Services (NGCS) Requirements 2.4.2.3. Text

	Does the State of Nebraska require vendors to include TCC pricing or are the PSAPs purchasing TCC directly from the CHE/TCC vendors?

	The RFP requires a complete, functioning Text‑to‑911 capability. Any TCC‑related components or services that are part of the bidder’s proposed solution and necessary to deliver Text‑to‑911 statewide must be reflected in the bidder’s pricing. If a bidder is assuming that certain TCC costs will be contracted directly by PSAPs, that assumption must be clearly stated.


	22.
	2. Next Generation Core Services (NGCS) Requirements
	The State of Nebraska prefers one in-State data center.  Is there a technical reason the State can provide for preferring a in-State data center?  

	The preference for at least one in‑State data center is driven by improved jurisdictional control and ease of coordination with stakeholders. Potentially lower latency and better performance for in‑state PSAPs. Enhanced resiliency and geographic diversity when combined with an additional, diverse site. This is identified as a preference not an absolute requirement; proposals will be evaluated on overall resiliency, performance, and risk, regardless of precise physical location.


	23.
	2. Next Generation Core Services (NGCS) Requirements 2.2.2. Location Information Server (LIS)

	Can the State clarify if they are asking for a LIS which is typically provided by an i3 OSP or rather the LIS interface which would retrieve location data from the i3 OSPs?  Per Appendix D of NENA-STA-010.3f, the LIS is shown in the Access Network section and not part of the "originating ESInet (e.g. State/Province)".

	The State’s intent is to ensure that the NGCS solution fully supports the standard NENA i3 LIS interfaces used to retrieve location from i3‑compliant OSPs and other access networks and properly consumes and uses location data provided by those LIS components for call routing and display.  The RFP does not require the Contractor to deploy or operate LIS components within each OSP’s access network. However, if the bidder’s own architecture includes LIS components or other sources they manage, those must conform to NENA i3 and integrate as required. 


	24.
	6. Installation Requirements 6.2. Wiring and Cabling

	Per the RFP, "Respondents must ensure that all equipment is connected to emergency AC power and is configured to be supported by a UPS."  Is the State asking the vendors to supply UPS at the PSAP CHE host locations or is the requirement to connect to the existing UPS within the PSAP's facilities.

	The State’s expectation is that where suitable UPS infrastructure already exists at a PSAP, the Contractor will connect its equipment to that UPS.
If existing UPS capacity is not available or is inadequate for Contractor‑provided equipment, the bidder should clearly state its assumptions and either include the cost of any required new/expanded UPS in its proposal;  identify that such UPS upgrades are outside its scope. Bidders should clearly document their assumptions regarding responsibility for UPS provisioning.


	25.
	General

	Is the State requiring respondents to complete the Technical Matrix as its not mentioend in the deliverables and referred to as a guide to the Technical Requirements section?  If so, can the State provide guidance on exactly what needs to be completed and what the State is looking for in the "Section in Response" Column?  Is this which section of our response this is in or are you looking for specific page numbers?

	The Technical Matrix (Appendix B / Technical Matrix for Appendix v1 NE) is provided as a structured tool to support evaluation. The State expects bidders to:
Complete the matrix indicating compliance with each requirement; and use the “Section in Response" column to show where in their narrative proposal the evaluator can find the response to the requirement. This enables evaluators to quickly verify narrative responses against each requirement.

	26.
	D. DELIVERABLES AND DELIVERABLE APPROVAL PROCESS, L. FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH SOLICITATION, etc.

	There are at nine mentions of "terms and conditions," "the Commission's proposed terms," and the like but no Ts&Cs provided within the RFP FINAL and any other RFP attachments for vendors to review. Would the State please provide the terms and conditions referenced therein?

	The use of the word "terms" was referring to the technical terms (i.e technical requirements) included in the RFP and glossary, not a specific terms and conditions document.  Terms and conditions will be provided post-award to the selected vendor.


	27.
	B.6.c

	Please confirm that the intent is for the contractor to push the data to the State's PSC provider solution.

	Where the RFP requires integration with or data sharing to a PSC‑provided solution (for example, for reporting, analytics, or oversight), the intent is that the Contractor will provide the necessary interfaces and data feeds from the ESInet/NGCS environment to the PSC provider solution; and data will be made available in a timely, secure manner consistent with the functional and security requirements in the RFP.
Whether this is implemented as a technical “push,” a secure API, or another mechanism will be finalized during design, consistent with RFP requirements.


	28.
	Procurement Procedures > C. Schedule of Events

	Would the State consider providing a one-week window post Q&A release for vendors to ask clarifying questions?

	Not at this time.


	29.
	Project Requirements and Scope of Work > A. Project Overview and Background Information > Background

	Does the State envision the new ESInet/NGCS serving Offutt Air Force Base or any other military installations (e.g., National Guard) within Nebraska? If so, would the State please define those expectations?

	The RFP is focused on ESInet/NGCS services for Nebraska PSAPs under the Commission’s jurisdiction it does not explicitly specify direct service to Offutt Air Force Base or other federal/military installations.


	30.
	Table 1: NENA-STA-010.3 (i3 Standard) Conformance Status Matrix

	What are the State's goals in requesting i3 v2 and i3 v3 compliance as backward compatibility is not possible (e.g., different interfaces between versions)?

	The requirement to support both i3 v2 and i3 v3 is intended to ensure interoperability with a range of PSAP systems and OSP implementations that may be on different i3 releases and provide a forward migration path for Nebraska as NENA i3 evolves, without locking the State into a single version. In addition, the backwards compatibility will allow the ESInet/NGCS to interface properly with both v2‑compliant and v3‑compliant components, as applicable.


	31.
	Table 1: NENA-STA-010.3 (i3 Standard) Conformance Status Matrix

	What is the State's goal with i3 v2? Is it having backwards compatibility and interoperability with all CHEs? Is it related to wanting both a LIS and LDB?

	Maintaining backward interoperability with existing or near‑term CHE and OSP environments that may be aligned with i3 v2. Ensuring that required i3 functions such as location handling, call routing, and policy routing are supported in a way that allows a controlled transition toward newer i3 versions. The State is not prescribing a particular internal architecture (e.g., a specific LIS/LDB combination), but requires that the solution support the needed i3 v2 interfaces and functionality while also enabling transition to i3 v3 capabilities.


	32.
	B. Scope of Work, 3.a.

	The requirement reads, "a. Contractor shall accept, store, and use GIS data in the NENA GIS data model/schema and SHALL maintain the required NENA layers (PSAP boundaries, ESN/service boundaries, address points, civic addressing, emergency routing attributes). GIS data shall conform to normative language identified in NENA-STA-006.2-2022." What does the State mean by "maintain"?

	Maintain means that the Contractor must host and manage the operational GIS datasets used for NGCS call routing. This means they will ensure that all required layers (PSAP boundaries, ESN/service boundaries, address points, civic addresses, emergency routing attributes) are present, kept current with updates provided by the authoritative local and state GIS sources, are validated and normalized to the NENA GIS model, and are available and synchronized across redundant NGCS components. The authoritative source of the data remains with the State/local GIS authorities, the Contractor is responsible for the operational maintenance, quality control, and synchronization of those layers within the NGCS environment.


	33.
	4. Security Requirements

	Are hardware security modules (HSMs) required for all TLS keys?

	In line with industry practice the use of HSMs is strongly expected for Certificate Authority (CA) and root key material where feasible. Endpoint TLS keys for servers, appliances, etc., may reside in industry‑standard cryptographic modules provided they meet the FIPS and other security requirements specified in the RFP. Bidders should clearly describe their key management approach and how it complies with the RFP’s security standards.


	34.
	4. Security Requirements

	If vendors can use HSMs for any certificate authority keys and industry standard software cryptographic modules for endpoint TLS keys, is FIPS 140-3 validation required?

	Where the RFP calls for FIPS‑validated cryptography cryptographic modules used to satisfy those requirements must have the appropriate FIPS validation. For modules or use cases where the RFP does not explicitly require FIPS validation, such validation is preferred but not mandatory; however, bidders must still meet all other applicable security requirements.


	35.
	8.1.2

	Are there separate field on-site SLAs, or are they incorporated in the ones already defined?

	On‑site field response expectations for example, dispatching technicians to PSAP locations are part of the overall support and SLA framework described in the RFP. The RFP does not establish a wholly separate, stand‑alone SLA as this will be negotiated directly with the awarded vendor. Bidders must meet or exceed the availability, repair, and response requirements stated in the RFP, and should detail their on‑site support commitments in their support and maintenance response.


	36.
	8.5.4

	Would the State please elaborate on what it would look like when vendors have a software upgrade across the CHE network for instance?

	When CHE upgrades or other significant software changes are performed, the State expects advance planning and scheduling of maintenance windows in coordination with affected PSAPs. This includes the use of  staged or rolling upgrades where feasible to avoid or minimize service interruption. Thorough testing in a non‑production or pilot environment before broad deployment. Clear communications, including notice of planned work, impacts, and rollback plans. Adherence to all uptime and SLA requirements in the RFP, including restrictions on disruptive maintenance during critical periods. Bidders should describe their standard release management and change control processes consistent with these expectations.


	37.
	Schedule 1

	All of the cells below row 14 are shaded in either grey or blue. The instructions indicate to only "fill in the cells shaded yellow.  These items will be used to assign Cost components.  Please do not fill in the gray and blue cells". There are no yellow shaded cells in the areas intended for vendor input. Will the state either update the instructions or update the shading in the cells that are intended to be filled in by the vendor ?

	In the current Cost Template, cells intended for vendor input are shaded a light yellow. Bidders should ensure they have downloaded the latest version from the State’s site and verify that input cells appear correctly. A Revised Cost Proposal Template will be provided. Cells for Vendor response are in Columns D & E [for Non-Recurring Costs] and Columns G & H [for Monthly Recurring Costs]. 


	38.
	Schedule 1

	The summary nature of the pricing format groups fees which would typically be distinct into a single row. For example, 1.2 External and PSAP Connectivity -  as a single row in the pricing format, this aggregates various connectivity cost with different cost levels and timing into a single cost point. Does the state acknowledge that the cost provided in these situations are aggregate values and may require further breakout before they can be utilized in a contract fee schedule  ?

	Yes. The State acknowledges that some pricing rows (e.g., “1.2 External and PSAP Connectivity”) aggregate multiple cost components into a single line. For this RFP, those rows are intended to capture aggregate NRC and MRC totals, which roll up to the summary cells in F86 and I86. If additional breakout is needed for contracting, the State will address that during contract negotiations.



	

	39.
	Schedule 2

	Only Year 1 costs are being populated from the inputs the vendor can enter in Schedule 1. Will the state correct Schedule 2 so the vendor inputs from Schedule 1 are correctly positioned across 5 years ?

	A revised Cost Worksheet will be published to better identify a Contract-total cost on Schedule 2. Cells highlighted in yellow for Years 2-5 should be populated by the respondent to identify any additional proposed Non-Recurring Costs (NRC) and a Monthly Recurring Cost (MRC). The formulas have been revised to better identify proposed changes to MRC over the life of the contract term. 
See published Revised Cost Proposal Template.

	40.
	NA
	How can the vendor provide alternative or optional pricing other than the areas specified in Section 9 ?

	Bidders may provide alternative or optional pricing beyond what is explicitly requested in Section 9 by including such pricing in a separate, clearly labeled worksheet or attachment, and marking it clearly as Optional or Alternative so it is not confused with required cost elements.


	41.
	NA
	Is the state tax exempt or should vendors include taxes in the cost provided in the RFP response?

	The state is exempt from sales tax for purchases but other taxes and fees (i.e., NUSF) apply and should be included. 


	42.
	Section 5.2 and 5.3 i3 logging & reporting

	In light of the State’s recent award for a separate logging service, please clarify if the NENA i3 logger requirements and pricing are still required for this RFP.

	The logging and reporting system procured must have access to the data from the NG9-1-1 system.  If there are costs, or fees associated with making that data available to the data analytics engine, the vendor must include those features in the pricing.







This addendum will be incorporated into the solicitation. 
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