Tyler Technologies Proposal



4
1
i

STATE OF ALASKA \
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS ‘

EXHIBIT A1: OFFEROR INFORMATION, CONDITIONS, AND CERTIFICATIONS

OFFEROR INFORMATION

This form shall be the cover page for the Offeror's proposal. In the space provided, enter the requested
Offeror identification information. Use this form to indicate your acknowledgement of the response

conditions.
RFP Number: RFP 2010-0200-9388
RFP Name: Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement Project

Proposed Solution
(Select one)

Traditional Licensed Software

Offeror Name: Tyler Technologies, Inc.

Mailing Address: 370 US Route One Falmouth, ME 04105

Telephone Number: | 800-772-2260

Fax Number: 207-781-2459
Federal Tax ID #: 75-2303920
Alaska Business 737218

License Number:

Contact Name: Roger Routh

Title: VP of Strategic Accounts
E-Mail Address: roger.routh @tylertech.com
Alternate Phone 800-772-2260 ext 4667
Number:

AMENDMENT ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

Offeror acknowledges receipt of the following amendments, and has incorporated the requirements of
such amendments into the proposal. (List all amendments issued for this RFP).

No. 1 Date No. Date No. Date

Aug. 5, 2010 2 Aug. 11, 2010 3 Aug 27, 2010
No. 4 Date No. Date No. Date

Sept. 10, 2010 5 Sept. 13, 2010 6 Sept. 15, 2010
No.7 Date No. Date No. Date

Sept. 24, 2010 8 Oct. 1, 2010 9 Oct. 4, 2010

Attachment A — Administrative Requirements Forms A-2



STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

OFFEROR’S CERTIFICATION

Acknowledge the following statements, conditions, and information by clearly marking the space
provided. Failure to comply with these items may cause the proposal to be determined nonresponsive
and the proposal may be rejected or the State may terminate the contract or consider the Contractor in
default.

[ # CONDITION/CERTIFICATION RESPONSE

1 | Offeror certifies that 100% of all development and implementation services
provided under the resulting contract by the Offeror, joint venture partners, and all X YES
subcontractors shall be performed in the United States or Canada. (RFP 1.05)
Offeror complies with the laws of the State of Alaska. (RFP 1.16) X YES
Offeror complies with the applicable portion of the Federal Civil Rights Act of 1964. K YES
(RFP 1.16)

4 | Offeror complies with the Equal Employment Opportunity Act and the regulations X YES

issued thereunder by the federal government. (RFP 1.16)

5 | Offeror complies with the American with Disabilities Act of 1990 and the K YES
regulations issued thereunder by the federal government. (RFP 1.16)

6 | Offeror confirms that programs, services, and activities provided to the general

public under the resulting contract conform to the Americans with Disabilities Act of = YES
1990, and the regulations issued thereunder by the federal government. (RFP

1.16)

Offeror complies with all terms and conditions set out in this RFP. (RFP 1.16) X YES*
Offeror affirms that this response was independently arrived at, without collusion, K YES

under penalty of perjury. (RFP 1.16)

9 | Offeror response and cost schedule shall be valid and binding for 365 days X YES
following the response due date. (RFP 1.16)

10 { Offeror satisfies the minimum requirements (as per Section 2.07 of the RFP and X YES
Form A2: Offeror Minimum Requirement).

11 | Offeror acknowledges that this engagement with the State is subject to the Alaska
Public Records Act, AS Title 40, Chapter 25 and that the State may be required to
disclose certain information in response to requests for public information made
under the Act. (RFP 1.13)

12 | Offeror certifies that Offeror has a valid Alaska business license. (RFP 2.11) X YES

13 | Offeror has identified any known federal requirements that apply to the proposal or K YES
the contract. (RFP 1.24)

14 | Offeror has reviewed the RFP for defects and objectionable material and has K YES
provided comments to the Procurement Officer. (RFP 1.07)

X YES

15 | Offeror agrees to the State’s Standard Agreements (Attachments G and H to the [ YES
RFP). If the answer is NO, per Section 3.03, any objections to the agreements
must be identified in Exhibit D3 in the Offeror’s proposal. (RFP 3.03) X NO
16 | Offeror agrees to not restrict the rights of the State. (RFP 1.11) X YES

* Subject to the exceptions set forth herein.
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Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economlc Development
Division of Corporations, Business and Professional Licensing -
P.O. Box 110806, Juneau, Alaska 99811-0806

Alaska Business License #

This is to certlfy that

TYLER TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

C/O 1650 HIGHWAY 6, SUITE 100 SUGAR LAND TX 77478

owned by

TYLER TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

is licensed by the department to conduct business for the period |

November 24, 2009 through December 31, 2011
for the following line of business:

51 - Information

This license shall not be taken as permission to do business in the state without
having complied with the other requirements of the laws of the State or of the United States.

This license must be posted in a conspicuous place at the business Iocatnon
it is not transferable or assignable.

Emil Notti
Commissioner

737218

(.




STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT (MARK ONE)

One of the boxes below must be checked (by marking an “X”). If the second box is marked, indicating a
possible conflict of interest, disclose the nature and full details of the conflict in the space provided.
Please refer to RFP 1.17 for conflict of interest guidelines.

X Neither the firm nor any individual proposed (including subcontractors or |mplementat|on
partners) has a possible conflict of interest.

The firm and/or an individual proposed have a possible conflict of interest. Describe the
nature of the conflict in the space below.

LOCATION-OF-WORK / HEADQUARTERS IN TIER 3 COUNTRIES

Certify the following statements by marking “X” in the space provided. Please refer to RFP 1.05 for
guidelines. By signature on their proposal, the Offeror certifies that:

The Offeror and all subcontractors and joint venture partners are not established and
X headquartered or incorporated and headquartered in a country recognized as Tier 3 in the
most recent United States Department of State’s Traificking in Persons Report.

The most recent United States Department of State’s Trafficking in Persons Report can be found at the
following website: hitp://www.state.qov/g/tip/. Failure to comply with this requirement will cause the State

to reject the proposal as nonresponsive, or cancel the contract.
SUBCONTRACTORS

For each proposed subcontractor, describe the relationship between the Offeror and any proposed
subcontractor(s). Add more text boxes as necessary.

Each proposed subcontractor also must submit in a separate attachment a written statement, signed by a
duly authorized representative that clearly verifies that the subcontractor is committed to render the
services required by the contract.

Subcontractor #1: Sympro

Tyler Technologies is including Sympro and their Investment and Debt management modules as part of
our proposal to the State of Alaska. Sympro will be a subcontractor to Tyler and will provide all of their
required implementation services as well as on-going maintenance support. Tyler has a formalized
partnership agreement in place with Sympro.
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STATE OF ALASKA

Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

Subcontractor #2: ESM, Inc. (Mercury Commerce)

Tyler Technologies is including ESM, Inc. and their Mercury Commerce e-procurement (e-sourcing)
modules as part of our proposal to the State of Alaska. ESM, Inc. will be a subcontractor to Tyler and
will provide all of their required implementation services as well as on-going maintenance support.
Tyler has a formalized partnership agreement in place with Mercury Commerce.

Please reference the Subcontractor’s written statements on the following pages.

Attachment A — Administrative Requirements Forms



SymPro

O)crober 12, 20180

State of Aaska
333 Whiloughby Ave
Juncau, AN YOS

ToWhom Ir Mav Concern:
SymPro, a division of Emphasvs Software, is prepared and able to provide the services as proposed

1 our tesponses to the State of Maska RIFP # 2010-0200-9388. The SymPro response was
submitred as part of Tvler Technologies primary bid.

~mcerely,
.,/‘“‘\7

Peter Bakonyvari

s

Dirccror of sales and Business Development

~omlPro Ine.




¥ mercurycommerce

Online Procurement for the Public and Private Sector

October 12, 2010

State of Alaska
333 Willoughby Ave.
Juneau, AK 99811

RE: RFP 2010-0200-9388

To Whom It May Concern:

As a proposed subcontractor and system implementation partner of Tyler Technologies
MUNIS Division, Mercury Commerce Solutions verifies that it is committed to render the
services required by the contract resulting from the above referenced RFP response.

Sincerely,

"Daris ;.6!,4!3/
Dan Corazzi

President

Mercury Commerce Solutions
dcorazzi@mercurycommerce.com

2 Walnut Grove Drive, Suite 190 | Horsham, PA 19044 | 877-969-7246 | www.mercurycommerce.com



STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

JOINT VENTURES

If submitting a proposal as a joint venture, the Offeror must submit a copy of the joint venture agreement
which identifies the principles involved, prime Offeror, their rights and responsibilities regarding
performance and payment, and provide proof of Alaska business license for each principle.

EXHIBIT A2: OFFEROR MINIMUM REQUIREMENT

Offeror must demonstrate that the minimum requirement described in Section 2.07 of the RFP and listed
below is clearly met. Such demonstration shall be in the form of acknowledgement of the following
minimum requirement. Offeror must clearly mark the affirmative box in the space provided. Failure to
provide an affirmative response may cause the proposal to be determined to be nonresponsive and the
proposal may be rejected.

Integrated Solution RESPONSE
Proposed product is a fully integrated software solution that encompasses at least X YES
financial, procurement, and human resources administrative functions.

EXHIBIT A3: STATE OF ALASKA PREFERENCE

Please answer the following questions regarding the State of Alaska preference.

Are you claiming the State of Alaska preferences? (If “Yes”, please answer the questions ] YES
below). (RFP 2.13 and 7.01)

# Questions RESPONSE
Do you currently hold an Alaska business license? X YES
] NO
2 | Is the company name submitted on this proposal the same name that appears on X YES
the current Alaska Business License? [1 NO

3 | Has your company maintained a place of business within the State of Alaska staffed [] YES
by the Offeror or an employee of the Offeror for a period of six months immediately | S
preceding the date of the proposal? NO

4 | Is your company incorporated or qualified to do business under the laws of the
State, is a sole proprietorship and the proprietor is a resident of the State, is a Xl YES
limited liability company organized under AS 10.50 and all members are residents

of the State, or is a partnership under former AS 32.05, AS 32.06, or AS 32.11 and [1 No
all partners are residents of the State?

5 | If your company a joint venture, is it composed entirely of ventures that qualify ] YES
under (1-4) of this table? Xl NO

Attachment A — Administrative Requirements Forms A-6



STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

EXHIBIT A4: PROPOSAL CHECKLIST

The following documents are required for this proposal. Acknowledge you have submitted each document
in the proper format by clearly marking in the space provided. Each required Exhibit must be included in
your proposal, as well as separate electronic files (PDF or required format) on the CD. We suggest using
an easy-to-understand naming convention for the attached files, as this will simplify the evaluation
process.

PROPOSAL EXHIBITS

EXHIBITS INSTRUCTION INCLUDED?
Exhibits A1-A7 Complete administrative requirements forms and place first YES
in your proposal =
Exhibits B1-B4 Fill in all required past performance information, including
reference lists, and compile and submit surveys for each X YES
critical component
Exhibits C1-C3 Fill in all required information in the project approach forms YES
Exhibits D1-D4 Fill in all required information in the general Offeror K YES
information forms
Exhibit E Tables A-L Fill in all required information in the cost proposal forms X YES
Exhibit F Complete functional and technical requirements checklist X YES

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE DOCUMENTS

Subcontractors
Referenced in Exhibit D1:

If Offeror is proposing subcontractors then information required in Section 1.14 B YES
Subcontractors is included.

Joint Ventures

Referenced in Exhibit D1: ] YES

if Offeror is proposing joint venture then information required in Section 1.15 Joint
Ventures is included.

Confidential Proposal Contents

Per the requirements of AS 36.30.230(a), if the Offeror wishes to request that trade
secrets and other proprietary data contained in this proposal be held confidential, the
Offeror must attach a brief written statement that clearly identifies material considered
confidential and sets out the reasons for confidentiality, understanding that all materials X YES
are subject to public disclosure in accord with Alaska State law. Proposals declared
wholly confidential or those that deem its cost proposal as confidential are not allowed.

Please reference the Confidential Statement on the following pages.

Federal Requirements
Identify known federal requirements per Section 1.24 Federal Requirements.

1 YES

Attachment A — Administrative Requirements Forms A-7



STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

Confidential Proposal Contents
Trade Secrets

The State of Alaska (“Checklist”) includes valuable, confidential, and proprietary data and information of
various kinds. Such data and information, called "Trade Secrets," concern:

¢ The Company's various computer systems and programs;

¢ Techniques, developments, improvements, inventions, and processes that are, or may be,
produced in the course of the Company's operations; and

¢ Any other information not generally known concerning the Company or its operations, products,
suppliers, markets, sales, costs, profits, client needs and lists, or other information acquired,
disclosed, or made known to Employees or agents while in the employ of the Company, which,
if used or disclosed, could adversely affect the Company's business or give competitors an
advantage.

Since it would harm our Company if any of our Trade Secrets were known to our competitors, it is the
Company's policy that the “Checklist” not be disclosed to any party outside of the party addressed as the
recipient of this proposal.

Tyler Reporting Services

Wherever Tyler Technologies, Inc. has responded affirmatively to certain functional checklist
questions/requirements/specifications as requiring the use of Tyler Reporting Services, the State is solely
responsible for development of the necessary/required report(s), unless specifically indicated otherwise.

The “Cost Proposal” has been submitted in confidence and contains trade secrets and/or privileged or
confidential commercial or financial information that would result in a competitive disadvantage if
disclosed without prior permission by Tyler (“Trade Secret”). A Trade Secret includes but is not limited to
any formula, pattern, device or compilation of information which is used in one’s business which gives
him/her an opportunity to obtain an advantage over competitors who do not know or use it. Since it would
harm Tyler if any of our Trade Secrets were known to our competitors, it is Tyler's policy that the “Cost
Proposal” not be disclosed to any party outside of the party addressed as the recipient of this proposal.
As such, the Cost Proposal shall be used or disclosed only for evaluation purposes, and for no other
purpose whatsoever. Further, in the event a contract is awarded to Tyler as a result of or in connection
with the submission of this Proposal, Client shall have the restricted right to disclose the entire contract
dollar amount, however this disclosure may not include itemized data herein to the extent provided in the
resulting contract.
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Augustus, Staci A (DOA)

From: Routh, Roger [Roger.Routh@tylertech.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2011 5:18 PM

To: Augustus, Staci A (DOA)

Subject: Re: Confidential portions of Tyler's Proposal

That was in reference to any functional requirement matrices that Tyler would have submitted that would
indicate the functional capabilities of our Munis ERP system. I don't recall, but if there weren't any as part of
your RFP, then there is nothing to keep confidential.

Thanks.

On Jun 8, 2011, at 7:26 PM, "Augustus, Staci A (DOA)" <staci.augustus@alaska.gov> wrote:

Hi Mr. Routh, I am readying the procurement file for the anticipated release of the Notice of
Intent to Award on June 13. In reviewing Tyler Technologies, Inc.’s proposal, I noted that you
request the “checklist” be kept confidential, as well as the cost proposal. As we stated in the
RFP, cost proposals may not be kept confidential. As for the “checklist”, I am not sure what is
meant by that. Can you please provide a little more direction for what the checklist entails?

Thanks

Roger Routh
Vice President - Strategic Accounts
Tyler Technologies, Inc.

P: 800.772.2260 ext: 4667
F: 207.781.2981
www.tylertech.com

terhralopes

Empowering people who serve the public”



STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

EXHIBIT A5: SOFTWARE OFFEROR PROFILE

Use this form to provide information about the Software Product Offeror being proposed.

SOFTWARE OFFEROR

Name of company

Tyler Technologies, Inc.

Company website

www.tylertech.com

Name of parent company (if applicable)

N/A

Headquarters location

5949 Sherry Lane, Suite 1400
Dallas, TX 75225

Number of field offices

26

Location and hours of office servicing this account

8:00 AM - 8:00 PM EST Monday-
Friday

Type of business (e.g., C-corp., S-corp., LLP, sole proprietor)

Corporation

Length of time in business

The legal corporation that
currently exists as Tyler
Technologies, Inc. was formed in
1989.

Gross revenue for the prior fiscal year (in US dollars) $290 Million
Net income for the prior fiscal year (in US dollars) $27 Million
Total number of full-time personnel 2,000
Number of full-time personnel in:

¢ Customer and software support 501

¢ Installation and training 370

¢ Product development 613

¢ Sales, marketing, and administrative support 359

SOFTWARE PROFILE

Name and version of proposed software

Munis Version 8

Date of next planned software release

February 2011

Length of time the proposed software has been licensed

The legal corporation that currently
exists as Tyler Technologies, Inc. was
formed in 1989. Tyler's Munis
Solution has been providing products,
service, and support exclusively to the
government market place since 1982.

Percentage of gross revenue generated by licensing/support
of proposed software

Tyler’s Large Financial Division
accounts for 46%-48% of Tyler's
Revenue.

Attachment A — Administrative Requirements Forms




STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

SOFTWARE INSTALLED CUSTOMER BASE

Total number of installed clients with the proposed software Approx. 1,400
Number of installations of the proposed software within the last 36 months Approx. 150

. . . . . . 859 V. 7.x
Total number of clients in production with the same software version being proposed 199 V. 8.x
Total number of state or local government clients with at least 10,000 employees 9

Total number of state or local government clients with at least 10,000 employees with | 6
the proposed software in production

Total number of state or local government clients with at least 10,000 employees with | 6
the same version of the proposed software in production

In the following table, list up to ten clients which currently have the proposed system in production,
emphasizing governments similar in size to the State.

Client Production Software and Version

Government of the United States Virgin Islands MUNIS v8.1
Northside Independent School District, TX MUNIS v7.4
St. Louis County, MO MUNIS v8.1
Portage County, OH MUNIS v8.1
City / Schools of Springfield, MA MUNIS v7.2
Knox County, TN MUNIS v7.5
Thurston County, WA MUNIS v7.5
Fort Worth ISD, TX MUNIS v7.3
Tulsa County, OK MUNIS v7.4
Franklin County, OH MUNIS v8.1

Attachment A — Administrative Requirements Forms A-10



STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

Using the space below, provide a history of ownership of the proposed licensed software and impacts
resulting from any material changes — including information and dates about components of the solution
acquired from another vendor.

The Munis software system was first developed by Computer Center Software in 1982 using Cobol. In
1994, a re-write of Munis occurred using 4™ generation language over an Informix database. In 1998, a
graphical user interface was added to Munis. In 1999, Computer Center Software was acquired by Tyler
Technologies. In 2002, a new graphical user interface was developed for MUNIS. In 2004, Tyler
converted its 4gl language to the 4J’'s Genero platform (not a re-write). In 2005, MUNIS was able to be
provided over the web as well as via a client — server environment. In 2009, Tyler began to provide full
.Net / Silverlight “central” screens to supplement the base version of MUNIS. In 2010, with MUNIS v9.x,
all of the MUNIS system will be provided in Silverlight via a native web browser.

None of the components of Munis were acquired separately. Munis has been built from the “ground up”
by Tyler Technologies (Computer Center Software prior to acquisition). The only time that a re-
implementation of MUNIS was required at a client site was during the transition from Cobol to 4gl. Tyler
provided that release (as are all releases) at no cost as part of an active annual maintenance agreement.

TERMINATIONS FOR DEFAULT

Submit full details of all terminations for default or litigations during the past five years, including the other
party's name, address, and telephone number. Your response may take as many pages as needed to
fully answer this question.

Termination for default is defined as notice to stop performance due to the Offeror's non-performance or
poor performance, and the issue was either (a) not litigated; or (b) litigated and such litigation determined
the Offeror to be in default. Present the Offeror's position on the matter.

The State will evaluate the facts and may, at its sole discretion, reject the Offeror's response if
subsequent contract completion may be jeopardized by selection of the Offeror. If no such terminations
for default or litigations have been experienced by the Offeror in the past five years, declare so in the
space provided.

During the last five years, Tyler has not completed an implementation on three occasions, each of which
resulted from the customer's decision to not go forward with the implementation after contract. On two
occasions (City of San Buenaventura, California and Spokane Regional Health District), the parties
initiated litigation against the other, each asserting various claims for damages. In both instances, the
parties amicably resolved their disputes, the terms of which remain confidential. The City of Golden,
Colorado also decided to not go forward with implementation after contract, and the parties have not
initiated any formal proceedings against the other.

Attachment A — Administrative Requirements Forms A-11



STATE OF ALASKA

Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

EXHIBIT A6: SYSTEM IMPLEMENTATION OFFEROR PROFILE

Use this form to provide information about the primary system implementation Offeror being proposed as

part of this response.
SYSTEM IMPLEMENTATION OFFEROR

Name of company

Tyler Technologies, Inc.

Company website

www.tylertech.com

Name of parent company (if applicable)

N/A

Headquarters location

5949 Sherry Lane, Suite 1400
Dallas, TX 75225

Number of field offices

26

Location and hours of office servicing this account

8:00 AM - 8:00 PM EST
Monday-Friday

Type of business (e.g., C-corp., S-corp., LLP, sole proprietor)

Corporation

Length of time in business

The legal corporation that
currently exists as Tyler
Technologies, Inc. was formed
in 1989.

Gross revenue for the prior fiscal year (in US dollars) $290 Million
Net income for the prior fiscal year (in US dollars) $27 Million
Total number of full-time personnel 2,000
Number of full-time personnel in:

¢ Customer and software support 501

¢ Installation and training 370

¢ Product development 613

¢ Sales, marketing, and administrative support 359

IMPLEMENTATION SERVICES PROFILE

Length of time in business of implementing proposed software

30 Years

Percentage of gross revenue generated by implementing proposed software

22% of ERP
Division: 6.7%
of Tyler

Total number of clients for which you have provided similar implementation services | Approx. 8,000

which you have provided similar implementation services

Total number of state or local government clients with at least 10,000 employees for

9

Total number of clients for which you have implemented the proposed software

Approx. 1,400

Total number of state or local government clients with at least 10,000 employees for

which you have implemented the proposed software 9
rl\rl]l:)rr:\ttr)‘(:r of installations of the proposed software completed within the last 36 Approx. 150

Attachment A — Administrative Requirements Forms




STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

TERMINATIONS FOR DEFAULT

Submit full details of all terminations for default or litigations during the past five years, including the other
party's name, address, and telephone number. Your response may take as many pages as needed to
fully answer this question.

Termination for default is defined as notice to stop performance due to the Offeror's non-performance or
poor performance, and the issue was either (a) not litigated; or (b} litigated and such litigation determined
the Offeror to be in default. Present the Offeror's position on the matter.

The State will evaluate the facts and may, at its sole discretion, reject the Offeror's response if
subsequent contract completion may be jeopardized by selection of the Offeror. If no such terminations
for default or litigations have been experienced by the Offeror in the past five years, declare so in the
space provided.

During the last five years, Tyler has not completed an implementation on three occasions, each of which
resulted from the customer’s decision to not go forward with the implementation after contract. On two
occasions (City of San Buenaventura, California and Spokane Regional Health District), the parties
initiated litigation against the other, each asserting various claims for damages. In both instances, the
parties amicably resolved their disputes, the terms of which remain confidential. The City of Golden,
Colorado also decided to not go forward with implementation after contract, and the parties have not
initiated any formal proceedings against the other.

EXHIBIT A7: PROPOSAL SIGNATURE

All responses must be signed by a duly constituted official legally authorized to bind the Offeror to its
response, including the cost schedule.

Date: October 12, 2010

Signed:

Offeror duly/a{lthorized representative

Name (printed): Richard E. Peterson, Jr.

Title: President, Tyler Technologies’ ERP and School Division
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STATE OF ALASKA RFP NUMBER 2010-0200-9388
AMENDMENT NUMBER TWO

RETURN THIS AMENDMENT TO THE ISSUING OFFICE AT:

Department of Administration
Division of Admin Services
PO Box 110208
Juneau, Alaska 99811-0208

THIS IS NOT AN ORDER DATE AMENDMENT ISSUED: August 11, 2010

RFP TITLE: Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement Project
DEADLINE FOR RECEIPT OF PROPOSALS: 1:30pm, Alaska Time, October 1, 2010.

Important Note To Offerors: In order for your proposal to be considered responsive, this amendment, in addition to
your original proposal and other required documents, must be signed, dated, and received by the issuing office prior to the
time set for receiving proposals.

This Amendment is issued to make the following changes and replace the originally issued Attachment/Exhibit E.
Please note that the numbering of the changes has continued from the previous amendment.
CHANGES TO RFP:

2. The State has determined that a normalization of an Offeror’s cost proposal will not be performed during the best
value evaluation process. It is the Offeror’s responsibility to provide a solution that includes all of the components
and associated costs (excluding server hardware and applicable operating system costs), which includes Total
Cost of Ownership (TCO) over a ten year period as requested in Exhibit E.

The RFP has been amended in the following sections, as shown, to remove reference to any cost normalization
performed on an Offeror’s cost proposal. Please note that changes to the RFP sections are listed below with
deletions shown as a strikethrough and additions identified as bold italic.

2.13 Five Percent Alaskan Bidder Preference 2 AAC 12.260 & AS 36.30.170

An Alaskan Bidder Preference of five percent will be applied to the normalized cost proposals prior to evaluation.
The preference will be given to an Offeror who:

{(a) holds a current Alaska business license,

(b) submits a proposal for goods or services under the name on the Alaska business license;

(c) has maintained a place of business within the State staffed by the Offeror, or an employee of the Offeror,
for a period of six months immediately preceding the date of the proposal;

(d) is incorporated or qualified to do business under the laws of the State, is a sole proprietorship and the
proprietor is a resident of the State, is a limited liability company organized under AS 10.50 and ail
members are residents of the State, or is a partnership under AS 32.05 or AS 32.11 and all partners are
residents of the State; and

(e) if a joint venture, is composed entirely of entities that qualify under (a)~(d) of this subsection.

Page 1 of 4



STATE OF ALASKA RFP NUMBER 2010-0200-9388
AMENDMENT NUMBER TWO

Alaskan Bidder Preference Affidavit
In order to receive the Alaskan Bidder Preference, proposals must include a statement certifying that the Offeror
is eligible to receive the Alaskan Bidder Preference.

2.14 Formula Used to Convert Cost to Points
AS 36.30.250 & 2 AAC 12.260

The distribution of points based on cost will be determined as set out in 2 AAC 12.260 (c). The lowest cost
proposal will receive the maximum number of points allocated to cost. The point allocations for cost on the other
proposals will be determined through the method set out below. In the example below, cost is weighted as 25% of
the overall total score.

EXAMPLE |

Formula Used to Convert Cost to Points

[STEP 1]
List all normalized proposal prices, adjusted where appropriate by the application of the 5 percent Alaskan
Bidders preference and any other applicable preferences.

Offeror #1 - Non-Alaskan Offeror  $40,000
Offeror #2 - Alaskan Offeror $42,750
Offeror #3 - Alaskan Offeror $47,500

7.04 Cost (250 Points)

Offerors must submit their cost proposal as Exhibit E. Offerors must itemize costs for all application software,
system software, professional services by required deliverable, other one-time expenses, annual maintenance,
ongoing expenses, required servers and other technical components, and staffing rates. Cost will be evaluated
based on the ten-year total cost of ownership provided by Offerors in Exhibit E. If any proposal has a ten-
year total cost of ownership (caleulated-as-described-above} that exceeds 50% above or below the average
ten-year total cost of ownership of all proposals, the State reserves the right to not consider the proposal.

The server hardware for a traditional licensed proposal must be listed in Exhibit E, Table D — Required
Servers; however no associated cost is required and this component of the Offeror’s solution will not be
factored into the ten-year total cost of ownership. As stated in the instructions for Table D an Offeror
submitting a hosted (“cloud”) praoposal does not need to complete Exhibit E, Table D — Required Servers.

The cost proposal may not be amended by the Offeror as a result of increased understanding gained
during the Pre-award Phase. it may only be amended by scope changes proposed by the State during the
Pre-award Phase. Schedule extensions will not justify cost increases at any time during the Pre-award
Phase or the implementation period of the project.

Scormg of Cost
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The cost proposals will be evaluated against each other regardless of the solution type (traditional
licensed software or hosted model). The State will not adjust, in any manner, an Offeror’s cost proposal.

The lowest cost proposal will receive the maximum number of points allocated to cost. The point allocations for
cost on the other proposals will be determined through the method set out in Sections 2.13 and 2.14, including
applicable Alaskan Bidder Preference as described therein.

In the example below, Offeror 2 is awarded the maximum points for cost as their final rormalized-cost is the
lowest.

Cost Scoring Example
| 6% Alaskan N

- | Normalized-Cost | Prefererice | ‘Normalized - |  Award
) S Offered:" i . Digcount .~ Cost - Points
“Offeror 1 $1,162,500.00 | ($58,125.00) | $1.104,375.00 | 24274
| Offeror 2 $1,128,750.00 | ($56,437.50) | $1,072,312.50 |  250.00
| Offeror 3 - $1,410,000.00 | ($70,500.00) | $1,139,500.00 | 23526
| Offeror 4 o na T wa | ma | na
| Offeror 5 $1416,26000 | " nia | $1,416,250.00 |  189.29
* Offeror6 | $4486:000:00 | $1,171,100.00 | ($58,565.00) | $1,112,545.00 ;  240.95
Offeror7 | $4,426.000.00 | $1439,250.00 | ($71,962.50) | $1,367,287.50 | 196,06
| Offeror8 | $4,155000.60 | $1,178,100.00 | nia $1,178,100.00 | 227.55

Points shall be awarded to each Offeror based on the formula outlined in Section 2.14 and will be included in the
Offeror’s total score for Filter 2.

Attachment/Exhibit E — Cost Proposal

The Offeror's cost proposal shall include all costs associated with the performance of the resulting contract,
including, but not limited to: administrative overhead, transportation, lodging, and per diem costs sufficient to pay
for all staff required to be on-site in Juneau, Alaska. Should the State require travel by contractor staff to other
locations, these travel costs from Juneau will be the responsibility of the State and will be reimbursed in
accordance with State trave! policies as provided in Alaska Administrative Manual {AAM) 60 - Travel.

The State will use these forms as
evaluate costs. The

=2 < k) ..‘
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Offerors shall fill out the applicable tabs in this workbook — which in total will comprise an Offeror's cost proposal -
in the format set out below. These cost forms apply to both the traditional licensed software modules and hosted
models ("cloud") proposals. Offerors should not submit any other materials, except as instructed, as they will not
be considered in the cost evaluation.

NOTE: Attachment/Exhibit E have been revised and the originally issued versions on the State’s Online Public Notice
website have been replaced. Only the instructions for Attachment/Exhibit E have been revised, all other content remains

unchanged.

All terms and conditions not modified by this amendment remain in full force and effect.
IMPORTANT:

This is a mandatory return Amendment because it constitutes a material change that requires interested parties to
understand and acknowledge. Please complete the information below and return this document with your proposal.

Tyler Technologies, Inc.

Name of Company
October 12, 2010

Authorized SignatV Date

é'{cw,@ Oeesy o5
Staci Augustus, CPPD
Procurement Officer

Phone: (907) 465-5656 TDD: (907) 465-2205
FAX: (907)465-2194
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RETURN THIS AMENDMENT WITH PROPOSAL TO THE ISSUING OFFICE AT:

Department of Administration
Division of Admin Services
PO Box 110208
Juneau, Alaska 99811-0208

THIS IS NOT AN ORDER DATE AMENDMENT ISSUED: August 27, 2010

RFP TITLE: Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement Project

DEADLINE FOR RECEIPT OF PROPOSALS: 1:30pm, Alaska Time, October 1, 2010.

Important Note To Offerors: In order for your proposal to be considered responsive, this amendment, in addition to
your original proposal and other required documents, must be signed, dated, and received by the issuing office prior to the

time set for receiving proposals.

This Amendment is issued to make the following changes and provide responses to questions submitted by
Offerors for clarification.

Please note that the numbering of the changes and questions has continued from the previous amendment.

CHANGES TO RFP:

3. The RFP has been amended in the following sections, as shown, to clarify content of the solicitation. Please note

that changes to the RFP sections are listed below with deletions shown as a strikethrough and additions identified
as bold italic.

1.04 Budget

Department of Administration, Division of Finance, estimates a budget of between $30 and $35 miflion dollars for
completion of this project to implement the solution. If a competitive procurement determines the cost to be
higher, the department may request additional funding or reduce the scope of the implementation.

Although the State is soliciting proposals for a fully integrated ERP solution, the State envisions a phased
approach for the different modules with related software and maintenance payment schedules based on the
implementation timeframe for each module.

1.14 Subcontractors

Subcontractors may be used to perform work under this contract. If an Offeror intends to use subcontractors, the
Offeror must identify in the proposal the names of the subcontractors and the portions of the work the
subcontractors will perform.

The Offeror must provide the following information (refer to Attachment A1 A4) concerning each prospective
subcontractor with their proposal:
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(a) complete name of the subcontractor;

(b) complete address of the subcontractor;

(c) type of work the subcontractor will be performing;

(d) percentage of work the subcontractor will be providing;

(e) evidence that the subcontractor holds a valid Alaska business license; and

(f) a written statement, signed by each proposed subcontractor that clearly verifies that the subcontractor is
committed to render the services required by the contract.

An Offeror’s failure to provide this information will cause the State to consider their proposal non-responsive and

reject it. After contract approval, the Contractor may substitute a subcontractor for another only at the discretion
and prior written approval of the State project directors.

1.25 Glossary

Term Definition/Description

Cloud Style of computing where scalable and elastic IT-related capabilities
are provided as a service using internet technology.

2.07 Minimum Requirements

Offerors must propose a fully integrated software solution that encompasses at least financial, procurement, and
human resources administrative functions in order to be deemed responsive.

In addition, an Offeror’s proposal must demonstrate that their proposed solution meets at least 80% of the
functional requirements, as defined by a check in the ‘Meets’ column of Exhibit F. The State will conduct a
scripted Vendor Demonstration as an initial task in the Pre-award phase whereby responses to requirements
will be confirmed.

3.01 Contract Type
The contracts resulting from this RFP will be for:

1. Lieensing-and Implementation of software solution: Firm fixed price contract with no adjustments.
2. Licensing and Ten Year Maintenance and Support: The initial four-year contract will be a firm fixed
price; CPI adjustments may be requested at the beginning of each of the three two-year renewals.

4.03 Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement Project

The State envisions employee and vendor self-service as two outcomes of this project. Linking the procurement
and payment processes using a unified vendor file will be a substantial business process change affecting a broad
number of State employees; as will a central customer file for tracking accounts receivable and revenues
reeeived. Automating manual processes will require evaluating existing processes against best practices, and
focused change management efforts.

The State is currently on a change management learning with-the-ongeing curve with the ongoing implementation
of ASSET. We are establishing a change management team and dedicating the resources necessary to make that
implementation successful. The lessons learned on this project will translate directly into the implementation of
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the Statewide Administrative Systems. The State has no certified Change Management Professionals on staff. The
Contractor is expected to bring organizational change management expertise for the software implementation to
the project to assist the State’s assigned change management resources.

5.01 Overview

The State of Alaska, Department of Administration, is soliciting proposals on behalf of all State agencies to
license and implement a comprehensive, integrated, statewide administrative system. This solution is required to
interface with several applications currently used by the State as listed in Attachment 1.

The State anticipates procuring the following products and services as part of the Statewide Administrative
Systems Replacement project:

1. An integrated finance, procurement, human resources, and payroll application, including:
General ledger
Fund accounting
Budget compliance and enforcement
Accounts payable and disbursements
Purchasing and e-procurement, including vendor self-service
Accounts receivable and revenue collections
Grant and confract management
Project accounting
Cost allocation/labor distribution
Fixed assets
Human resources management, including personnel actions
Payroll
. Position control
Benefits administration, including employee self-service
Budget development and-eompliance-menitoring
2. Comprehenswe implementation services, including:
a. Project management
Discovery and business rules documentation
Business process design and software configuration
Technical architecture and infrastructure design
i. Solutions that propose a licensed product must comply with the State’s standards and hardware
specifications, including production, quality assurance, development, and fail-over environments that
comply with State standards provided in Attachment N
Communication and change management support
Data conversion
Interface development
Custom reports development
Custom workflow development
Custom forms development
Application testing
User and technical operations training
. Knowledge transfer to State personnel

OB R mFAT RSO AN P
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n. Post go-live stabilization
3. Associated process re-engineering services
4, Ten years of software maintenance

The State is interested in a solution that is configurable to accommodate complex business rules for finance,
procurement, and human resources management, and proposes minimal customization necessary to meet the
State’s functional requirements in Attachment F. Offerors should use these requirements to determine the modules
proposed in order to address the functional scope of the effort. In addition, the State is expecting the Contractor to
analyze existing business processes and recommend business process changes where the State could benefit by
adopting best practices.

Due to labor resource constraints, the State has a strong preference for a phased implementation, with the
financial and procurement modules implemented first, and-the followed by human resources modules and
potentially budget development followings-and with minimal overlap between the phases. The State does not have
mandated or required “go-live” dates-for-either-phase.

Although the State is soliciting proposals for a fully integrated ERP solution, the State envisions a phased
approach for the different modules with related software and maintenance payment schedules based on the
implementation timeframe for each module.
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5.02 System Sizing

Current Functional Statistics

STATE OF ALASKA RFP NUMBER 2010-0200-9388

Oberating Budget Count Frequency
Operating Budget FY 2011 $7.3 billion Not applicable

Accounts Payable Count Frequency
Active Vendors 48,000 Ongoing
Accounts Payable Checks 300 Daily
Employee Reimbursement Checks 100 Daily

Asset Inventory Count Frequency
Total Assets/Inventory ltems 50,000 Ongoing

Contract Management Count Frequency
Current Contracts 15,000 Annually

General Ledger Count Frequency
Active Funds 400 Ongoing
General Ledger Journal Entries 12,000 Monthly

HR/Payroll Count Frequency
Number of Active Employees 21,075 Not applicable
Employee Bargaining Units 13 Not applicable
Payroll Dispbursements 20,000 Bi-weekly
Payroll Direct Deposits 16,500 Bi-weekly
4009Rs 40,500 Net-applicable
W-2s 25,000 Annually

Purchasing Count Frequency

Purchase Orders 300 Daily
Number of Active P-cards 6,500 Not applicable
P-card transactions 260,000 Annually

5.03 Maintenance and Support

The State requires the Offeror to propose an ongoing maintenance and support program that meets the following
parameters:

1. Standard service hours — Monday-Friday 8:00 am to 5:00 pm Alaska standard time, excluding State
holidays. During these times, while the maintenance and support program is in effect, Contractor will
provide minimum service levels and timelines as follows:

a.

Type A Malfunction — Contractor will respond to all reported Type A Malfunctions within 30 minutes
of receiving notification of the Type A Malfunction. Correction of this type of Malfunction will begin
immediately. Contractor will assign qualified technical staff for continuous work until the reported
Malfunction has been resolved. If such a problem is not resolved within eight hours after receipt of a
Type A Malfunction notice from State, Contractor will escalate its efforts toward resolution by adding

staff and/or sending technical/support staff to the State’s location.
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b. Type B Malfunction — Contractor will respond to all reported Type B Malfunctions within two hours

of receiving notification of the Type B Malfunction. This type of Malfunction will be corrected
within two business days.

Type C Malfunction — Contractor will respond to all reported Type C Malfunctions within four hours
of receiving notification of the Type C Malfunction. This type of Malfunction will be corrected by
Contractor within five business days.

2. After hours service — Monday-Friday before 8:00 am and after 5:00 pm Alaska standard time, on
weekends, and State holidays. During these times, while the maintenance and support program is in
effect, Contractor will provide minimum service levels and timelines as follows:

a.

Type A Malfunction — Contractor will respond to all reported Type A Malfunctions within two hours
of receiving notification of the Type A Malfunction. Correction of this type of Malfunction will begin
immediately. Contractor will assign qualified technical staff for continuous work until the reported
Malfunction has been resolved. If such a problem is not resolved within the sooner of 16 hours after
receipt of a Type A Malfunction notice from State, or within eight hours after the start of the next
State regular business day, Contractor will escalate its efforts toward resolution by adding staff and/or
sending technical/support staff to the State’s location.

Type B Malfunction — Contractor will respond to all reported Type B Malfunctions within two hours
after the start of the next regular State business day. This type of Malfunction will be corrected within
one business day after that start.

Type C Malfunction — Contractor will respond to all reported Type C Malfunctions within four hours
after the start of the next regular State business day. This type of Malfunction will be corrected within
five business days after that start.

Malfunction classifications — “Malfunction” means a defect of the licensed software that degrades its use.

Three levels of malfunction classifications are:

a.

Type A Malfunction — This is an error, bug, or discrepancy that delays or inhibits the primary
functionality of the licensed software or a Malfunction that has the potential to corrupt licensed
software data.

Type B Malfunction — This is a defect of the licensed software that degrades its use, including defects
that cause the software to produce incorrect results.

Type C Malfunction — This is a defect that causes only minor impact on the use of the software. This
includes all Malfunctions that are not considered Type A or Type B.

News releases of the licensed software will be provided to the State at no additional cost as specified in Section
3.1 of Appendix C to Attachment H.

6.01 Instructions QOverview

All submittal documents must be on standard 8% x 117 paper. The templates provided as attachments to the RFP
must be used, including 10-point Arial font. Modifications to the format of this template (e.g., altering font size,
altering font type, adding colors, adding pictures etc) may result in the Offeror’s entire proposal being found non-
responsive. The proposal should be stapled, binder clipped, or paper clipped (and not bound) to facilitate easy
handling, photocopying, and reading by the PEC. No faxed or emailed proposals will be considered. The proposal
must be received by the date and time specified in the "Deadline for Receipt of Proposals” subsection 1.01. Late
submittals will not be considered.
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7.04 Cost (250 Points)

Offerors must submit their cost proposal as Exhibit E. Offerors must itemize all costs for application software,
system software, professional services by required deliverable, other one-time expenses, annual maintenance,
ongoing expenses, required servers and other technical components, and staffing rates. Cost will be evaluated
based on the ten-year total cost ef-ewnesship provided by Offerors in Exhibit E. If any proposal has a ten-year
total cost ef-owaership that exceeds 50% above or below the average ten-year total cost of ownership of all
proposals, the State reserves the right to not consider the proposal.

The server hardware for a traditional licensed proposal must be listed in Exhibit E, Table D — Required Servers;
however no associated cost is required and this component of the Offeror’s solution will not be factored into the
ten-year total cost ofewnership. As stated in the instructions for Table D an Offeror submitting a hosted
(“cloud”) proposal does not need to complete Exhibit E, Table D — Required Servers.

The cost proposal may not be amended by the Offeror as a result of increased understanding gained during the
Pre-award Phase. It may only be amended by scope changes proposed by the State during the Pre-award Phase.
Schedule extensions will not justify cost increases at any time during the Pre-award Phase or the implementation
period of the project.

7.12 Cost Reasonableness

To ensure the optimum use of public funds, the State will review the cost reasonableness of the prioritized
Offerors in the following manner:

1. If the highest ranked Offeror’s ten-year total cost ef-ewnership is within the State’s means and within 5%
of the next highest ranked Offeror’s ten-year total cost ef-ewnership, the State will invite the highest
ranked Offeror to the Pre-award Phase.

2. If the highest ranked Offeror’s ten-year total cost ef-ewnership is within the State’s means, but the highest
ranked Offeror’s ten-year total cost ef-ewnership is more than 5% greater than the second highest ranked
Offeror’s ten-year total cost ef-ewnership, the State reserves the right to invite the second highest ranked
Offeror to the Pre-award Phase.

3. If the highest ranked Offeror’s ten-year total cost ef-ewnership exceeds the State’s means, the State
reserves the right to invite the next highest ranked Offeror whose ten-year total cost ef-ewnership falls
within the State’s means.

7.13 Pre-award Phase

The Pre-award Phase will be evaluated as a pass/fail for the Offeror that has been invited to participate in this
Filter.

At any time during the Pre-award Phase, if the State is not satisfied with the progress being made with the invited
Offeror or determines that the Offeror’s Exhibit F Software Functionality and Technical Requirements have
been misrepresented, the State may terminate the Pre-award Phase activities with that Offeror. The State may
then commence a new Pre-award Phase with the next highest ranked Offeror.
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EXHIBIT D4: IMPLEMENTATION ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

Complete the table below by estimating both the State’s and Offeror’s labor effort for each required deliverable described
in Section 5.04 of the RFP, This information will clarify the expected roles, responsibilities and time required for

O 5

B G S\

implementing the proposed solution and help the State more accurately evalu

< Dt

ate the Offeror’s proposal. Fhe-cest-of-the

DI-© v

Attachment/Exhibit F Software functionality and Technical Requirements

A number of duplicate requirements (25) were identified in Attachment/Exhibit F which have been removed. The
duplicate entries are listed below with the deleted requirement identified with a strikethrough.

In] Requirement Requirement Requirement
Duplicate  Num Area Subcategory Name Requirement
1 4269 | Finanecial {GAFR) General-edger stem-shall-alio
i batch-mode-
1 5118 | System and General General System shall allow users to process transactions online real time or in
Technical batch maode.
2 0102 | Budget ControlExecution | Accounting System shall provide edits that restrict expenditures based on
Control avallable fund and appropriation balances i
displav: he-available-fund bUdgotana-actdalr-od (ol'iginal
appropriations, adjusted appropriations, lapse release, estimated
revenue, actual revenue, encumbrances, and expenditures).
2 4382 Hﬂaﬂsﬁl G{ess-cmg WI—FURGS 3 sm-ehall-provide-a-fund-inguinsscreenthat displays-the-ava
3 3289 | Payroll Payroll Taxes System shall maintain all employee information required for W-2
Accounting reporting in both print and electronic media formats for federal, state,
and local taxing authorities.
3 3202 | Payroll Payroll Taxes Systom-shallmaintain-all employee-i
Acsounting
4 4030 | Procurement | Contracts Word Processing | System shall provide ability to create/edit/save documents with
standard word processing functionality such as spell-check, view,
insert, format, tables, etc.
4 4441 | Procurement | Vendor Word-Rrocessing | System-shallprevide-abilit
5 4099 | Procurement | Inventory General System shall provide a variable length free-form character field
Management available for describing special handling requirements, including but not
limited to:
*hazardous material classification;
*storage requirements;
*special clothing requirements;
*special instructions for handling and disposal;
*spill response;
*shelf life; and
*notification requirements.
System shall provide a variable length character field showing
requirements for maintaining or servicing item and also aliow for link to
Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) information system.
& 4145 Rrocurement M General Sveterm-shallprovide-a-variable-length-free-form-character teic-6
Management
8 4195 | Procurement | Purchase Orders | Delivery Date System shall provide ability to specify and track (e.g., identify, record,
inquire, repont) a delivery date.
6 4268 | Procurement | Purchase Delivery-Date Svstem-shall-nrovide-abilitvio-sp
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¥ 6004 | System-and Access-Contrel Screens
Fechnical
7 5232 | System and Security Access Control System shall limit display on system menus to the application module,
Technical function and screen options to which the user has access. “Graying
out" option not permitted by the security rules and does not meet this
requirement.
8 8006 | System-and | AccessControl Single-Password | System-shall-a
Technical available-to-that user
8 5230 | System and Security Access Control System shall alfow the user to logon once to access all applications
Technical available to that user.
9 5036 | System and Data Extracts XML Support System shall provide an integrated data mapping facility for system
Technical and Interfaces data, at the field level, to or from data fields contained in a formatted
XML document.
] 5037 Systemand Data-Extracts XML-Support System-shall-previde-integrated-suppor-for-XM
10 5103 | System and General Backup/Recovery | System shall provide for automatic daily incremental back-up of all
Technical system files with periodic full back-up of the complete system.
10 5213 syshm—aﬂd’ Seeuﬂﬁy Disaseter Svstom-shail-provide-for-automatic-daily incremental-back-up-of-3
Tochnical RQGQVQW sveten-files-with-perodic-HiH-Dack-tp-61-tRe-coMmptoio-6y6teM
11 5105 | System and General Backup/Recovery | System shall allow the recovery of the last completed unit of work to
Technical ensure file/data integrity for all in-process transactions.
“ 5270 | System-and Seecurity Disaster
Ieehﬂleal Reseve{y BASUFE p/gata ‘:3::-: OGCEeSS 2RGAGHOASR-
12 5111 | System and General Documentation The vendor shall provide electronic documentation of the as-built
Technical system. Examples include, but are not limited to:
* system flowcharts;
* system narratives;
* program flowcharts;
* program narratives;
* functional flowchart;
* business procedural documentation;
* source code and/or full documentation of customizations;
* user manuals;
* crosswalk of files and tables;
* entity relationship diagrams;
* data dictionary;
* database layout;
* gystem administration procedures; and
* system backup/recovery plan; and
* system disaster recovery plan.
'1-2 6-1-38 swm—m General system sndor-deliverabies-sha peiuge-syete
Fechnical Docurnentation
* System-backup-and-receverys-plan;-and
* System-Disaster Rocovery Plan:
13 5120 | System and General General Any middleware/business logic component shall be a commercially
Technical available product and require prior State approval.
43 5136 system.aﬂd Ge.nefal Mldd-lawafe Anv-middlewarebusinesslogic-component-ef-the-s
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Technical
14 5236 | System-and Securty Access-Gontrol
Fechnical
* Business-event;
14 5237 | System and Security Access Control System shall provide access restriction capability. Examples include,
Technical but are not limited to:
* Applications;,
* Screens and tables;
* Data elements;
* Functions (e.g., add, change, delete, and inquiry):
* Electronic documents (electronic approvals);
* Business event;
* Organizational unit; and
* Acoounting Eriod ge,g., prior and current).
15 5239 | System and Security Access Control System shall provide online inquiry into the security table. The security
Technical table shall be encrypted and not allow for viewing of password
information.
Technisal
16 5241 | System and Security Access Control
Technical
16 6242 | Sysiem-and Security Access-Control
Fechnical
17 5249 | System and Security Access Control System shall provide the ability to restrict access to the application
Technical database(s) from outside the application programs.
17 5250 sys‘em—aﬂd seeuﬂw Access-Control System-shall-provide-the-ability-{o-restrict-access-to-the-apphi
IeGhﬂ‘Ga'l At b abots S-OLRE&IGH HeapP SHOR-PHOgRKMAS:
18 5255 | System and Security Access Control System shall require a user whose password has expired 1o change the
Technical password prior to accessing the system.
-18 5394 swtem-aﬂd seeuﬂ{y Passweld DYStOM-6Rd oauire-a-use MOS0 PDASSWERNE
Mmsal 2D ra-pPHoe -abGBBLIgtrY-b 5t
18 5256 | System and Security Access Control System shall restrict access to the database, maintain database
Technical process controls, and log all database transactions.
19 8267 System-aﬂd SQGuﬁ(y Access-Control System shall-restrict access-to-the-database,-maintain-database
Ieehﬂieal POGee-abH oS A Od¢ Gataba e ot aAOHD-
20 5261 | System and Security Audit Trail System shall provide an audit trall of user access and unauthorized
Technical attempts to access the system.
20 6265 syﬂtemﬁd Seeuﬁty Auditvlﬂg System-shall-provide-an-audit-tra
Fechnical
24 §262 | System-and Secuity AuditFrail
TFechnical
21 5266 | System and Security Auditing System shali provide an automated audit trait and the ability to
Technical selectively report on changes, additions, deletions, deactivations for all
transactions/business eventsfrecords, profiles and source tables,
including date, time, user id and terminal IP address.
22- 5293 sys[em-and seeuﬂ{y Passmfd DYSIOM-ERAaH-BASUFe tHat- 6aocn166 gelnes-a-pass
m minimum-length-of-eigh By-aiphanumeric-characters-
22 5294 | System and Security Passwoard System shall ensure that passwords have a minimum length of eight (8)
Tachnica! alphanumeric characters.
23 5295 | Systemand Security Password System shall mask password entry so passwards cannot be viewed
Technical while being entered.
24 6298 | System and Security Password System shall provide ability to disable log-on capabilities if unsuccessful
Technical password entry is attempted after a parameter-driven number of
unsuccessful attempts. System shall provide the ability for automatic
notification of security administrator upon disabling log-on capabilities.
24 5299 sysm.aﬂd seeuﬂty PGSGWOFG System-shall-provide-the-ability-to-disable 0g pn-capabilities-i
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Fechnical
bilities.
25 5301 | Systemand Security Password System shall provide the ability to establish multiple table driven
Technical timeframes for which selected passwords will expire if not changed.
25 5302 System—aad Seeuﬂlly passw@?d System-shall-provide he-abilit o-ostablish-paramete ::---,':-
Technical

END CHANGES TO RFP

The questions below are from the best value and pre-proposal presentations held on Tuesday, August 17", along with
written questions received by the procurement officer through Tuesday, August 24", The response to questions from both
presentations is provided as the answer with any clarification proceeded with Clarification.

QUESTIONS/ANSWERS

Q2. If the system implementer documents personnel for the foliowing positions, does that accomplish the minimum
requirement for Attachment D? Project Manager, Technical Lead, Finance/Procurement Functional Lead,
Business Process Reengineering Lead, and Training Lead.

A2. While those personnel are the minimum, the State also expects proposals to identify all other "functional types”
of staff with substantial hours on the project. A named resource does not have to be associated with a 'functional
type' staff. Please refer to Attachment/Exhibit D1.

Note: The original question referred to key resources that were presented during preliminary best value
sessions, the stated question lists key resources that are contained in the RFP Section 7.08.

Q3. Does the State of Alaska have a preferred hardware vendor? Reference Section 5.02 of the RFP.

A3. Please refer to Attachment N for the State's information technology standards. The State will work with the Pre-
award vendor to identify any hardware that the State will purchase to support a licensed solution.

Q4. Even though it is not listed in Section 1.10 of the RFP, the assumption is that an Offeror is not precluded from
submitting a proposal where the State purchases the software, but the software is hosted on the vendor's
hardware.

A4. See questions Q41 and Q43 for response.

Q5. What does the 30 - 35 million dollar budget documented in Section 1.04 include? For instance, does it include
software and hardware purchase along with 10 years of support?

AS5. Section 1.04 provides an estimated budget for completion of this project to implement the solution. The
implementation would include the software and hardware purchase, but not the ten years of support.

Q6. Per Attachment B, page B5 and B6, does the state require original reference Evaluator signature or is electronic
reference Evaluator signature acceptable?

A6. See question Q21 for response.

Q7. Could the State please provide a deadline for submission of clarification questions or is the deadline noted in
Section 1.07 ten days prior to the deadline for receipt of proposals?

A7. The deadline for submission of questions is ten days prior to the deadline for receipt of proposals.

Q8. Can the State please provide additional clarity for Section 1.10-Alternate Proposals. If the Offeror plans to

submit an alternate proposal (a traditional license model proposal as well as a hosted model proposal), is the
Offeror required to submit complete proposals (Exhibits A-F) for each proposal?
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Per Section 1.10, the paragraph following the two options states, "Each proposal must be a complete proposal
that stands alone for evaluation and must be submitted separately as described in Section 1.01."

Could the State please confirm that the Sample Systems Configuration document requested in Exhibit D2
should be attached immediately behind the Exhibit D2 form?
Yes, please attach the Sample Systems Configuration document immediately behind Exhibit D2.

Can an additional deliverable row for 'Other Deliverables' be added to the 27 Deliverable listed in Exhibit D4 as
is included in Exhibit E, Table E?
Yes.

Should the subcontractor's written statement mentioned in Exhibit A1 be attached immediately behind Exhibit
A1, or behind Exhibit A4, or in some other location in the response?
Please attach subcontractors’ written statements immediately behind Exhibit A1.

In the instructions to Attachment E, Table A-Application Software Costs, there is a reference to Tab 4. Should
this reference be Table 1?

Yes, please use Exhibit E, Table I on Tab 4 for a cloud solution and Exhibit E, Table H on Tab 4 for a
traditional licensed solution. Only one of these tables should be submitted with a proposal.

Note: Exhibit E, Table J on Tab 4 must be completed regardless of the type of solution.

On which form does the subcontractor information requested in RFP section 1.14 belong?
Please provide the information requested in RFP Section 1.14 in Exhibit A1, in the area identified for
subcontractors.

Note: Section 1.14 has been corrected in Amendment Three to reference the correct location for subcontractor
information as Exhibit A1.

Where in the proposal response should the Supplemental Response Document referenced in Exhibit A4 be
included?

The supplemental response documents should be included in the referenced exhibit, for example, Subcontractor
forms should be included in Exhibit D1.

Duplicate requirements appear to be listed in Attachment F - Software Functionality and Technical
Requirements.

Yes, a number of duplicate requirements (25) were identified in Attachment/Exhibit F which have been
removed in Amendment Three.

Requirement 5305 states - System shall provide the ability to install security patches in compliance with State
Security Policies. How is a copy of the State Security Policies obtained for review?

Please refer to Section 4.04 Useful Information and instructions contained in the State of Alaska Enterprise
Security Plan section.

Can the State please provide clarification on Section 3.01 Contract Type. Section 3.01 lists two contracts that
will result from this RFP.

1. License and Implementation of the software solution

2. Ten Year Maintenance and Support.

However, Attachment G is a standard agreement form for services and Attachment H is a software license and
maintenance agreement form. Does the State intend to use Attachment G and Attachment H as the contract
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types and does the State intend to execute Attachment G with the System Implementer and Attachment H with
the software vendor. ‘
Section 3.01 Contract Type has been modified as part of Amendment Three to reflect:

1. License-and Implementation of software solution

2. Licensing and Ten Year Maintenance and Support

Attachment G - Standard Implementation Services Agreement will be used for (1.) Implementation of software
solution, while Attachment H - Standard Licensing and Maintenance Agreement will be used for (2.) Licensing
and Ten Year Maintenance and Support.

We are seeking confirmation that the state intends to exclude Maximus from bidding on the state-wide ERP as
stipulated in Maximus' contract with the State of Alaska under RFP Number 2003-0200-3511.
See question Q33 for response.

If an Offeror does both software and implementation, can they use the same reference in the Past Performance
Information (PPI)?

Yes, if an Offeror is both the software developer and the system implementer for a software product then a
single reference can be used on both Exhibit B3: Software Product Questionnaire and Exhibit B4: System
Implementer Questionnaire. The single reference must be listed on both the Software Vendor Reference List
and System Implementer Reference List in Exhibit B2: Reference List; and a separate survey questionnaire
completed for each as the questions are different.

Are you associating a period of time that a module must be in production in order for the client to be a reference
in the Past Performance Information (PPI)?

No, if a module is live and the client is using it solely for administrative processing then the module is
considered in production status and the client may be used as a reference for PPL.

Clarification: All modules within a systems implementation contract must meet this criteria in order for any of
them to be used as a reference for PPL

Please refer to Amendment 1 Q1.

Is electronic signature acceptable for the survey questionnaires in Exhibit BS and B6?
No, an electronic signature is not acceptable. RFP Section 7.03 states, "All returned surveys MUST be
completed and signed by the past client."

Is any consideration given to a PPI references size, budget, employees, etc?
No, not during Filter 1. This type of information will be evaluated in the Strategic Fit component of Filter 2.

If in the Project Approach the Offeror discloses that they are a consulting arm of the software vendor, is that too
much information? We see that as a differentiator.

An Offeror may disclose this information if the statement conforms to RFP Section 7.05 which states, "In order
to minimize any bias, the Project Approach must NOT contain any names that can be used to identify the
Offeror (company name, personnel names, past project names, product names or any other identifying
information)."

In past experience has there been a feedback loop from the PEC to proposals? The page limit on Strategic Fit
does not provide much space to thoroughly explain an Offeror's point.

While the State has the ability to ask clarifying questions that the PEC might request, as stated in RFP Section
2.06, an Offeror should not expect this to occur.
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Originally an HR/payroll resource was listed as a functional area to be interviewed. [s this still the expectation?
Due to the State’s preference to implement financial and procurement modules first, followed by the HR/payroll
module(s), it would not make sense to interview HR/payroll resources at this point when they may not be
available when the next implementation phase occurs.

If we propose specific implementation personne! for this implementation and they are unavailable at the time of
implementation, would that affect the selection?
Yes, if the proposed individuals are not available then that would affect the selection.

Clarification: A significant advantage of the best value process is that these key resources are available during
the Pre-award Phase and implementation time period.

What if proposed key resources are no longer employed by the Offeror?

In the case where a key resource is no longer employed by the Offeror then RFP Section 3.12 applies, "Any
change of the project team members named in the proposal must be approved, in advance and in writing, by the
State project manager."

Interviews for the project are scheduled in October while the start date is July. This is challenging for vendors
to guarantee availability of personnel.

The start of the project for key resources is really in Januvary for the Offeror invited to the Pre-award Phase.
Other members of the project team will join the effort in July, or perhaps sooner depending on how the Pre-
award Phase progresses.

Was one of the five projects that were kicked out during the Pre-award Phase a software (IT) project?
No, it was a service project.

Is it normal to provide the Offeror invited to the Pre-award Phase with all of the other Offerors’ risks? Will the
RAVA plans be available to all Offerors?

Yes, as stated in RFP Section 1.13 the State will disclose only the risks identified on the individual Risk
Assessments to the Offeror in the Pre-award Phase. All Offerors will have an opportunity after the Notice of
Intent to Award to request a copy of any proposal received by the State.

Will the State be accepting exceptions to Terms and Conditions (T&C)?
Yes, however any full repudiation of T&C would result in a proposal to be deemed non-responsive.

Clarification: Offeror must submit all exceptions to the State's Terms and Conditions in Exhibit D Strategic
Fit.

For Exhibit B4, the System Implementer Survey Questionnaire, is the State seeking public sector projects where
the implementer specifically implemented the software solution being proposed for the State of Alaska?

As stated in RFP Section 7.03, "The Offeror is responsible for selecting past clients for the submission of each
of their critical components’ performance ratings. The Offeror is encouraged to only submit highly satisfied
references.” A survey questionnaire from a public or private sector client is acceptable.

As stated in Exhibit B2 Reference List, "The reference lists should include the firm’s and individual’s best,
relevant past contracts.”

The State has engaged multiple vendors in the Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement project initiative

since 2002 from business case creation to preparation of this RFP (e.g. PTI, Wostmann & Associates Inc.,
Maximus). Can the State please clarify which vendors are specifically precluded in responding to this RFP?
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The State's current Procurement consultant (Pacific Technology Inc.) and Quality Assurance consultant
(Wostmann & Associates) are precluded from responding to RFP 2010-0200-9388. This RFP did not result
from consulting services performed by Maximus under RFP 2003-0200-3511, and as such Maximus may
respond to this RFP.

The business case which Maximus helped the State create was completed over seven years ago and is available
at http://fin.admin.state ak.us/dof/sysrepl/business_case.jsp and is public information.

At the Bidder’s Conference, the State indicated that the same individual can be proposed for multiple key staff
roles. Can the State please confirm?

If an Offeror believes a single resource for multiple key staff roles is advantageous then an Offeror may include
this approach in their proposal. An interview with specific questions for each of the five functional areas listed
in RFP Section 7.08 will be conducted and each interview will receive a separate score.

Our solution has been implemented in a number of large public sector sites and our experience is that the
number of concurrent users averages 10% of the named users. We do not want the State of Alaska to have to
needlessly spend money to acquire more hardware than is necessary to meet the performance standards listed in
the RFP. Would the state consider revising the 2,000 concurrent user requirement listed in Section 5.02?

No, the State declines to revise RFP Section 5.02 System Sizing.

Since the video-taped interviews will be included in the contract, will that make them part of the public record
with no confidentiality protection? If that is the case, will a response of Trade Secret or Company Confidential
be scored as a complete and compliant answer?

Yes, as stated in RFP Section 1.13, "All proposals and other material submitted become the property of the
State of Alaska . . . AS 40.25.110 requires public records to be open to reasonable inspection.”

The PEC will score the Interviews based upon the information provided during the interview and an Offeror's
written proposal. Also applicable to the Interview, an Offeror has the option to prevent public disclosure under
RFP Section 1.13, "Trade secrets and other proprietary data contained in proposals may be held confidential if
the Offeror requests, in writing, that the procurement officer does so, and if the procurement officer agrees, in
writing, to do so."

At the time of the interviews we may have existing contracts that prohibit responding to questions that identify
the client and / or the work being performed to support the client; will a response to that effect be scored as
complete and compliant?

The PEC will score the Interviews based upon the information provided during the interview and an Offeror’s
written proposal.

We would like to confirm that for the System Implementer references, only references from the Prime Offeror
will be allowed.

No, the Past Performance Information (PPI) is not limited to the Prime Offeror and must be collected for the
proposed Software and System Implementer.

As stated in RFP Section 7.03, "The State will be analyzing Past Performance Information (PPI) on the critical
components that are proposed by each Offeror. The information will be in the form of a reference. The critical
components that will be evaluated for this RFP include:

(a) Software Offeror
(b) System Implementation Offeror”

Can you please clarify if the State will accept electronic signatures on the PP1 Questionnaires?
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See question Q21 for response.

Is a list of bidder's conference attendees available?
Yes, the list of attendees at the best value and pre-proposal conferences held on Tuesday, August 17th is
available at http:/fin.admin.state.ak.us/dof/sysrepl/schedule.jsp for reference.

Are the two types of solutions in RFP Section 1.10 the only ones that the State will consider?
Yes, the State is seeking proposals that offer one of the two solution models.

Clarification: An Offeror may propose an alternate solution through the Value Added section of their
proposal.

Since there may be a significant price difference between traditional and hosted models, how will proposals be
scored with respect to price?

Amendment Two removed reference to "normalization” of prices associated with an Offeror’s proposal.
Therefore, there will be no cost adjustments to an Offeror’s cost proposals and costs will be evaluated against
each other as submitted by the Offeror.

Can you clarify the use of the terms "software as a service", "cloud", and "hosted solution?"
Amendment Three adds a definition for "cloud” in RFP Section 1.25, "Style of computing where scalable and
elastic IT-related capabilities are provided as a service using internet technology."

The State is seeking proposals that offer one of the two solution models:
1. Traditional licensed software models, under which the State will purchase, house, and operate the
hardware/software; and
2. Hosted models, under which the Offeror hosts and operates the software and supplies the software as a
service.

Clarification: An Offeror may propose an alternate solution through the Value Added section of their
proposal.

Will the State reimburse Offerors for Pre-award expenses?
No, the State will not reimburse expenses for the Pre-award Phase.

Can you clarify the difference between a subcontractor and joint venture?
A subcontractor is when the contractual relationship is with the Prime Offeror, and the State has no contractual
relationship with that subcontractor.

A joint venture is when two or more companies join together for an opportunity and one is identified as the
Prime Offeror, or prime contractor.

Either type requires specific information that is referenced in RFP Sections 1.14 Subcontractors and 1.15 Joint
Ventures, respectively. Further, one party is identified as the Prime Offeror and has the contractual relationship
with the State.

With regard to subcontractors, what role does the subcontractor fulfill in completing the documents submitted
with an Offeror's proposal?

It is up to the Offeror to determine the level of involvement of the subcontractor(s) in completing the
components of an Offeror's proposal, as detailed in the RFP, including Attachment A.

Under RFP Section 1.24, what federal requirements is the State aware of?
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. We don't know of any federal requirements.

Clarification: The statement provided during the pre-proposal conference was not a complete response as it
related only to the proposal. The State is aware of several federal requirements that apply to what is requested
in this RFP, including IRS regulations, OMB Circulars and labor laws. The Contractor will be responsible for
ensuring that all federal requirements are met in the solution.

To receive the Alaska preferences, must the Prime Offeror hold an Alaska Business License? What about a
joint venture?

To apply for the Alaska preferences, RFP Section 2.11 states, "At the time the proposals are opened, all
Offerors (including all joint venture partners) must hold a valid Alaska business license and any necessary
applicable professional licenses required by Alaska Statute.” Further, to be responsive to the RFP, Offerors,
including all joint venture partners and subcontractors must have a valid Alaska Business License.

In RFP Section 2.17, there are references to two different time frames for protests, can you clarify?

There are two different protest types; one refers to the protest of RFP content, which requires a written protest
to be filed with the Procurement Officer at least ten days prior to the deadline for receipt of proposals. The
other refers to a protest of the award of a contract or the proposed award of a contract, which requires a written
protest to be filed with the Procurement Officer no more than ten days after the Notice of Intent to Award has
been issued.

Clarify the State's intent in RFP Section 4 relating to the Change Management professional and how it
correlates to one of the five key resources.

The Business Process Reengineering Lead key resource (Change Management professional) will be responsible
for change management and enterprise readiness coordination.

Section 5.02 does not exactly line up with Section 5.01, can you clarify?
The State has provided sizing information based on existing applications, areas that do not map directly to
Section 5.01 indicate deficiencies in our current administrative systems.

Section 5.01 lists bullet M Budget Development and Compliance monitoring, which conflicts with Attachment I
that states the current budget system is viable for ten years, can you clarify?

Section 2.07 lists the minimum system requirements as three modules, financial, procurement, and HR/payroll.
The State intends to procure a comprehensive solution and implement functional modules as necessary and
budget allows.

Clarification: The State's current accounting system provides budget compliance and enforcement
functionality. Amendment Three reorganizes RFP Section 5.01, products and services, as follows:

1. An integrated finance, procurement, human resources, and payroll application, including:
a. General ledger
b. Fund accounting
¢. Budget compliance and enforcement
d. Accounts payable and disbursements
e. Purchasing and e-procurement, including vendor self-service
f. Accounts receivable and revenue collections
g. Grant and contract management
h. Project accounting
i. Cost allocation/labor distribution
j- Fixed assets
k. Human resources management, including personnel actions
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1. Payroll

m. Position control

n. Benefits administration, including employee self-service
o. Budget development and-compliance-menitoring

Although the State is soliciting proposals for a fully integrated ERP solution, the State envisions a phased
approach for the different modules with related software and maintenance payment schedules based on the
implementation timeframe for each module.

Current Functional Statistics table in Section 5.02 references 1099R and retirees/pensioners, which does not
match Section 5.01, can you clarify?
It is not the State's intent to include retirees/pensioners as part of the scope of this RFP.

Clarification: Amendment Three removes the reference to the 1099R and retirees/pensioners.

Can the State clarify the type of binding that is allowed for proposal submission?
The Offeror's proposal should not be that large and we don't want any kind of binding.

Clarification: Amendment Three revises Section 6.01 to state, "The proposal should be stapled, binder
clipped, or paper clipped (and not bound) to facilitate easy handling, photocopying, and reading by the PEC."

Section 7.04 contains language referring to a 50% above or below the average ten year cost. Typically Tier Il
solutions are priced lower than Tier I solutions, how will that language affect a Tier II solution?
The State is open to either a Tier I or II solution; disqualification will not be based on this factor alone.

Clarification: As stated in Section 7.04 and as revised in Amendment Three, "Cost will be evaluated based on
the ten-year total cost ef-ewnership provided by Offerors in Exhibit E. If any proposal has a ten-year total cost
of ewnership that exceeds 50% above or below the average ten-year total cost ef-ewnership of all proposals, the
State reserves the right to not consider the proposal.”

Is the State going to also consider the cost of upgrades to licensing and implementation services that typically
occur over a ten-year period?

Yes, in Exhibit E, Tab 4, Tables H (traditional licensing), I (cloud), and J, an Offeror must include all costs
associated with software maintenance for a ten-year period in its cost proposal.

Clarification: Amendment Three revises Section 5.03 to state, "New releases of the licensed software will be
provided to the State at no additional cost as specified in Section 3.1 of Appendix C to Attachment H."

Will the State publish the total cost of ownership calculation?
If you are referring to normalization as a component of total cost of ownership, then no, Amendment Two
eliminated the normalization of an Offeror’s cost.

Clarification: In Amendment Three, the phrase “total cost of ownership" has been revised to "total cost." An
Offeror's cost proposal must include total costs for a ten-year period as specified in Exhibit E.

Can you clarify whether the client interviews and the demonstrations will be on consecutive days?
The interviews and demonstrations will not be scheduled back to back for a specific Offeror.

Clarification: There are two separate components, interviews and client demonstrations, which will be held
separately and scheduled to allow adequate time for Offeror participation in both components.
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1. The State intends to schedule interviews for Offerors on consecutive days, one Offeror in the morning and
one in the afternoon. Interviews will be conducted in Juneau, Alaska and the named key resources must be
present as stated in Section 7.08, Important Note.

2. The State intends to schedule client demonstrations, as stated in Section 7.09, for Offerors on consecutive
days, one Offeror in the morning and one in the afterncon. Travel to Juneau is not expected for the client
demonstrations as the State anticipates these to be conducted as on-line meetings.

In Section 3.10, it talks about ten years of additional maintenance and support; can the State clarify total cost of
ownership and particularly the terms of the contract?

There are two different contracts that result from this RFP, Attachment G: Standard Implementation Services
Agreement (System Implementer) and Attachment H: Standard Licensing and Maintenance Agreement
(Software).

Clarification: In Amendment Three, the phrase "total cost of ownership" has been revised to "total cost." An
Offeror's cost proposal must include total costs for a ten-year period as specified in Exhibit E. In addition,
Amendment Three revises Section 3.01 to state, "The contracts resulting from this RFP will be for:

1. Licensing-and Implementation of software solution: Firm fixed price contract with no adjustments.
2. Licensing and Ten Year Maintenance and Support: The initial four-year contract will be a firm fixed
price; CPI adjustments may be requested at the beginning of each of the three two-year rencwals.”

In addition, Amendment Three revises Section 1.04 to state, "Although the State is soliciting proposals fora
fully integrated ERP solution, the State envisions a phased approach for the different modules with related
software and maintenance payment schedules based on the implementation timeframe for each module."

Could you provide additional information regarding the sample configuration document that you have asked for
in D2?

The State is looking for a sample that illustrates an Offeror's methodology to documenting business processes,
system configuration, or design. Exhibit D2 states, "An excerpt sufficient to demonstrate the typical contents,
quality, and detail of your proposed deliverable will suffice."

Can you clarify if there is a page limitation to Exhibit D2 and D3?
Exhibit D2 states, "Please note that your Sample System Configuration Document cannot exceed three pages
(excluding these instructions).”

Exhibit D3 does not have a page limitation; however any full repudiation of Terms and Conditions would result
in a proposal to be deemed non-responsive.

In Section 1.25, can you provide a definition of vendor within the Offeror definition, including whether it
includes subcontractors/joint ventures?

The State uses the term "Offeror” up until a contract is signed by all parties and at which point the Offeror
would then become the "Contractor.” The State has referenced "vendor” in the RFP when referring to a single
business entity in the context of doing business with the State.

In PP, [ am assuming that only the prime system implementer can submit references and that doesn't change at

all with a joint venture relationship, can the State clarify?
I would agree to that.
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Clarification: The answer provided during the pre-proposal conference was not accurate. The Past
Performance Information (PPI) is not limited to the Prime Offeror and must be collected for the proposed
Software and System Implementer.

As stated in RFP Section 7.03, "The State will be analyzing Past Performance Information (PPI) on the critical
components that are proposed by each Offeror. The information will be in the form of a reference. The critical
components that will be evaluated for this RFP include:

(a) Software Offeror
(b) System Implementation Offeror"

Please refer to Q38.

Will the State provide a list of Alaskan firms that may be interested in taking an implementation role in the
project with a prime software vendor?

No, it is up to the Offeror to determine and seek a relationship. The State has no role in fostering a business
relationship for Offerors responding to this RFP.

Regarding Exhibit E, Tab 3, Table E, I assume that the blended rate is for all services not just a specific service,
is that correct?

No, the blended rate is calculated by a formula within the spreadsheet for each listed service (Implementation
Function) by taking the total cost for each Implementation Function and dividing it by the hours for that
Implementation Function. There is no blended rate for all services.

What is the procedure for submitting further questions and will the response be posted on the website or through
an amendment?

RFP Sections 1.01 and 1.07 instructs Offerors to submit questions in writing (email preferred
staci.augustus@alaska.gov) to the Procurement Officer. Responses to questions will appear in an official
amendment. RFP Section 1.09 states amendments will be posted to the State's Online Public Notice website
and provided to interested parties who have registered with the Procurement Officer.

Does the State anticipate responding to questions once a week?
The State intends to release amendments when necessary based on the number and complexity of questions and
clarifications. Potential Offerors are encouraged to submit questions and clarifications as soon as possible.

With respect to mandatory return amendments, should an Offeror return those prior to the submission of its
proposal or should an Offeror return those with its proposal?

In Exhibit A1, Offerors should identify and acknowledge mandatory return amendments and submit the signed
amendments as part of their proposal.

END OF QUESTIONS/ANSWERS
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All terms and conditions not modified by this amendment remain in full force and effect.

IMPORTANT:
This is a mandatory return Amendment because it constitutes a material change that requires interested parties to
understand and acknowledge. Please complete the information below and return this document with your proposal.

Tyler Technologies, Inc.

Name of Company~
October 12, 2010
Authorized S-i-én}m/re Date
*
Staci Augustus, CPP%

Procurement Officer

mailto; Staci.augustus(@alaska. gov
Phone: (907) 465-5656 TDD: (907) 465-2205

FAX: (907)465-2194

Page 21 of 21



STATE OF ALASKA RFP NUMBER 2010-0200-9388
AMENDMENT NUMBER FOUR

RETURN THIS AMENDMENT WITH PROPOSAL TO THE ISSUING OFFICE AT:

Department of Administration
Division of Admin Services
PO Box 110208
Juneau, Alaska 99811-0208

DATE AMENDMENT ISSUED: September 10, 2010

S RFP TITI;E% ":Siétfhtevﬁii'lef'Aﬂministfdﬁi%e'Systems Repl:iiéément Project

DEADLINE FOR RECEIPT OF PROPOSALS: 1:30pm, Alaska Time, October 1, 2010.

Important Note To Offerors: In order for your proposal to be considered responsive, this amendment, in addition to
your original proposal and other required documents, must be signed, dated, and received by the issuing office prior to the
time set for receiving proposals.

This Amendment is issued to make the following changes and provide responses to questions submitted by Offerors for
clarification. The RFP has been amended in the following sections, as shown, to clarify content of the solicitation. Please
note that changes to the RFP sections are listed below with deletions shown as a strikethreugh and additions identified as
bold italic. Please note that the numbering of the changes and questions has continued from the previous
amendment.

CHANGES TO RFP:
4, The numbering of Section 5.04 has been adjusted to identify deliverable 24 as Technical Operations Manual
deliverable and subsequent deliverables are renumbered accordingly to match Attachment/Exhibit E.

Go-Live and Post 23. Go-Live and Stabilization Plan

Implementation Stabilization | The Go-Live and Stabilization Plan will consist of a detailed task plan, inciuding a readiness

Provide the State with licensed checklist and resource assignments, to support moving the Licensed Software into Productive Use.
and functioning software It will include a data load and conversion plan and a contingency plan in the event that the Go-Live
configured to meet the State’s fails. It will also include a stabilization plan that details Contractor's commitments to stabilization and
business needs, loaded with the | the transition to full support by State staff.

State’s data per the Conversion
Plan, and interfaced with other
State systems per the Interface
specifications. Develop technical
and business documentation to
support the State’s operation and

24. Technical Operations Manual

An online manual to guide State IT staff in the technical procedures necessary to operate and
maintain the licensed software after implementation customized to the State's configuration.

use of the licensed software. 24. 25. Business User Manual
Provn_de technical support after An online manual to guide end users in the functionality, features and workflow offered by the
Go-Live. application, customized to the State’s configuration.

25. 26. Configured and Licensed Software in Productive Use
Implemented Licensed Software in Productive Use.

26. 27. Stabilization Services

The Contractor provides technical support after Go-Live for an agreed-upon period of time, including
identifying and correcting problems.
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STATE OF ALASKA RFP NUMBER 2010-0200-9388
AMENDMENT NUMBER FOUR

5. The State will pay for modules as they are implemented and has made the following changes to reflect this
expectation:

1.02 Contract Term and Work Schedule

The contract term and work schedule set out herein represents the State of Alaska's best estimate of the
schedule that will be followed. If a component of this schedule changes, the rest of the schedule may be shifted
as appropriate.

The length of the contract will be from the date of award, with work to begin approximately July 1, 2011 for the
timeframe identified in Offeror's proposal. The contract may be renewed, at the sole discretion of the State of
Alaska, for up to ten additional years for maintenance and support of the implemented solution. The
maintenance and support contract renewals will be structured in the following increments: four years, two years,
two years, and two years. The Offeror must ensure that licensing and maintenance for this period is provided to
the State per the Cost Proposal Forms in Attachment E. Note that the State will NOT purchase software
prior to the initiation of the implementation effort for that software. For example, the State will not
purchase the human resources modules until the associated services begin.

3.08 Payment Procedures

The State will make payments on a deliverable-based payment schedule, as negotiated with the Contractor and
contingent upon State acceptance of written documents, software, and services delivered by the Contractor. At
the State's option, a Delivery Expectation Document (DED) and a structured walkthrough may be required for
each deliverable. The State’s initial list of deliverables is contained in Section 5. 04 and is subject to the results

. of the Pre-award Phase and negotiation of a final contract.

Each billing must consist of an invoice with accepted deliverables identified. No payment will be made until the
invoice has been approved by the State project manager.

Note that the State will NOT purchase software prior to the initiation of the implementation effort for that
software. For example, the State will not purchase the human resources modules until the associated
services begin.

7.04 Cost (250 Points)

Offerors must submit their cost proposal as Exhibit E. Offerors must itemize all costs for application software,
system software, professional services by required deliverable, other one-time expenses, annual maintenance,
ongoing expenses, required servers and other technical components, and staffing rates. The cost of each
module, regardless of its implementation date, must include ten years of licensing and maintenance
pricing. Cost will be evaluated based on the ten-year total cost provided by Offerors in Exhibit E. If any
proposal has a ten-year total cost that exceeds 50% above or below the average ten-year total cost of all
proposals, the State reserves the right to not consider the proposal.

The server hardware for a traditional licensed proposal must be listed in Exhibit E, Table D - Required Servers;
however no associated cost is required and this component of the Offeror's solution will not be factored into the
ten-year total cost. As stated in the instructions for Table D an Offeror submitting a hosted (“cloud”) proposal
does not need to complete Exhibit E, Table D ~ Required Servers.

The cost proposal may not be amended by the Offeror as a result of increased understanding gained during the
Pre-award Phase. It may only be amended by scope changes proposed by the State during the Pre-award
Phase. Schedule extensions will not justify cost increases at any time during the Pre-award Phase or the
implementation period of the project.
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STATE OF ALASKA RFP NUMBER 2010-0200-9388
AMENDMENT NUMBER FOUR

6. In addition, the instructions for RFP Attachment/Exhibit E, Tab 4, Table H-Recurring Costs have been
modified to reflect that each module must include ten years of licensing and maintenance pricing as follows:

Attachment/Exhibit E, Tab 4, Table H-Recurring Costs:

In Table H, please list all ongoing costs for each applicable component proposed in your response. In
each item category name the specific element that the fee covers and briefly describe the maintenance
terms. The cost of each module, regardless of its implementation date, must include ten years of

licensing and maintenance pricing.

In Table H, list all ongoing costs for each applicable component proposed in your response. In the
‘Application Software’ column, complete one row for each major implementation grouping. For
instance, there might be separate rows for Finance, Human Resources, and Budget. In the ‘item’
column, list the modules included in that grouping and briefly describe the associated
maintenance terms. In the ‘1st Pymt’ column, provide the due date for the first maintenance
payment, considering the overall implementation schedule. Note that the State will NOT purchase
software prior to the initiation of the implementation effort for that software. So, the State will not
purchase the human resources modules until the associated services begin. In the next four
columns, provide the total maintenance cost for the periods referenced. Accordingly, the ‘Years 1-
4’ cell should contain the Offeror’s fixed price for the first four years of maintenance, the ‘Years §-
6’ cell should contain the fixed price for the next two years, etc. The ‘Total’ column calculates
automatically and does not require data entry.

In the ‘System Software’ column, complete one row for each major system software component.
For instance, there might be a row for the database management system to support the finance
implementation. In the ‘item’ column, list the elements included in that grouping and briefly
describe the associated maintenance terms. In the ‘1st Pymt’ column, provide the due date for the
first maintenance payment, considering the overall inplementation schedule. Note that the State
will NOT purchase system software prior to the need for its use. So, the State will not purchase the
database licenses necessary to run the human resources modules until necessary. In the next four
columns, provide the total maintenance cost for the periods referenced. Accordingly, the ‘Years 1-
4’ cell should contain the Offeror’s fixed price for the first four years of maintenance, the ‘Years 5-
6’ cell should contain the fixed price for the next two years, etc.

Attachment/Exhibit F Software Functionality and Technical Requirements

A number of requirements (11) have been clarified or deleted in Attachment/Exhibit F. The affected requirements
are listed below with a strikethrough- denoting deletions and bold italic representing additions to the language of a
requirement.

D Requirement Requirement Requirement
Action Num Area Suhcategory Name

Delete Payroll

Requirement
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STATE OF ALASKA RFP NUMBER 2010-0200-9388
AMENDMENT NUMBER FOUR

Action

1D

Num

Requirement
Area

Requirement
Subcategory

Requirement
Name

Requirement

Revised 3234 | Payroll Payroll Leave System shall calculate lump sum leave pay out based
Accounting on leave-run-out bargaining unit specific business
rules for employment termination.
Revised | 3267 | Payroll Payroll Payment System shall calculate multiple cash in percentages of
Accounting eligible pay and eligible positions fo fund employer
working reserve.
Delete 4626 | Financial Manufacturing General System-shall facilitatereporting for each-program:
Delete 4626 | Finaneial Manufacturing General
Delete 4627 | Financial Manufacturing General
Delete 4628 | Financial Manufacturing General
Delete 4528 | Finrancial Manufacturing General
Delete 1630 | Financial Manufacturing General
Delete 4163+ | Financial Manufacturing General System-sha
territory-
Revised 5028 | System and Data Extracts General System shall provide a method to update all data for
Technical and Interfaces individual records or groups of records. pesmit
END OF RFP CHANGES

The questions and responses listed below represent all written questions received by the procurement officer through
“Thursday, September 9, 2010.

QUESTIONS/ANSWERS
Q69.

A69.

Q70.

A70.

Q71.

In Attachment F, Functional Requirement I.D. Number 2026, "System shall provide an internal classification
audit tracking and documentation process.” Can you explain this requirement?
The requirement L.D. number 2026 applies to the classification process associated with a position control

number.

In Attachment F, Functional Requirement L.D. Number 3030, "System shall support a labor distribution

process based on:

*Random moment time study results;
*Document counts;
*PRs issued;
*Filled positions;
*Hours of service;
*Case counts;

*Quarterly average of hours spent in specified areas;

*Type of claims paid;

*Penetration rates; and

*Other study data."
Can you explain this requirement?
The State has deleted requirement 1.D. number 3030 from Attachment/Exhibit F - Software Functionality and
Technical Requirements.

In Attachment F, Functional Requirement L.D. Number 3234, "System shall calculate lump sum leave pay out

based on leave run out." Can you explain the term leave run?
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A7l.

Q72.

A72.

Q73.

A73.

Q74.

A74.

Q7s.

A7S.

Q76.

AT6.

Q77.

AT7.

Q78.

STATE OF ALASKA RFP NUMBER 2010-0200-9388
AMENDMENT NUMBER FOUR

The requirement 1.D. number 3234 has been revised to state, "System shall calculate lump sum leave pay out
based on bargaining unit specific business rules for employment termination."

In Attachment F, Functional Requirement L.D. Number 3267, "System shall calculate multiple cash in
percentages of eligible pay and eligible positions." Can you explain this requirement?

The requirement L.D. number 3267 has been revised to state, "System shall calculate multiple cash in
percentages for eligible pay and eligible positions to fund employer working reserve."

Is the State expecting a response from a single prime contractor (single Offeror) for software (license and
maintenance) and services? Or a combined response which includes sections from a Software Offeror and
Systems Implementation Offeror?

The State requires a combined proposal with a Software vendor and Systems Implementation vendor, the
agreement between the two entities must comply with 1.14 Subcontractors or 1.15 Joint Ventures and have a
single prime Offeror identified.

If the state is accepting of combined responses which may include a single Software Offeror and a single
Systems Implementer (with or without subcontractors), who should sign Exhibit A7: Proposal Signature-the
Systems Implementer Offeror or the Software Offeror, or both?

The prime Offeror must sign Exhibit A7: Proposal Signature. RFP Section 2.01, "All proposals must be signed
by an individual authorized to bind the Offeror to the provisions of the RFP." It is up to the parties to
determine the prime Offeror through their contractual relationship created to respond to the State's RFP.

Attachment N, page 8 of 12: Under the “Systems Services” category, on the “Server — OS” row, the State
indicates “VMware and Microsoft Virtual PC” are allowable standards, with DD/ITM approval. Will the State
allow for a solution containing virtual hosts (servers)?

Yes, a proposal may use virtual hosting as a solution.

Clarification: Virtual hosting is a method for hosting multiple domain names on a computer using a single IP
address. This allows one machine to share its resources, such as memory and processor cycles, to use its
resources more efficiently.

RFP Section 6.01 states, “templates provided as attachments to the RFP must be used, including 10-point Arial
font. Modifications to the format of this template (e.g., altering font size,..) may result in the Offeror’s entire
proposal being found non-responsive.” For example, Exhibit A-1 and A-5 have default text size of 11-point.
Should the vendor modify the templates’ default 11-point font to comply with this 10-point requirement, or
keep the field as-is and submit 11-point text?

Please keep the field text format as they appear in Exhibit A. The fields in question do not have any
restrictions on the number of pages that may be submitted with a proposal. Exhibits with a defined page limit
must use Arial 10-point format for an Offeror's response.

Exhibit F — Requirement 5274, “System shall provide redundant "complete" operations from a second
geographically remote data center from the primary data center so users do not perceive a loss of service due to
operational failures of the system, application, and database.” Is the State’s Anchorage data center a viable
candidate for the required second location?

The State will determine the second geographically remote data center for a traditional solution as defined in
Section 1.10, "1. Traditional licensed software models, under which the State will purchase, house, and operate
the hardware/software." All other proposed solutions must identify and implement the solution at their own
second geographically remote data center to meet this requirement.

Exhibit F — Requirement 5307, “System shall include either the Cisco Security Agent intrusion prevention tool,
or other "Zero Day," non-signature or port-based intrusion prevention solution in compliance with State
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AT8.

Q79.

AT9.

Q80.

A80.

Qs1.
A8L.

Q82.

A82.

Q83.
A83.

Q84.

A84.

STATE OF ALASKA RFP NUMBER 2010-0200-9388
AMENDMENT NUMBER FOUR

Security Policies.” On June 11, 2010 Cisco announced ‘end of life’ and ‘end of sales’ for the Cisco Security
Agent (CSA) product, with the last date to order being December 10, 2010. In addition, Cisco has stated there
is no replacement for the CSA at this time. Has the State identified substitute product as the new standard
intrusion prevention tool?

The State has a Service Level Agreement (SLA) for Cisco Security Agent (CSA) to cover "existing" licensing
through December 31, 2013. In advance of the SLA expiration the State Security Office will identify the
replacement product and establish the State standard.

Clarification question to Amendment 3, Question 38: The scenario that exists is that there will be multiple
system implementers teamed on one response. Implementer X will be the primary Offeror and Implementer Y
and Z will be subcontractors to Implementer X. Can just implementer X submit system implementer Past
Performance Information or do you allow Y and Z to also submit system implementer Past Performance
Information. I ask, because in the math equations there is no representation that Z could be only 5 percent of
the bid, but 90 percent of the system implementer Past Performance Information?

Any firm, not an individual person, identified as part of the Offeror's proposed team, may submit B4: System
Implementer Questionnaire to past clients to obtain Past Performance Information.

We understand that proposers use a "virtual office" arrangement to acquire the 5% local bidder’s preference.
Could the State comment on whether it accepts such an approach in order to meet the intent of the bidder’s
preference?

Alaska Statute (AS) 36.30.170 sets out the five requirements to qualify as an Alaska bidder and receive the 5%
bidder preference and specific to this question, requirement (3) states, "has maintained a place of business
within the State staffed by the bidder or an employee of the bidder for a period of six months immediately
preceding the date of the bid;" To qualify, the Offeror must have an office located in the State with at least one
employee staffing the office for at least six months prior to the date of the proposal submission. Should any
Offeror submit a proposal in which any item, including the requirements to obtain the Alaska bidder
preference, is misrepresented, the State may consider the Offeror to be non-responsible.

ID numbers 1525 — 1531: In requirement area Financial, requirement subcategory Manufacturing: itis
requested for item costing and sales. Can you give me an example on what the State is producing and selling?
The State has deleted requirement I.D. number 1525 through 1531 from Attachment/Exhibit F - Software
Functionality and Technical Requirements.

ID numbers 1550 - 1557: In requirement area Financial, requirement subcategory Marketing/Sales/Retail: it
appears like this is selling surplus items and assets. Does the State manufacture and sale additional items on
the retail market?

The requirement LD. numbers 1550 through 1557 refer to tracking of assets that are scheduled for sale through

surplus.

Based on the volume of information included in Amendment 3, will the State please grant an extension of the
current proposal due date of Oct. 1, 20107
The State declines to adjust the published schedule in Section 1.02 Contract Term and Work Schedule.

The instructions for Exhibit A4 suggest using an 'easy-to-understand naming convention' for the proposal
Exhibits to be submitted to the State. Should this naming convention include the Offeror's name even though
some parts of the Exhibits must be devoid of company specific identification?

An Offeror's name may appear in the naming convention of the file name of any electronic attachments to
Exhibit A4.
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Q8s.

A8S.

Qs6.

A86.

Q87.
A87.

Q88.

A88.

Q89.
A89.

Q90.
A90.

Q91.

A91.

Q92.
A92.
Q93.

A93.

Q9%4.

A%4,

STATE OF ALASKA RFP NUMBER 2010-0200-9388
AMENDMENT NUMBER FOUR

In REP Section 5.04 - Deliverables, it appears there is a deliverable number missing from the Technical
Operations Manual. Can the State confirm that the Technical Operations Manual should be deliverable
Number 24 and the subsequent 3 deliverable numbers should be incremented by 1?

Yes, the Technical Operations Manual deliverable was not numbered in Section 5.04 and has been corrected in
Amendment Four. The deliverables in Section 5.04 now match Attachment/Exhibit E.

Can the State please provide more specific timeframes for key role interviews so participants can block their
calendars?

No, at this point in time, the State cannot be more specific with the timeframes, as the number and actual
identity of those Offerors selected for interviews is not known.

Can the State please provide more specific timeframes for demos so participants can block their calendars?
No, at this point in time, the State cannot be more specific with the timeframes, as the number and actual
identity of those Offerors selected for client demonstrations is not known.

Exhibit E, Table E - Professional Services includes a line item of 'Flexible use hours'. How will the State
rationalize the variance in the amount of hours that different Offerors would include? Will the State consider
removing this line from Table E? Industry norms indicate that 10-1 5% of total hours are appropriate.

The State declines to remove 'Flexible use hours' line from Exhibit E, Table E - Professional Services. It is the
Offeror's responsibility to account for all hours in their Cost Proposal to implement their proposed solution. A
proposal with “zero” flexible use hours is stating that an Offeror fully understands what is required to perform
the scope of work and has accounted for all hours associated with each deliverable.

What language requirements exist for training materials?
All training material must be in English.

Are all training materials required to be in compliance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act?
Yes, requirement 5064 states, "System shall comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act access
requirements."

Is there an expectation that all training content deployed to the end-user community be 100% customized for
the State of Alaska (i.c., Alaska logo, all screenshots specific to the State’s instance, etc.) or will the State
accept an agreed-upon volume of content to be generic in nature as long as the functionality and screens are
not different?

The State expects the content of the training material to accurately reflect the deployed solution so that end-
users are fully capable of using the system.

In Exhibit A4, is there a format that should be used for any Confidential Proposal Contents and Federal

Requirements?
The State has no specific format requirement for either component of an Offeror's proposal.

In Exhibit A4, should any Confidential Proposal Contents and Federal Requirements be included in the
proposal immediately behind Exhibit A4?

Confidential Proposal Content that an Offeror is requesting should be attached in a document to Exhibit A4,
while the Federal Requirements should be identified in the block provided in Exhibit A4.

Can the System Implementer references required in Exhibit B2 include the references of the System
Implementer subcontractors?
Yes, please refer to questions Q38 (Amendment Three), Q63 (Amendment Three), and Q79 (Amendment

Four).
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STATE OF ALASKA RFP NUMBER 2010-0200-9388
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Q95. Do software resellers complete Exhibit A5 - Software Offeror Profile?
A95. No, the Software vendor (not reseller) must complete Exhibit A5 - Software Offeror Profile.

Q96. Will the State allow limited graphics to be included in response to Attachment C: Work Plan and RAVA Plan?
A96. No, Section 7.05 states, "Offerors are NOT allowed to re-create, re-format, or modify the template including
altering the font size, font type, font color, adding colors, pictures, diagrams, or any other alterations."

Q97. Could you please clarify the answer to Q22 in Amendment Number Three. QUESTION: Where in the
Strategic Fit component do we list size, budget, employees, etc. Is the answer, In Attachment D, page D-3,
under "Technical skills and qualification for the project position?"

A97. The information should be provided on Exhibit B3 as part of the Past Performance Information. This
information will be provided to the PEC for consideration and evaluation as stated in Section 7.06, "The PEC
will evaluate the qualifications of the Software Offeror’s and System Implementation Offeror’s personnel and
experience."

Q98. We understand that specific information in Exhibit D1: on page D-3 identified with an * will be withheld from
the PEC during evaluation. However, relevant information that may be included under “Education and
Certifications” and “Technical Skills and Qualifications” may identify a specific Offeror’s software. Can the
S1 list certifications of particular software and name the software certification? Also, can the SI list client
reference names in the qualifications section on page D-3?

A98. The Offeror should list certificates without identifying a particular software product or firm, for example,
"Database Administrator Certificate" or "Project Management Professional (PMP) Certificate.” State may
clarify credentials during the Pre-award phase.

An Offeror should not list client references in Exhibit D but consider, if applicable, using Exhibit B3: Software
Product Questionnaire and Exhibit B4: System Implementer Questionnaire.

Q99. A clarification to Addendum # 3, Question 38- A strong part of our team includes a subcontractor with State
ERP qualifications. May we include references (Exhibit B4) from them in our bid submission?
A99. Yes, please refer to questions Q38 (Amendment Three), Q63 (Amendment Three), Q79 (Amendment Four).

Q100. What ETL tool does the State use with ALDER?
A100. The State uses the Business Objects suite of products that includes Data Integrator as the Extract Transform

and Load (ETL) tool.

Q101. Exhibit F — Requirement 3194, “System shall provide reporting for Federal, State, and Medicare tax
requirements.” Can the State identify the specific payroll related State tax requirements that the State of
Alaska must report/pay, including any out of State taxes that Alaska must report/pay?

A101. The State currently has employees in the states of Washington, Montana, Oklahoma, and California; however
State employees may potentially reside in any state.

Q102. Exhibit F — Requirement 5028, “System shall permit updates to all data for individual and multiple groups.”
Can the State please provide additional context or elaborate on the needs the State is addressing with this
requirement?

A102. The requirement L.D. number 5028 has been revised to state, "System shall provide a method to update all data
for individual records or groups of records."

Placing this requirement in context, an example might be load/unload utilities that require proper account
authentication with logging for an audit trail.

END OF QUESTIONS/ANSWERS
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STATE OF ALASKA RFP NUMBER 2010-0200-9388
AMENDMENT NUMBER FOUR
All terms and conditions not modified by this amendment remain in full force and effect.

IMPORTANT:
This is 2 mandatory return Amendment because it constitutes a material change that requires interested parties to

understand and acknowledge. Please complete the information below and return this document with your proposal.

Tyler Technologies, Inc.

Name of Company
(_Q October 12,2010
—
Authorized Slgnatty Date
Staci Augustus, CPPkg

Procurement Officer

Phone: (907) 465-5656  TDD: (907) 465-2205
FAX: (907)465-2194
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STATE OF ALASKA RFP NUMBER 2010-0200-9388
AMENDMENT NUMBER SIX

RETURN THIS AMENDMENT WITH PROPOSAL TO THE ISSUING OFFICE AT:

Department of Administration
Division of Admin Services
PO Box 110208
Juneau, Alaska 99811-0208

THIS IS NOT AN ORDER DATE AMENDMENT ISSUED: September 15, 2010

RFP TITLE: Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement Project

DEADLINE FOR RECEIPT OF PROPOSALS: 1:30pm, Alaska Time, October 15, 2010.

This Amendment is issued to make the following changes and provide responses to questions submitted by Offerors for
clarification.

The RFP has been amended in the following sections, as shown, to clarify content of the solicitation. Please note that
changes to the RFP sections are listed below with deletions shown as a strikethreugh and additions identified as bold
italic. Please note that the numbering of the changes and questions has continued from the previous amendment.

CHANGES TO RFP:

7. With this amendment, the deadline for receipt of proposals has been changed in the following two RFP
locations:

1.01 Return Mailing Address, Contact Person, Telephone, Fax Numbers, and
Deadline for Receipt of Proposals

Proposals must be received no later than 1:30 pm, Alaska Time on Friday, October1,2010 October 15,
2010. Faxed, oral, or emailed proposals are not acceptable. Please note that overnight delivery to and

within Alaska rarely occurs.

An Offeror’s failure to submit a proposal prior to the deadline will cause the proposal to be disqualified. Late
proposals or amendments will not be opened or accepted for evaluation.

1.02 Contract Term and Work Schedule

RFP Release Monday, August 2, 2010

Best Value Educational Meeting Tuesday, August 17, 2010 8:00 am
Pre-proposal Conference (refer to Section Tuesday, August 17, 2010 1:00 pm
2.02 for details)

Deadline for Receipt of Proposals Friday, October-1 Octobezro1156 1:30 pm
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STATE OF ALASKA RFP NUMBER 2010-0200-9388

AMENDMENT NUMBER SIX
; i fadldN S A R 3 ey
Client Demonstrations and Team Interviews | Tuesday, October19 November | As scheduled for
1, through Friday, December 4% short list
30, 2010
Best Value Offeror Notification Friday, December 31, 2010
Pre-award Phase with apparent best value Monday, January 3 through
Offeror Tuesday, May 31, 2011
Notice of Intent to Award Tuesday, May 31, 2011
Award Contract (sign contract) Thursday, June 30, 2011
Contract Start Date Friday, July 1, 2011
END OF RFP CHANGES
QUESTIONS/ANSWERS
Q106. Based on the new information provided in addendum 4 & 5 — is the State agreeable to an extension of two

A106.

Q107

A107

Q108

Al108

weeks?

Yes, with this amendment, the State has extended the deadline for receipt of proposals by two weeks; the new
time and date is 1:30 pm, Alaska Time, October 15, 2010. The schedule in RFP Section 1.02 for the remaining
procurement milestones will shift accordingly by two weeks. Refer to Change #7 above.

How much of item 1.G in Section 5.01 does the ASSET system deliver and how much is expected of the new
ERP system? State Clarification: The State assumes that the question refers to 1.G. Cost allocation/labor
distribution in the original RFP release, which is now 1.i. as identified in Amendment Four, Change #4.

The Alaska Statewide System for Employee Time (ASSET) project will serve as a time and attendance
collection mechanism only. The cost collectors will be established in the financial system (AKSAS),
employee time records will be interfaced from ASSET to the payroll system (AKPAY) for processing, and
then an interface to AKSAS for posting of charges to cost collectors created for personal services. The three
systems will utilize custom interfaces to accomplish distribution of data, with the financial interface being
provided through ALDER.

An integrated HR/payroll and financial solution will eliminate the need for the custom interface between these
two modules as they will be integrated by design. The financial module will be a source for ALDER so that
the method used to pass cost collector information to ASSET will remain the same. Employee time records
will be passed from ASSET to the payroll module for processing.

If the Prime is using a software reseller to resell the software companies software, does the state enter into a
Software and Maintenance agreement with the reseller and a services agreement with the prime hence meeting
the States response in Amendment Number Three Q&A 17. Or does the State issue two contracts to the Prime
(1) Implementation of software solution and (2) Licensing and Ten Year Maintenance and Support.

The State will not enter into two contractual agreements with the prime Offeror, unless the prime Offeror is
both the System Implementer and Software Vendor (software developer).

The State intends to sign contractual agreements as follows:
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1) Attachment G - Implementation Services will be signed with the System Implementer.
2) Attachment H - Software License & Maintenance will be signed with the software developer who will
provide licensing and maintenance support.

END OF QUESTIONS/ANSWERS
All terms and conditions not modified by this amendment remain in full force and effect.

IMPORTANT:
This is a mandatory return Amendment because it constitutes a material change that requires interested parties to
understand and acknowledge. Please complete the information below and return this document with your proposal.

Tyler Technologies, Inc.

Name of Company
October 12, 2010

Authorized Signatu% Date 51 )

Staci Augustus, C
Procurement Office

mailto: Staci.augustus@alaska.gov
Phone: (907) 465-5656 TDD: (907)465-2205

FAX: (907)465-2194
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STATE OF ALASKA RFP NUMBER 2010-0200-9388
AMENDMENT NUMBER EIGHT

Department of Administration
Division of Admin Services
PO Box 110208
Juneau, Alaska 99811-0208

_THIS IS NOT AN ORDER DATE AMENDMENT ISSUED: October 1, 2010

RFP TITLE: Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement Project

DEADLINE FOR RECEIPT OF PROPOSALS: 1:30pm, Alaska Time, October 15, 2010.

Important Note To Offerors: In order for your proposal to be considered responsive, this amendment, in addition to
your original proposal and other required documents, must be signed, dated, and received by the issuing office prior to the
time set for receiving proposals.

This Amendment is issued to notify potential Offerors that an attachment to the RFP, Attachment/Exhibit F, Software
Functionality and Technical Requirements, has been updated. The previous Attachment/Exhibit posted on the State’s
Online Public Notice website did not contain the updates made in Amendment Four.

All terms and conditions not modified by this amendment remain in full force and effect.

IMPORTANT:
This is a mandatory return Amendment because it constitutes a material change that requires interested parties to
understand and acknowledge. Please complete the information below and return this document with your proposal.

Tyler Technologies, Inc.

Name of Company
< § October 12, 2010

Staci Augustus, CPPB
Procurement Officer

mailto:Staci.augustus@alaska.gov
Phone: (907) 465-5656 TDD: (907) 465-2205

FAX: (907)465-2194
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ATTACHMENT B
PAST PERFORMANCE INFORMATION
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

REFERENCE LISTS
EXHIBIT B1: CRITICAL COMPONENTS AND REFERENCE LIST DEFINITIONS

CRITICAL COMPONENTS

The State of Alaska will be analyzing Past Performance Information (PPI1) on the critical components that
are proposed. The PPI information will be in the form of a reference. The components that will be
evaluated for this RFP include:

¢ Software Offeror(s)
+ System Implementation Offeror

Follow the directions shown in RFP 7.03. Please identify each critical component that will be evaluated in
this solicitation by providing their names in the table below.

SOFTWARE VENDOR (FIRM): | Tyler Technologies, Inc.
SYSTEM IMPLEMENTER (FIRM): | Tyler Technologies, Inc.

REFERENCE LIST DEFINITIONS

The following table presents definitions for items required in the reference tables.
ITEM DEFINITION

SURVEY ID (CODE) A unique (different) number assigned to each survey

First and last name of the person who will answer customer satisfaction

POINT OF CONTACT questions

PHONE NUMBER Current phone number for the reference (including area code)

FAX NUMBER Current fax number for the reference (including area code)

EMAIL ADDRESS Current email address for the reference

CLIENT NAME Name of the company or institution for which the work was performed
PROJECT NAME Name of the project

DATE COMPLETED Date when the project was completed, in mm/dd/yyyy format
COST OF PROJECT | Awarded cost of project, including all contract modifications
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STATE OF ALASKA

Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement

RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

EXHIBIT B2: REFERENCE LISTS

Complete a table for each critical component (software vendor, system implementer). Each critical component must submit a minimum of three references, but no
more than ten. The reference lists should include the firm’s and individual's best, relevant past contracts. A specific project may be listed only once in each
reference list. The past projects must be 100% complete and in production status; projects that are not 100% completed will be rejected and not count towards the

overall score for references. All fields are required for each reference. If any required information is omitted, no credit will be given for the reference.
SOFTWARE VENDOR REFERENCE LIST

SURVEY| POINT OF PHONE FAX DATE COST OF
ID | CONTACT | NumBER | NumBer | EMAIL ADDRESS CLIENT NAME | PROJECT NAME | o o\p eTED| PROJECT
Sample | John Smith | 555-555-1234 |555-555-5678| jsmith@lacounty.gov | County of Los Angeles ERP Imp. 5/1/2001 $10,000,000
1 Gary 360-867-2251 |360-357-2481 |alexang@co.thurston.wa.| Thurston County, WA ERP Imp. 2004 $463,300.
Alexander us
2 Patrick Griffin | 909-591-9801 |909-591-6829| pgriffin@cityofchino.org City of Chino, CA ERP Imp. 2009 $1,500,000
3 Joan Lafferty | 314-615-5044 |314-368-3257 |jlafferty@stiouisco.com | St. Louis County, MO ERP Imp. 2008 $4,400,000.
4 Brian Kelley | 330-297-3588 | 330-2989- |bkelley@portageco.com | Portage County, OH ERP Imp. 2003 $1,667,454.
3949
5 Richard 843-566-8121 |843-745-7188 | richard_ondrovic@charle| Charleston County ERP Imp. 1996 $147,270.
Ondrovic ston.k12.sc.us School District, SC
6 Debbie 972-600-5000 |972-273-6096| dcabrera@irvingisd.net Irving ISD, TX ERP Imp. 2005 $1,500,000.
Cabrera
7  |Tracy McCown| 253-583-5106 |253-583-5108 [tmccown@cloverpark.k12| Clover Park School ERP Imp. 2006 $735,000.
.wa.us District
8 Mark lanello | 413-787-6205 | 413787-6159 |mianello@springfieldcityh| City of Springfield, MA ERP Imp. 2007 $2,000,000.
all.com
9 Mitzi Macon | 408-535-6531 |408-286-7376| mitzi_macon@sjusd.org [San Jose Unified School ERP Imp. 2006 $810, 050.
District, CA
10 [Brian Kennedy| 503-681-5361 |503-681-6485 | briank@ci.hillsboro.or.us | City of Hillsboro, OR ERP Imp. 2008 $2,687,727.
R L L

Attachment B —- Past Performance Information



STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement

RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

SYSTEM IMPLEMENTER REFERENCE LIST

. L _
SURVEY| POINT OF PHONE FAX EMAIL ADDRESS CLIENT NAME PROJECT NAME DATE COST OF
ID CONTACT NUMBER NUMBER COMPLETED| PROJECT
Sample | John Smith | 555-555-1234 |555-555-5678( jsmith@lacounty.gov | County of Los Angeles ERP Imp. 5/1/2001 $10,000,000
11 Gary 360-867-2251 |360-357-2481 |alexang@co.thurston.wa.| Thurston County, WA ERP Imp. 2004 $463,300.
Alexander us
12 Patrick Griffin | 909-591-9801 |909-591-6829| pgriffin@cityofchino.org City of Chino, CA ERP Imp. 2009 $1,500,000.
13 | Marjorie Kruse | 614-462-7390 |614-462-5815 | makruse@co.franklin.oh.| Franklin County, OH ERP Imp. 1998 $1,000,000.
us
14 Brian Kelley | 330-297-3588 | 330-2989- |bkelley@portageco.com | Portage County, OH ERP Imp. 2003 $1,667,454.
3949
15 Richard 843-566-8121 |843-745-7188 | richard_ondrovic@charle| Charleston County ERP Imp. 1996 $147,270.
Ondrovic ston.k12.sc.us School District, SC
16 Debbie 972-600-5000 |972-273-6096| dcabrera@irvingisd.net Irving ISD, TX ERP Imp. 2005 $1,500,000.
Cabrera
17  |Tracy McCown| 253-583-5106 |253-583-5108 [tmccown@cloverpark.k12| Clover Park School ERP Imp. 2006 $735,000.
.wa.us District
18 Mark lanello | 413-787-6205 | 413787-6159 |mianello @springfieldcityh| City of Springfield, MA ERP Imp. 2007 $2,000,000.
all.com
19 Mitzi Macon | 408-535-6531 |408-286-7376| mitzi_macon@sjusd.org [San Jose Unified School ERP Imp. 2006 $810, 050.
District, CA
20 |Brian Kennedy| 503-681-5361 |503-681-6485 | briank @ci.hillsboro.or.us | City of Hillsboro, OR ERP Imp. 2008 $2,687,727.
_ I I L I _ A I
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES
EXHIBIT B3: SOFTWARE PRODUCT QUESTIONNAIRE

Software Product Survey Questionnaire
(State of Alaska)

Please reference the completed Software Product Survey Questionnaires on the following
pages.
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES |
EXHIBIT B3: SOFTWARE PRODUCT QUESTIONNAIRE

Software Product Survey Questionnaire

(State of Alaska)
To: Gary Alexander, Deputy Auditor for Finance Survey ID:
(Name of person completing survey)
Phone:  360-867-2251 Fax: 360-357-2481

Subject: Past Performance Survey of: _Tyler Technologies
(Software Vendor Name)

Please return the completed survey to: Tyler Technologies, Attn: Stephanie Jensen

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance
information on vendors and their product. As you have direct experience with the software
product listed above, please respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10
representing that you were very satisfied and 1 representing that you were very unsatisfied. If
you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it blank. The State of Alaska
greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: Thurston County
Number of Emplovees: 1200
Project Cost: _$463.300
Proiect Duration (months): _12 months
# QUESTION/CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE
1 How satisfied are you with the software product’s ease of use (e.g., (1-10) 10
user interface, learning curve)? )
5 How satisfied are you with the ability of software product to meet (1-10) 10
your functional needs (e.g., business requirements)?
3 How satisfied are you with the software product’s flexibility (e.g., (1-10) 9
adjustable workflows, adaptable configurations)?
How satisfied are you with the vendor’s ongoing maintenance and
4 (1-10) 10
support?
What is your overall level of customer satisfaction with the software
5 (1-10) 10
product? »
6 | Is the system fully in production (is implementation complete)? Circle Y/N
é)my O ey znder % C,/ </
PrintedName (of Past Client Evaluator) Signatu%f Past Client Evaluator)

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES
EXHIBIT B3: SOFTWARE PRODUCT QUESTIONNAIRE

Software Product Survey Questionnaire

(State of Alaska)
[<<Offeror to complete this section>>]
To: Mr. Patrick Griffin Survey ID:
(Name of person completing survey) . :
Phone: 909-591-9801 Fax: 909-591-6829

Subject: Past Performance Survey of: _Tyler Technologies
(Software Vendor Name)

Please return the completed survey to: [<<fill in Offeror’s return information here>>]

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance
information on vendors and their product. As you have direct experience with the software
product listed above, please respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10
representing that you were very satisfied and 1 representing that you were very unsatisfied. If
you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it blank. The State of Alaska
greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: City of Chino, California
Number of Emplovees: 500
Proiect Cost: $1.5 million

Project Duration (months): _33 months

# QUESTION/CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE

1 How satisfied are you with the software product’s ease of use (e.g., (1-10) 8
user interface, learning curve)?

5 How satisfied are you with the ability of software product to meet (1-10) 9
your functional needs (e.g., business requirements)?

3 How satisfied are you with the software product’s flexibility (e.g., (1-10) 10
adjustable workflows, adaptable configurations)?
How satisfied are you with the vendor’'s ongoing maintenance and

4 (1-10) 9
support?
What is your overall level of customer satisfaction with the software

5 (1-10) 9
product?

6 | Is the system fully in production (is implementatjon complete)? Circle ( Y, N

Patrick J. Griffin ~ B

Printed Name (of Past Client Evaluator) Signature MClient Evaluator)

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES
EXHIBIT B3: SOFTWARE PRODUCT QUESTIONNAIRE

Software Product Survey Questionnaire

(State of Alaska)
To: Ms. Joan Lafferty, ERP Implementation Manager Survey ID:
(Name of person completing survey)
Phone: 314-615-5044 Fax: 314-368-3257

Subject: Past Performance Survey of: _Tyler Technologies
(Software Vendor Name)

Please return the completed survey to: Roger Routh, VP of Strategic Accounts

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance
information on vendors and their product. As you have direct experience with the software
product listed above, please respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10
representing that you were very satisfied and 1 representing that you were very unsatisfied. If
you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it blank. The State of Alaska
greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: ST. LOUIS COUNTY, MISSQURI
Number of Emplovees: 4,200
Project Cost: _$4.400.000.00
Proiect Duration (months): _10-12
# QUESTION/CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE
How satisfied are you with the software product’s ease of use (e.g.,
1 ; . (1-10) 10
user interface, learning curve)?
2 How satisfied are you with the ability of software product to meet (1-10) 9
your functional needs (e.g., business requirements)?
3 How satisfied are you with the software product’s flexibility (e.g., (1-10) 9
adjustable workflows, adaptable configurations)?
How satisfied are you with the vendor’s ongoing maintenance and
4 (1-10) 10
support?
What is your overall level of customer satisfaction with the software
5 (1-10) 9
product?
6 | Is the system fully in production (is implementation complete)? Circle Y
JOAN LAFFERTY Qoo L of Aot

Printed Name (of Past Client Evaluator) Sigr@ture (of Pa& ﬁ:lieg? Evaluator)

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES

RODUCT QUESTIONNAIRE
Software Product Survey Questionnaire

(State of Alaska)
[<<Offeror to comple >]
To: Brian Kelley, Chief Information Officer Survey ID:
(Name of person completing survey)
Phone: 330-297-3588 Fax: 330-2989-3949

Subject: Past Performance Survey of: _Tyler Technologies
(Software Vendor Name)

Please return the completed survey to: [<<fill in ff

irn information here>>]

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance
information on vendors and their product. As you have direct experience with the software
product listed above, please respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10
representing that you were very satisfied and 1 representing that you were very unsatisfied. If
you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it blank. The State of Alaska
greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: Portage County, Ohio
Number of Emplovees: 1300
Proiect Cost: $1.667,454.00
Proiect Duration (months). _13 months
# QUESTION/CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE
1 How satisfied are you with the software product’s ease of use (e.g.,
. . (1-10) 10
user interface, learning curve)?
o How satisfied are you with the ability of software product to meet (1-10) 10
your functional needs (e.g., business requirements)?
3 How satisfied are you with the software product’s flexibility (e.g., (1-10) 10
adjustable workflows, adaptable configurations)?
4 How satisfied are you with the vendor’s ongoing maintenance and
(1-10) 10
support?
5 What is your overall level of customer satisfaction with the software (1-10) 10
product?
6 | Is the system fully in production (is implementation complete)? Circle (Y) /'N
Brian D. Kelley % A= /é%
Printed Name (of Past Client Evaluator) Signature (of Past Client Evaluator

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES
EXHIBIT B3; SOFTWARE PRODUCT QUESTIONNAIRE

Software Product Survey Questionnaire

(State of Alaska)
[<<Offeror to complete this section>>]
To: Richard Ondrovic, Officer-Information Management  Survey ID:
(Name of person completing survey)
Phone: 843-566-8121 Fax: 843-745-7188

Subject: Past Performance Survey of: _Tyler Technologies
(Software Vendor Name)

Please return the completed survey to: [<<fill in Offeror’s return information here>>]

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance
information on vendors and their product. As you have direct experience with the software
product listed above, please respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10
representing that you were very satisfied and 1 representing that you were very unsatisfied. If
you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it blank. The State of Alaska
greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: CHARLESTOY Cpuuty SCHAOL 01T
Number of Emplovees: 5500
Project Cost: TOO faR w PP TS puee U vEBRS A6D
Proiect Duration (months): T0O FAR 1» PO sT o STALE FROMm Tuew PRY
HERE pow
# QUESTION/CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE
1 How satisfied are you with the software product’s ease of use (e.g., (1-10)
user interface, learning curve)? q
5 How satisfied are you with the ability of software product to meet (1-10)
your functional needs (e.g., business requirements)? C‘
3 How satisfied are you with the software product’s flexibility (e.g., (1-10)
adjustable workflows, adaptable configurations)? C‘
How satisfied are you with the vendor’s ongoing maintenance and
4 support? ’ i (1-10)| 19 &
5 What is your overall level of customer satisfaction with the software 1-10
product? (1-10)
6 | Is the system fully in production (is implementation complete)? Circle N
Ricwpy Ovtpove (“\._. Q
Printed Name (of Past Client Evaluator) Signature (of Past Client Evaluator)

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.

Attachment B — Past Performance Information B-1



STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES

EXHIBIT B3: SOFTWARE PRODUCT QUESTIONNAIRE

Software Product Survey Questionnaire

(State of Alaska)
[<<Offeror to complete this section>>]
To: Ms. Debbie Cabrera, Assistant Superintendent Survey ID:
(Name of person completing survey)
Phone: 972-600-5000 Fax: 972-273-6096

Subject: Past Performance Survey of: Tyler Technologies
(Software Vendor Name)

Please return the completed survey to: [<<fill in Offeror’s return information here>>]

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance
information on vendors and their product. As you have direct experience with the software
product listed above, please respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10
representing that you were very satisfied and 1 representing that you were very unsatisfied. If
you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it blank. The State of Alaska
greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: Srvina LD
Number of Emplovees: 00
Proiect Cost: P .5 m
Proiect Duration (months); V¥ ponThS
# QUESTION/CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE
How satisfied are you with the software product’s ease of use (e.g.,
1 . : (1-100| 9
user interface, learning curve)?

How satisfied are you with the ability of software product to meet O
2 . ; ! (1-10) |
your functional needs (e.g., business requirements)?
3 How satisfied are you with the software product’s flexibility (e.g., (1-10) ;
adjustable workflows, adaptable configurations)? %
4 How satisfied are you with the vendor's ongoing maintenance and

support? (1101 [0
5 What is your overall level of customer satisfaction with the software (1-10) 9
product? .
6 | Is the system fully in production (is implementation complete)? Circle ( YYN
D )
/DO\()\/)\i € Ca breve @,Q,Qﬂ/&)/\ﬁ C,&Qyw/\f&—\
Printed Name (of Past Client Evaluator) Signature (of Past Client Evaluator)

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES
EXHIBIT B3: SOFTWARE PRODUCT QUESTIONNAIRE

Software Product Survey Questionnaire

(State of Alaska)
To: Tracy McCown — Project Manager Survey ID:
(Name of person completing survey)
Phone: 253-583-5106 Fax: 253-583-5108

Subject: Past Performance Survey of: _Tyler Technologies
(Software Vendor Name)

Please return the completed survey to: Roger Routh, VP of Strategic Accounts

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance
information on vendors and their product. As you have direct experience with the software
product listed above, please respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10
representing that you were very satisfied and 1 representing that you were very unsatisfied. If
you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it blank. The State of Alaska
greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: Clover Park School District
Number of Emplovees: 1,800
Proiect Cost: $735,000
Proiect Duration (months). _18 months
# QUESTION/CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE
1 How satisfied are you with the software product’s ease of use (e.g., (1-10) 9
user interface, learning curve)?
2 How satisfied are you with the ability of software product to meet (1-10) 9
your functional needs (e.g., business requirements)?
3 How satisfied are you with the software product’s flexibility (e.g., (1-10) 10
adjustable workflows, adaptable configurations)?
4 How satisfied are you with the vendor’s ongoing maintenance and (1-10) 10
support?
5 What is your overall level of customer satisfaction with the software (1-10) 9
product?
6 | Is the system fully in production (is implementation complete)? Circle @/ N
Tracy e lown Doty THelonrrs
Printed/Name (of Past Client Evaluator) Signatur€ (of Past Client Eval{iator)

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES

EXHIBIT B3: SOFTWARE PRODUCT QUESTIONNAIRE

Software Product Survey Questionnaire

(State of Alaska)
To: Mark lanelio, Director of Internal Audit Survey ID:
(Name of person completing survey)
Phone:  413-787-6205 Fax: 413-787.6404 /(5%

Subject: Past Performance Survey of: _Tyler Technologies
(Software Vendor Name)

Please return the completed survey to: Roger Routh, VP of Strategic Accounts

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance
information on vendors and their product. As you have direct experience with the software
product listed above, please respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10
representing that you were very satisfied and 1 representing that you were very unsatisfied. If
you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it blank. The State of Alaska
greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: C17Y  0F SPe NG F/ELD 777
Number of Employees: & S0 (gerew)
Project Cost: ¢ 2m (e a.wm()
Project Duration (months): /A
# QUESTION/CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE
y How satisfied are you with the software product’s ease of use (e.g., (1-10)
user interface, learning curve)? /0
2 How satisfied are you with the ability of software product to meet (1-10)
your functional needs (e.g., business requirements)? / o
3 How satisfied are you with the software product’s flexibility (e.g., (1-10)
adjustable workflows, adaptable configurations)? /0
4 How satisfied are you with the vendor’s ongoing maintenance and (1-10) / 0
support?
What is your overall level of customer satisfaction W|th the software
S | product? (110 /0
6 | Is the system fully in production (is implementation complete)? Circle @/ N
AN Tl o WM/W
Printed Name (of Past Client Evaluator) Slgnatﬁre (o ast Client Evaluator)

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES

Software Product Survey Questionnaire

(State of Alaska)
To: Ms. Mitzi Macon, Manager-Technology Services Survey ID:
(Name of person completing survey)
Phone: 408-535-6531 Fax: 408-286-7376

Subject: Past Performance Survey of: _Tyler Technologies
(Software Vendor Name)

Please return the completed survey to: Roger Routh, VP of Strategic Accounts

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance
information on vendors and their product. As you have direct experience with the software
product listed above, please respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10
representing that you were very satisfied and 1 representing that you were very unsatisfied. If
you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it blank. The State of Alaska
greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: San Jose Unified School District
Number of Emplovees: 3.005

Proiect Cost:

Proiect Duration (months):

# QUESTION/CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE
How satisfied are you with the software product’'s ease of use (e.g.,
1 ; g (1-10) 10
user interface, learning curve)?
2 How satisfied are you with the ability of software product to meet (1-10) 9
your functional needs (e.g., business requirements)?
3 How satisfied are you with the software product’s flexibility (e.g., (1-10) 10
adjustable workflows, adaptable configurations)?
How satisfied are you with the vendor’'s ongoing maintenance and
4 (1-10) 10
support?
What is your overall level of customer satisfaction with the software
5 (1-10) 10
product?
6 | Is the system fully in production (is implementation complete)? Circle Y/N
Mitzi Macon W%W%[M\) 9// S/ / 0
Printed Name (of Past Client Evaluator) Slgnaturg (of Past Client Evaluator)

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALASKA

Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES

RODUCT QUESTIONNAIRE

Software Product Survey Questionnaire

(State of Alaska)
To: Brian Kennedy, Assistant Finance Director Survey ID:
(Name of person completing survey)

Phone: 503-681-5361 Fax: 503-681-6485

Subject: Past Performance Survey of: _Tyler Technologies
(Software Vendor Name)

Please return the completed survey to: Roger Routh, VP of Strategic Accounts

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance
information on vendors and their product. As you have direct experience with the software
product listed above, please respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10
representing that you were very satisfied and 1 representing that you were very unsatisfied. If
you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it blank. The State of Alaska
greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: City of Hillsboro, Oregon
Number of Emplovees: 689
Proiect Cost: 2,687.727
Proiect Duration (months): _22
# QUESTION/CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE
1 How satisfied are you with the software product’s ease of use (e.g., (1-10) 10
user interface, learning curve)?
5 How satisfied are you with the ability of software product to meet (1-10) 10
your functional needs (e.g., business requirements)?
3 How satisfied are you with the software product’s flexibility (e.g., (1-10) 10
adjustable workflows, adaptable configurations)?
4 How satisfied are you with the vendor’s ongoing maintenance and
(1-10) 10
support?
5 What is your overall level of customer satisfaction with the software (1-10) 10
product?
6 | Is the system fully in production (is implementation complete)? Circle Y/N
Brian KCMW)? I/f\ W
Printed Name (of Past Client Evaluator) §ignature (of Past Client Evaluator)

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALLASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

EXHIBIT B4: SYSTEM IMPLEMENTER QUESTIONNAIRE

System Implementer Survey Questionnaire
(State of Alaska)

Please reference the completed Software Implementer Survey Questionnaires on the following
pages.
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement n RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

EXHIBIT B4: SYSTEM IMPLEMENTER QUESTIONNA!RE

System Implementer Survey Questlonnalre

(State of Alaska)
To: Gary Alexander, Deputy Auditor for Finance Survey ID:
(Name of person completing survey)
Phone: 360-867-2251 Fax: 360-357-2481

Subject: Past Performance Survey of: _Tyler Technologies
(System Implementer Name)

Please return the completed survey to: Tyler Technologies Attn: Stephanie Jensen

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance information on
vendors and their key personnel. As you have direct experience with the system implementer listed above, please
respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 representing that you were very satisfied and 1
representing that you were very unsatisfied. If you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it
blank. The State of Alaska greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: Thurston County
Number of Employees: 1200
Proiect Cost: _$463,300
Proiect Duration (months): _12 months
CRITERIA UNIT SCORE
1 How satisfied were you with the project’s actual cost? (Was the project (1-10) 10

delivered within your cost expectations?)
How satisfied were you with the |mplementat|on project’s duration and

2 | adherence to schedule? (1-10) 10

3 How satisfied were you with the overall management, completion, and (1-10) 10
delivery of the project?

4 How satisfied were you with the management of risks and potential issues (1-10) 9
during the implementation project?

5 | How satisfied were you with the use of best practices during (1-10) 9
implementation?

e | How satisfied were you with the way business requirements were translated (1-10) 10
into system configuration?

7 How satisfied were you with business process reengineering associated with (1-10) 9

the software implementation (if applicable)?
8 | How satisfied were you with product training? (1-10) 9
How satisfied were you with your working relationship with the

9 |im plementation team? (1-10) 10
10 | How likely would you be to contract with this firm again? (1-10) 10
11 | Is the project complete? 3 s Circle Y/N
Eoory & SHfexdader % ad /Q_/
Printed Nathe (of Evaluator) Signa%«)f Evaluator)

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

EXHIBIT B4: SYSTEM IMPLEMENTER QUESTIONNAIRE

System Implementer Survey Questionnaire
(State of Alaska)

To: Mr. Patrick Griffin
(Name of person completing survey)
Phone: 909-591-9801 Fax: 909-591-6829

Subject: Past Performance Survey of: _Tyler Technologies
(System Implementer Name)

Please return the completed survey to: [<<fill in Offeror’s return information here>>]

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance information on
vendors and their key personnel. As you have direct experience with the system implementer listed above, please
respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 representing that you were very satisfied and 1
representing that you were very unsatisfied. If you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it
blank. The State of Alaska greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: City of Chino California
Number of Emplovees: 500
Project Cost: _$1.5 million
Proiect Duration (months): _33 months
CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE
1 How satisfied were you with the project’s actual cost? (Was the project (1-10) 10
delivered within your cost expectations?)
2 How satisfied were you with the implementation project’s duration and (1-10) 10
adherence to schedule?
3 How satisfied were you with the overall management, completion, and (1-10) 9
delivery of the project?
4 How satisfied were you with the management of risks and potential issues (1-10) 10
during the implementation project?
5 How satisfied were you with the use of best practices during (1-10) 10
implementation?
6 How satisfied were you with the way business requirements were translated (1-10) 9
into system configuration?
7 How satisfied were you with business process reengineering associated with (1-10) )
the software implementation (if applicable)?
8 | How satisfied were you with product training? (1-10) 8
9 How satisfied were you with your working relationship with the (1-10) 10
implementation team?
10 | How likely would you be to contract with this ffm again2 (1-10) 10
11 | Is the project complete? Circle @ N

N D
Patrick J. Griffin }&QH B

Printed Name (of Evaluator) Signature (of EvaMator)

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALASKA .
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

EXHIBIT B4: SYSTEM IMPLEMENTER QUESTIONNAIRE
System implementer Survey Questionnaire

(State of Alaska)
To: Marjorie Kruse, Fiscal Services Director Survey ID:
(Name of person completing survey)
Phone: 614-462-7390 Fax: 614-462-5815

Subject: Past Performance Survey of. _Tyler Technologies
(System Implementer Name)

Please return the completed survey to: Roger Routh, VP of Strategic Accounts

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance information on
vendors and their key personnel. As you have direct experience with the system implementer listed above, please
respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 representing that you were very satisfied and 1
representing that you were very unsatisfied. If you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it
blank. The State of Alaska greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: Franklin County Ohio
Number of Emplovees: 7,000
Project Cost: $1.000,000
Project Duration (months): _18 months
CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE
1 How satisfied were you with the project’s actual cost? (Was the project (1-10) 10
delivered within your cost expectations?)
2 How satisfied were you with the implementation project’s duration and (1-10) 8
adherence to schedule?
3 How satisfied were you with the overall management, completion, and (1-10) 8
delivery of the project?
4 How satisfied were you with the management of risks and potential issues (1-10) 8
during the implementation project?
5 How satisfied were you with the use of best practices during (1-10) 8
implementation?
6 How satisfied were you with the way business requirements were translated (1-10) 9
into system configuration?
7 How satisfied were you with business process reengineering associated with (1-10) 9
the software implementation (if applicable)?
8 | How satisfied were you with product training? (1-10) 9
9 How satisfied were you with your working relationship with the (1-10) 8
implementation team?
10 | How likely would you be to contract with this firm again? (1-10) 8
11 | Is the project complete? Circle Y
Marjorie Kruse W W&-
Printed Name (of Evaluator) Signat(ﬁ/e (of Evaluator)

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

ENTER QUESTIONNAIRE

System Implementer Survey Questionnaire
(State of Alaska)

secti

To: Survey ID:

(Name of person completing survey)

Phone: 330-297-3588 Fax: 330-298-3949

Subject: Past Performance Survey of: _Tyler Technologies
(System Implementer Name)

Offeror's

Please return the completed survey to: |

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance information on
vendors and their key personnel. As you have direct experience with the system implementer listed above, please
respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 representing that you were very satisfied and 1
representing that you were very unsatisfied. If you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it
biank. The State of Alaska greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: Portage County, Ohio
Number of Emplovees: 1300
Proiect Cost: $1.667,.454.00
Proiect Duration (months): _13 months
CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE
1 How satisfied were you with the project’s actual cost? (Was the project (1-10) 10
delivered within your cost expectations?)
How satisfied were you with the implementation project’s duration and
2 (1-10) 10
adherence to schedule?
3 How satisfied were you with the overall management, completion, and (1-10) 9
delivery of the project?
4 How satisfied were you with the management of risks and potential issues (1-10) 10
during the implementation project?
How satisfied were you with the use of best practices during
5 . ; (1-10) 10
implementation?
6 How satisfied were you with the way business requirements were transiated (1-10) 10
into system configuration?
7 How satisfied were you with business process reengineering associated with (1-10) 10
" | the software implementation (if applicable)?
8 | How satisfied were you with product training? (1-10) 10
9 How satisfied were you with your working relationship with the (1-10) 10
implementation team?
10 | How likely would you be to contract with this firm again? (1-10) 10
11 | Is the project complete? Qir‘cle &Y) I'N
. =
Brian D. Kelley ==l X /%
Printed Name (of Evaluator) Signature (of Evaluator) e

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

EXHIBIT B4: SYSTEM IMPLEMENTER QUESTIONNAIRE

System Implementer Survey Questionnaire

(State of Alaska)
[<<Offeror to complete this section>>]
To: Richard Ondrovic, Officer-information Management  Survey ID:
(Name of person completing survey)
Phone: 843-566-8121 Fax: 843-745-7188

Subject: Past Performance Survey of: _Tyler Technologies
(System Implementer Name)

Please return the completed survey to: [<<fill in Offeror’s return information here>>]

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance information on
vendors and their key personnel. As you have direct experience with the system implementer listed above, please
respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 representing that you were very satisfied and 1
representing that you were very unsatisfied. If you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it
blank. The State of Alaska greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: OVRRLESTOR QpouuT¥ SCuoi. DIST
Number of Emplovees: 5500
Proiect Cost: ToO _€DR 10 PASY OVER W VveepRs WD
Project Duration (months): oo CAR _1» Phar /5 STREE fRom Tugy PRE HERE pow
CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE
1 How satisfied were you with the project’s actual cost? (Was the project (1-10)
delivered within your cost expectations?) 10
2 How satisfied were you with the implementation project’s duration and (1-10)
adherence to schedule? 10
3 How satisfied were you with the overall management, completion, and (1-10)
delivery of the project? 0
4 How satisfied were you with the management of risks and potential issues (1-10) | |
during the implementation project? ' 0
5 How satisfied were you with the use of best practices during (1-10)
implementation? ‘0
How satisfied were you with the way business requirements were translated
6 |. . ) (1-10) | o
into system configuration?
7 How satisfied were you with business process reengineering associated with (1-10)
the software implementation (if applicable)? o
8 | How satisfied were you with product training? (1-10) O
How satisfied were you with your working relationship with the
9 |. : (1-10) 10
implementation team?
10 | How likely would you be to contract with this firm again? (1-10) 10
11 | Is the project complete? Circle m N
RicMnpy Owdprovie QH_C ,
Printed Name (of Evaluator) Signature (of Evaluator)

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

EXHIBIT B4: SYSTEM IMPLEMENTER QUESTIONNAIRE or

System Implementer Survey Questionnaire

(State of Alaska)
[<<Offeror to complete this section>>]
To: Ms. Debbie Cabrera, Assistant Superintendent Survey ID:
(Name of person completing survey)
Phone: 972-600-5000 Fax: 972-273-6096

Subject: Past Performance Survey of: _Tyler Technologies

(System Implementer Name)

Please return the completed survey to: [<<fill in Offeror’s return information here>>]

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance information on
vendors and their key personnel. As you have direct experience with the system implementer listed above, please
respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 representing that you were very satisfied and 1
representing that you were very unsatisfied. If you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it
blank. The State of Alaska greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: Leun & 1D
Number of Emplovees: ey |
Proiect Cost: LT
Proiect Duration (months): 1€ vreaHnE
CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE
1 How satisfied were you with the project’s actual cost? (Was the project (1-10) o
delivered within your cost expectations?)
2 How satisfied were you with the implementation project’s duration and (1-10)
adherence to schedule? [O
3 How satisfied were you with the overall management, completion, and (1-10) /
delivery of the project? O
4 | How satisfied were you with the management of risks and potential issues (1-10) o
during the implementation project? /
How satisfied were you with the use of best practices during
5 |. ; (1-10) X
implementation?
How satisfied were you with the way business requirements were translated
6 |. . . (1-10) %4
into system configuration?
7 How satisfied were you with business process reengineering associated with (1-10) ?
the software implementation (if applicable)?
8 | How satisfied were you with product training? (1-10) Y
How satisfied were you with your working relationship with the )
9 implementation team? (1-10) /O
10 | How likely would you be to contract with this firm again? (1-10) /O
11 | Is the project complete? Circle @ N
/D{\,o\o € Cu beecen T Ao btz G&SLM/\/Q/\
Printed Name (of Evaluator) Signature (of Evaluator)

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

EXHIBIT B4: SYSTEM IMPLEMENTER QUESTIONNAIRE

System Implementer Survey Questionnaire

(State of Alaska)
To: Tracy McCown — Project Manager Survey ID:
(Name of person completing survey)
Phone: 253-583-5106 Fax: 253-583-5108

Subject: Past Performance Survey of: _Tyler Technologies
(System Implementer Name)

Please return the completed survey to: Roger Routh, VP of Strategic Accounts

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance information on
vendors and their key personnel. As you have direct experience with the system implementer listed above, please
respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 representing that you were very satisfied and 1
representing that you were very unsatisfied. If you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it
blank. The State of Alaska greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: Clover Park School District
Number of Emplovees: 1,800
Proiect Cost: _$735.000
Proiect Duration (months): _18 months
CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE
1 How satisfied were you with the project’s actual cost? (Was the project (1-10) 10
delivered within your cost expectations?)
2 How satisfied were you with the implementation project’s duration and (1-10) 10
adherence to schedule?
How satisfied were you with the overall management, completion, and
3 . ) (1-10) 10
delivery of the project?
4 How satisfied were you with the management of risks and potential issues (1-10) 10
during the implementation project?
5 How satisfied were you with the use of best practices during (1-10) 10
implementation?
How satisfied were you with the way business requirements were translated
6 |. . . (1-10) 9
into system configuration?
7 How satisfied were you with business process reengineering associated with (1-10) 9

the software implementation (if applicable)?
8 | How satisfied were you with product training? (1-10) 9
How satisfied were you with your working relationship with the

9 implementation team? (1-10) 10
10 | How likely would you be to contract with this firm again? (1-10)
11 | Is the project complete? Circle ( Y ] N
Traed  Melpwn Mok e lyrs;
Printedame (of Evaluator) Slgnaturf (of Evaluator)

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

EXHIBIT B4: SYSTEM IMPLEMENTER QUESTIONNAIRE

System Implementer Survey Questionnaire

(State of Alaska)
To: Mark lanello, Director of Internal Audit Survey ID:
(Name of person completing survey)
Phone: 413-787-6205 Fax: 413-787-6104

Subject: Past Performance Survey of: _Tyler Technologies
(System Implementer Name)

Please return the completed survey to: Roger Routh, VP of Strategic Accounts

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance information on
vendors and their key personnel. As you have direct experience with the system implementer listed above, please
respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 representing that you were very satisfied and 1
representing that you were very unsatisfied. If you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it
blank. The State of Alaska greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: Ciry ofF SPRN6FIELD | 797
Number of Employees: (.S00  (rre.
Project Cost: 22 m (497°0x.
Project Duration (months): /2
CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE
1 How satisfied were you with the project’s actual cost? (Was the project (1-10) / 0
delivered within your cost expectations?)
o How satisfied were you with the implementation project's duration and (1-10) /0
adherence to schedule?
3 How satisfied were you with the overall management, completion, and (1-10)
delivery of the project? / 0
How satisfied were you with the management of risks and potential issues
4 . . . ) (1-10) [0
during the implementation project?
How satisfied were you with the use of best practices during
5 | . (110 | §
implementation?
How satisfied were you with the way business requirements were translated .
6 | . . ) (1-10) /0
into system configuration?
7 How satisfied were you with business process reengineering associated with (1-10) >
the software implementation (if applicable)? /

8 | How satisfied were you with product training? (1-10) / 0o
How satisfied were you with your working relationship with the

9 implementation team? (1-10) / °
10 | How likely would you be to contract with this firm again? (1-10) / 0
11 | Is the project complete? P Circle @ N

pe = MELe o
Printed Name (of Evaluator)

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

EXHIBIT B4: SYSTEM IMPLEMENTER QUESTIONNAIRE

System Implementer Survey Questionnaire

(State of Alaska)
To: Ms. Mitzi Macon, Manager-Technology Services Survey ID:
(Name of person completing survey)
Phone: 408-535-6531 Fax: 408-286-7376

Subject. Past Performance Survey of: _Tyler Technologies
(System Implementer Name)

Please return the completed survey to: Roger Routh, VP of Strategic Accounts

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance information on
vendors and their key personnel. As you have direct experience with the system implementer listed above, please
respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 representing that you were very satisfied and 1
representing that you were very unsatisfied. If you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it
blank. The State of Alaska greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name:
Number of Emplovees:
Project Cost:

Project Duration (months):

CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE
How satisfied were you with the project's actual cost? (Was the project

| delivered within your cost expectations?) (1-10) 10

5 How satisfied were you with the implementation project's duration and (1-10) 10
adherence to schedule?

3 How satisfied were you with the overall management, completion, and (1-10) 10
delivery of the project?

4 How satisfied were you with the management of risks and potential issues (1-10) 9
during the implementation project?

5 How satisfied were you with the use of best practices during (1-10) 9
implementation?

6 How satisfied were you with the way business requirements were translated (1-10) 9
into system configuration?

7 How satisfied were you with business process reengineering associated with (1-10) 8

the software implementation (if applicable)?
8 | How satisfied were you with product training? (1-10) 9
How satisfied were you with your working relationship with the

9 implementation team? (1-10) 10
10 | How likely would you be to contract with this firm again? (1-10) 10
11 | Is the project complete? Circle Y/N
! s / )
Mtz Wacon YU Y g nb2) 9510
Printed Name (of Evaluator) Signaturd/(of Evaluator)

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

EXHIBIT B4: SY$TEM%‘£IMPLEM€§'§'ER QE}_E§T§ONNA!RE~'

System Implementer Survey Questionnaire

(State of Alaska)
To: Brian Kennedy, Assistant Finance Director Survey ID:
(Name of person completing survey)
Phone:  503-681-5361 Fax: 503-681-6485

Subject: Past Performance Survey of: _Tyler Technologies
(System Implementer Name)

Please return the completed survey to: Roger Routh, VP of Strategic Accounts

As part of its ERP vendor selection process, the State of Alaska is collecting past performance information on
vendors and their key personnel. As you have direct experience with the system implementer listed above, please
respond to the following questions using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 representing that you were very satisfied and 1
representing that you were very unsatisfied. If you do not have sufficient knowledge in a particular area, leave it
blank. The State of Alaska greatly appreciates your time in completing this survey.

Organization Name: City of Hillsboro, Oregon
Number of Emplovees: 689
Proiect Cost: 2,687,727
Proiect Duration (months): _22
CRITERIA UNIT | SCORE
1 How satisfied were you with the project’s actual cost? (Was the project (1-10) 10
delivered within your cost expectations?)
2 How satisfied were you with the implementation project’s duration and (1-10) 10
adherence to schedule?
3 How satisfied were you with the overall management, completion, and (1-10) 10
delivery of the project?
4 How satisfied were you with the management of risks and potential issues (1-10) 10
during the implementation project?
How satisfied were you with the use of best practlces during
5 (1-10) 10
implementation?
6 How satisfied were you with the way busmess requirements were translated (1-10) 10
into system configuration?
7 How satisfied were you with business process reengineering associated with (1-10) 10
the software implementation (if applicable)?
8 | How satisfied were you with product training? (1-10) 10
9 How satisfied were you with your working relationship with the (1-10) 10
implementation team?
10 | How likely would you be to contract with this firm again? (1-10) 10
11 | Is the project complete? Circle Y/N
Bmim /(a/meJ © /Z\- //
Printed Name (of Eve(luator) S|gnature (of Evafﬁor)

Thank you for your time and effort in assisting the State of Alaska in this important endeavor.
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STATE OF ALASKA

Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388
ATTACHMENT C
PROJECT APPROACH
GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS.......ccociciininininsissssissssmissssnessasisssnsssssssssnesssssssms rassn snsmssssst ssssnssssssssassssmsnssnenasans 1
WORK PLAN ...ociiimiiieiiiatiisnsiosesiosssiisssessssesessssass snassessssssssasiossastasssssssssssssssanssssns iaassssssssssassenanss snssssnnsesnnnesan 2
Exhibit C1: ProjeCt Work PIan............ooiiieie ettt ecctie st e s e eate s s et e s sm s e e s eee e e ssant e s sentesesnnmsasevennns 2
BAVA PLAN. ...cotiiiiiinistiiesiiinisssesssncsessiassssiasstsssssessssssssas sasassssssessss 1assssans e08s 100mnsssass sasas sassssenassasasesnnnnennnre 6
Exhibit C2: RiSK ASSESSIMENL......cccceiireieiiririiriiiteeiterrtnessseereseessseesssessossesssarasarnressesssstesssesasnssssserssnnesssens 6
Exhibit C3: Value Added OPLONS .......coocciiiciiiin ettt e s e e s s e s nt e s sem e e s st e s e s ameeeeennns 8

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

This template must be used, including 10-point Arial font. Modifications to the format of this template
(e.g., altering font size, altering font type, adding colors, adding pictures etc) will result in your entire
proposal being found non-responsive.

Exhibits C1-C3 must be “cleansed” of any identifying names or information. Do not list any
names/information that can be used to identify your firm. The inclusion of any identifiable
information may result in the proposal being found non-responsive.
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STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

WORK PLAN
EXHIBIT C1: PROJECT WORK PLAN

Provide a concise summary of the Offeror's approach to delivering the services requested in the RFP.
This description should demonstrate a clear understanding of how to successfully complete the work in a
way that meets the State’s needs. The summary should:

1. Describe the Offeror's methodology for managing project scope, schedule, and implementation of the
project. :

2. Describe the Offeror’'s approach to system initialization, system installation, business process
design/reengineering, system configuration, system tailoring, interface design and development, data
conversion, testing, and post-implementation stabilization.

3. Describe how the Offeror will transition from existing systems to the proposed systems.

4. Describe how the Offeror will educate and train State employees on the proposed systems.

5. Describe how the Offeror will monitor performance throughout the contract term.

Please note that your Project Work Plan cannot exceed three pages (excluding these
instructions).
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Alaska Business License #

Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development
Division of Corporations, Business and Professional Licensing
P.O. Box 110806, Juneau, Alaska 99811-0806

This is to certify that

ESM SOLUTIONS CORPORATION

2 WALNUT GROVE DR STE 190 HORSHAM PA 19044

owned by

ESM SOLUTIONS CORPORATION

is licensed by the department to conduct business for the period

September 15, 2010 through December 31, 2010
for the following line of business:

51 - Information

This license shall not be taken as permission to do business in the state without
having complied with the other requirements of the laws of the State or of the United States.

This license must be posted in a conspicuous place at the business iocation.
It is not transferable or assignable.

Susan K. Bell
Commissioner
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Alaska Business License # 739167
Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development

Division of Corporations, Business and Professional Licensing
P.O. Box 110806, Juneau, Alaska 99811-0806

This is to certify that

EMPHASYS COMPUTER SOLUTIONS, INC

8550 NW 33RD STREET, SUITE 200, DORAL, FL 33122

owned by

CONSTELLATION SOFTWARE

is licensed by the department to conduct business for the period

October 18, 2008 through December 31, 2010
for the following line of business

54: Professional, Scientific and Technical Services

This license shall not be taken as permission to do business in the state without having
complied with the other requirements of the laws of the State or of the United States.

This license must be posted in a conspicuous place at the business location.
It is not transferable or assignable.

Commissioner: Emil Notti
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Our implementation methodology is based on our years of experience implementing public sector
software as well as the Project Management Institute’s (PMI) guidelines for Project Management.
Whether building a bridge or developing a new product, the PMI methodology contends that every project
has four major phases. We have married over twenty-five years of implementing our public sector ERP
solution with the PMI phases as follows:

¢ Phase 1 — Initiation
o Project is authorized and launched.
¢ Phase 2 — Planning
O Project Objectives are defined; best course of action is selected. We have a template
that can be used as a starting point for the planning and includes all activities required to
go-live on the products that are included in the track. The Project team will work with the
State to customize the plan based on the specific needs of the State. Multiple plans are
delivered in this phase of the project including: scope management plan, schedule
management plan, quality management plan, communications plan, risk management
plan, change management plan, resource management plan, conversion plan, forms
plan, project management plan, detailed project management plan.

s Phase 3 — Executing

o People and other resources are coordinated to implement the Project Plan.
¢ Phase 4 — Controlling

o Project progress is monitored; deviations from Project Plan are addressed.
e Phase 5 — Closing

o Formal Project completion is accepted; project is officially closed.

We believe a critical success factor of the project is the planning. If you do a great job planning, you
know what needs to be done, by whom and when. You know your critical path and you know how to deal
with any issues that arise as the controlling phase alerts you to any items that need to go back to
planning. So, you stay in a cycle of planning, executing and controlling until you are ready to close.

Unless there is a compelling business reason why everything must go live at once, we recommend that
the project be broken down into several tracks, or go-live events. These are really mini projects. They
can run concurrently or sequentially, depending on your availability, schedule and business needs.
Having small projects go-live on time and on budget provide several benefits including: reducing risk,
improving confidence of the project team, providing tangible results for stakeholders sooner, building
enthusiasm for remaining tracks.

A Work Breakdown Structure (WBS), or project roadmap, defines all key tasks for each track. The Work
Breakdown Structure resembles a flowchart in which elements are logically connected. This ensures that
redundancy is avoided and no critical elements are left out. It also includes control points where we stop
and request sign off on certain milestones to make sure the State and the Vendor agree that we have
completed the critical items that are required to move forward. A well developed WBS which has been
used in hundreds of public sector ERP implementations will assist key personnel in the effective
allocation of resources, project budgeting, procurement management, scheduling, quality assurance,
quality control and risk management. The WBS can also help the project manager predict outcomes
based on various scenarios, which can ensure that optimum decisions are made about whether or not to
adopt suggested procedures or changes. The detailed project plan will further break down the tasks on
the WBS and assign due dates, owners, contingencies, location, duration, etc...

Our primary mode of Project communication will be through the use of a vendor-hosted MS SharePoint
project site. The custom client site contains all elements of the project necessary for success including
Contacts, Issues and Actions, Project Task List with owners and due dates, Homework, Project
Schedule, Shared Documents, Agendas, Trip Reports, etc. This site may be accessed by defined State
project users (authorized by your Project Management) and will be available with read only or read/write
capabilities.
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As part of our proposal, we have included a dedicated operating system / database administrator. This
technical resource will take the lead on all items related to the installation, operating system and
database configuration that is needed to meet the State’s needs. Our team will work side by side with
the State’s technical resources to ensure the system is installed and running in a manner that meets all
of your technical, security and performance requirements. This resource would also be responsible for
training the State’s System Administrators on applicable activities such as backups, database refresh,
loading programs or updates, etc. After the contract expires for the dedicated resource, our OS/DBA
support team will assist with these activities with an active OS/DBA support agreement.

The Vendor Consulting Group will perform thorough discovery on current processes throughout the
organization, provide the options for processing and set up within the system, and provide
recommendations on the new To-Be processes to be used in the new system. Once the design
decisions have been made, the Vendor Consulting Group will set up a subset of data and perform a
Static Environment Test for the State to see major processes from start to finish. This is the final step of
analysis and the State must sign off (control point) moving on with procedure documents, full system set
up, conversion and training.

After the consulting and analysis is completed, the Vendor Project Team will complete setting up the
parameters, codes and tables, converting data from legacy systems, testing, and training Functional and
End Users. State Users will be involved in further decision making, as needed, providing conversion
data files and layouts, providing codes, tables and data from the legacy system needed to set up the new
system, and training and process testing.

Our current proposal includes six months planning , twenty-four months executing and six month post-
live, on-site support. The Implementation Consultants will be dedicated to the State and will work side by
side with the State to run parallels, monitor performance and manage risk. A successful project will be a
successful partnership. Our proposal includes 14 full-time, dedicated resources who have a history of
completing projects like this on time and within budget. Some critical success factors include:

Thorough planning with frequent reviews

Regular meetings with Project Team

Monitoring task completion closely

Controlling Change

Monitoring Project Risks (weekly risk reporting)

Open and honest communications between Project Managers

In a project of this size, we anticipate a large number of interfaces and custom reports. Our proposal
includes dedicated, technical resources to deal exclusively with interfaces and reporting. Having
dedicated resources focused on these specific items increases our ability to meet any and all needs in
these areas. We have also proposed a dedicated team of conversion programmers. They will focus
100% on conversion related activities. The flat rate quoted includes unlimited passes and on-site
conversion analysis. It is also important to note that we are not providing a tool for you team to create
their own conversions. The State team just needs to give us the data and provide a file definition. We
will work with the Project team to map the fields from the old system to the new system and run the
conversions for you. Your dedicated Vendor operating system / database administrator will load the
passes in the appropriate environment as determined by the project managers.

Prior to going live (target 60-90 days prior), the Vendor Project Manager will work with the State Project
Team to develop a go-live checklist. This will include all tasks that must be completed prior to going live,
all final conversion tasks, as well as key components for moving to the new system such as cutting off
Purchase Orders on a specific date or entering time for the first live payroll prior to the actual live date.

Training occurs at many levels during and after the implementation. The Functional Leaders or Subject
Matter Experts have the most exposure and begin training early in the project in order to understand the
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system parameters, codes and tables, and their effects on the rest of the system. End, or Core, Users
are the power users of the system: AP Clerks, Payroll Clerks, Finance, etc. These users begin training
after the set up decisions are made and much of the set up and conversion is complete. They will learn
to process in the system and may assist in process testing throughout the implementation. Decentralized
Users will be trained just prior to, or just after, going live. These include Managers as well as department
clerks and users. Topics for these users include time entry, budget projection entry, cash receipts entry,
inquiries and reports.
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RAVA PLAN
EXHIBIT C2: RISK ASSESSMENT

List and prioritize major risk items that are unique to this project, as well as your proposed mitigation
strategies. This includes areas that may cause the service to not be completed within budget, schedule,
or in accordance with the scope of work and conditions described in the RFP. The risks may include both
internal and external factors. The risks should be non-technical, but should also contain enough
information to describe to an evaluator why the risk is valid. Explain, also in non-technical terms, how best
to mitigate or avoid the risks, highlighting your unique methods or approaches.

The risk assessment plan must include the risks and mitigation for both the Software Product and System
Implementer Offerors in the same response form.

Please note that your Risk Assessment cannot exceed three pages (excluding these instructions).

As part of every implementation, we perform an in-depth Risk Assessment with the State’s project team.
We start with the risks that we know are common to the projects we have done in the Public Sector and
then add any that are specific to the State. This will result in a custom risk register, where risks will be
prioritized based on likelihood and impact on the project. Mitigation actions for each risk and owners for
the risks will be included. Since new risks arise and likelihood and impact change as the project
progresses, the risk register will be monitored and updated throughout the project. Changes will be
reported in the weekly risk reporting that is part of our weekly status report

Some risks that we anticipate include:
Risk 1: Resistance to Change.
Solution: Resistance to change by some users is highly likely and may have a high impact in the
success of the project. The project team must accept the fact that some users, by nature, will resist the
changes being administered. In order to reduce the impact of this resistance, Change Management
(CM) Consulting services will be delivered by the Vendor. The CM portion of the project will occur
concurrently with the implementation of the software in order to assist the State Project Management
team and coaches to prepare for the change, manage the change and reinforce the change throughout
the implementation through the use of Change Management principles defined by Prosci®*.

*According to the Prosci® website (www.prosci.com), “Prosci's change management methodology has
become one of the most widely used approaches for managing the people side of change in corporations
and government agencies.”

Risk 2: Limited STATE resources and over-commitment of key personnel throughout the project
Solution: Anyone who has been through a major implementation will tell you they are not easy. Our goal
is to bring the lessons we have learned from implementing our software to the Public Sector to ensure
the least amount of disruption for your team. One exercise if resource are stretched too thin is to review
existing projects that impact key personnel and, if necessary, bring in additional resources from other
internal departments or temporary employees to minimize the impact on the project’s success. We can
also help escalate these issues to the executive sponsors.

Risk 3: The objectives of the project are not communicated and understood by all stakeholders

Solution: Ali project stakeholders should attend the project kick-off meeting, if possible. This meeting is
designed to set initial project expectations and objectives. The project mission statement should be
developed and distributed to all stakeholders. The project communication management plan, developed
by the vendor and State project teams will contain specific communication tools (meetings, newsletters,
project SharePoint site, etc) that will be used to communicate to all project team members throughout the
project.

Risk 4: Changes to user requirements are made after the analysis
Solution: Changes that affect scope, schedule, cost or quality of the project must be approved by the

Attachment C — Project Approach C-6



STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Administrative Systems Replacement RFP No. 2010-0200-9388

Project Managers and other people identified in the Project Management Plan developed at the onset of
the project by the project team. We understand that some changes will occur. The key to success is to

manage these changes following a pre-defined procedure that includes review and approval by a control
board. The exact procedure will be defined in the Project Management Plan.

Risk 5: Project scope creep caused by expectations of stakeholders that extend beyond the scope of the
project.

Solution: The Project Management team will clearly define the scope of the project in the Project
Management Plan and will publish the plan on the project SharePoint site for stakeholders to access.
Plans for all project changes that will impact scope, cost, schedule, or quality of the project will be
created. All changes affecting these areas must be approved the identified project change control board.
The change control board will also be identified in the Project Management Plan, developed at the onset
of the project. Its members may include the State Project Sponsor and Project Manager and the Vendor
Project Manager.

Risk 6: Inability to make decisions in a timely manner.

Solution: All tasks and decisions to be made will be listed on the project SharePoint site along with due
dates and owners. The Project Management Team will review upcoming tasks and follow-up as
necessary on incomplete items. Overdue items will be highlighted on the weekly status reports and will
be reviewed as part of the risk review.

Risk 7: The location of the project is remote causing travel problems and delays.

Solution: We have proposed a large full-time on-site vendor project team to eliminate the need for
constant travel and time zone differences. Resources not on-site will be scheduled in advance in order
to make appropriate travel plans. Problems and delays, particularly associated with airlines, is inevitable
when business travel is frequent. Contingency plans will be made for each scheduled task where travel
is involved. This may include conducting a session or performing work via Internet, rescheduling to the
following day or week, or adjusting resources to cover the work to be done in a timely manner.

Risk 9 — Finding Vendor Staff with Product and Public Sector expertise.
Solution: As part of the Proposal process we sent out a request for interest in the positions proposed for
this project. We received over 60 applicants for 14 positions!

Risk 10 — Qualified Project Manager for a project of this scope

Solution: We are pleased that our top large account Project Manager has applied for this postion. She
has has managed other Alaska Public Sector accounts as well as worked with other state agencies
during her Project Management career.

Risk 11 — Specific State reporting needs not met,
Solution: Our proposal includes dedicated developers to meet all State reporting needs.
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EXHIBIT C3: VALUE ADDED OPTIONS

Identify any associated value added options that may benefit the State of Alaska. Outline additional
product features and/or implementation services you may provide. All value added options must include
an associated cost. DO NOT include value added options in your cost proposal. Prior to award, the State
of Alaska will determine if the value added items will be accepted or rejected. Add additional items as
necessary.

The value added options must include those for both the Software Product and System Implementer
Offerors in the same response form.

Please note that your value added options response cannot exceed two pages (excluding these
instructions).
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