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1. Offeror's Methodology - Our methodology is comprised of five phases of discrete activities and f
three bands of continual activities. A high-level overview of the methodolegy is given below, followed |
by references to each of the key activities within the methodology that specifically manage scope,
schedule, and the implementation. ' .

Phases: Phases occur at defined junctures in the project lifecycle. The phases are as follows:

01 - Initiation - Plan the project and create its foundation

02 - Design — Design future State business processes to meet the State’s functional requirements

03 - Development — Implement the system design decisions from the Design Phase

04 - Validation — Test the system and take it into production

05 - Post-Implementation — Support the live production system

Bands: Bands are made up of continual tasks that occur throughout the project lifecycle as follows:

Project Management - Direct, monitor, and control the project throughout the implementation lifecycle

Quality Management — Assure that project outcomes, documents, and procedures best meet the needs

of the State and the project

Enterprise Readiness — Assure that the State's organization is ready and able to adopt the new business

processes B

Managing Project Scope: The primary mechanism for managing project scope is the agreed upon

Statement of Work (SOW) between the State and the Offeror. By working with the State upfront to put in

place a comprehensive and realistic SOW, we have a solid scope that drives ongoing scope

| management throughout the project. Scope Management is part of our Project Management Band and

happens continually throughout the project lifecycle. The goals of Scope Management are twofold:

A. Ensure that the SOW scope is fully met through project activities. B. Ensure that SOW scope is not

exceeded, in other words: preve Qpe creep. A primary ongoing task to manage scope is the setting

of deliverable expectations for each SOW deliverable via a Deliverable Expectation Document (DED).

Each DED documents the State's and the Offeror's expectations for a deliverable before work begins. By

documenting and reinforcing the agreed-to scope upfront, the DED ensures the deliverable meets the

SOW and helps to mitigate scope creep.

Managing Project Schedule: During the Initiation Phase, we take the lead on defining the Baseline

Project Work Plan. As specified by the State, this plan will be built using Microsoft Project 2003. A key

tool used in managing this schedule is Microsoft Project Server 2007. We will import the initial MS

Project 2003 plan into our MS Project Server 2007 and rollout the usage of the web-based tool to most

‘State and Offeror team members, aliowing them to view and update project task details such as

percentage complete. By decentralizing project plan maintenance in this manner, we ensure the most up

to date information is included in the project schedule. We have successfully used this approach on prior

Statewide ERP implementations. We have seen that having the continually updated information allows

State and Offeror project management to identify potential schedule and plan issues early and put in

place mitigation steps to keep the project schedule on track. o

Managing Project Implementation: Managing the implementation as a whole is led by the Offeror

Project Manager and other Offeror management team members. The methodology described above is

used by our project management team to guide the implementation. The methodology is enhanced by

our robust Proprietary Tool Kit (PTK) application, which is a specialized tool, built on a

platform and used to perform, monitor. and control key project tasks. State and Offeror team members

will use this application to document key project tasks including Requirements Management, Issues |

Management, System Design, and Integration/System Testing. One of the key benéefits of this !

application is the project data is stored in a database and can easily be summarized and reported on,

proviaing management with timely data 1o enable informed management decisions. For example, out
prior State government clients were able use the PTK to access on-demand reports of real-time System

Test execution data at any time during testing.  These reports include status of test scenarios,

summarized by module area or project-wide, inciuding planned and actual percentage completion and

failure rates. Other PTK testing reports link failed scenarios to documented issues to enable monitoring
and controlling of the issue resolution and retesting processes,

2. Offeror’s Approach to:

System Initialization: The Offeror will build environments in accordance with the delivered software

vendor installation instructions. Environments are built with the selected application and latest tools
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1 release. Generally, all maintenance packs available fur the application releass wili be installed.
System Instaliation: The baseline iechnical archilecture is installed during Phase 01 — Initiation of our
methodology. As the implementation progresses, the Offeror is responsible for installing the various
environments necessary to support project activities including: system design, development, sysiem
testing, and go-live. During the development phase, the Gold environment, the most critical environment,
is installed. The Gold instance contains the final version of configuration and development and is used
for initiating each system test cycle and is the production environment used for go-live.

Business Process Design/Reengineering: Business process design, or system design. occurs in
Phase 02, but is the central and essential step to everything that occurs during the implementation. Led
by the Offeror, the systern design mvolves a collaborative approach to design and document the State's
fUlure business processes. A key aspect of system design is making a final determination of how State
"husiness practices are adjusted to reflect the business processes enabled by the delivered ERP
application. Produced from our PTK application, the system design document deliverable breaks out
each business process into each key step. For each business process, the design outlines the future
business process steps and their relationships to key business roles, development, and the ERP
software. This design drives the configuration, development, and testing that occurs later in the project.
System Configuration: System Configuration is an important step in Phase 03 of our methodology.
Offeror resources are accountable for building a configuration into a Gold environment after system
design. It is important for State resources to assist because it enables knowledge transfer, on-the-job
training, and reduced suppom structure post go-live. Offeror provides a configuration tool for tracking
completeness, documenting decisions, and managerial reporting.

System Tailoring: Occurring in Phase 03, tailoring of the software involves detailed design,
development, and unit testing of targeted enhancements to the delivered software functionality to meet
the State's requirements. The detailed design of enhancements is led by the Offeror functional team with
full participation from the State functional team and specifies the needed functionality. Revelopment is”
performed by the Offeror technical team to create the code and pages designed by the functional team.
Unit testing is led by the Offeror Tunctional team with participation from the State functional team and
consists of testing of targeted scenarios to ensure the enhancement meets the detailed design
specification. Our PTK application tool is used to track documentation and status around detailed
design, development, and unit testing as described above in Managing Project Implementation.
Interface Design and Development: Occurring in Phase 03, interface design and development follows
the same steps as the enhancement steps described under System Tailoring: detailed design,
development, and unit testing. The detailed design includes a full file layout that defines calculation logic,
transformation rules, source/target fields, valid field values, field lengths, etc. '
Data Conversion: Also, a Phase 03 activity, data conversion, is grouped into individual development
items that each follow the same steps as the enhancement steps described under System Tailoring:
detailed design, development, and unit testing. The detailed design process involves conversion
mapping that is led by the Offeror with contribution from State functional and technical experts. The
output of conversion mapping is a full conversion map used for developing both the State's extracls from
the legacy systems and the Offeror's load processes into the ERP.

Testing: System testing is essential to Phase 04 — Validation. It involves using the ERP system to test
the designed business processes, including State configuration, enhancements, interfaces. and
conversion data. In our iterative testing approach, we plan three primary cycles of testing: integration,
system ser acceptance. Integration involves the most critical business processes, system involves
the full breadth of business processes, and user acceptance involves user-affecting business processes.
Post-lmplementation Stabilization: During Phases 03 and 04, the Offeror will lead the development ot
a production support plan. Post-Implementation support and stabilization involves putting the production
support plan into action when each phase of the ERP system is released. During the support period,
application support is a shared responsibility between State and Offeror project staff. State project staff
will be the primary point of contact for end users of the ERP, while the Qfferor performs an active role in
supporting all other support activities including issue resolution This enables State staff to ready
themselves for independent long-term production support of the application after Offeror support ends.
3. Transition - The State has indicated a strong preference for a phased implementation with

financials/procurement first tollowed by HR/ Payroll. The Offeror refers to this approach as a Phased
by Application approach and the following sections describe this benefits and chalienges of this
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apprcach and the Offercr’s experience,

Experience and Challenges of the Phased by Application: The Offeror very recently performed a

Statewide government implementation of financials/procurement and human Tesources applications

using the Phased by Application approach where the HR/Payroll and Financials/Procurement initiatives

had minimal overlap. Utilizing this approach was beneficial in several ways to our client. First, cross
initiative resources (including PMO, Technical, Organizational Readiness, Training, etc.) were not
overburdened with the complexity and work of two initiatives going live at the same time. Second, while
the total change to the organization was the same it was easier to digest in muiltiple initiatives. Third,
each initiatives go live was not dependent on the other helping avoid the situation of one initiative’s
readiness for go live impacting the other. While there were benefits of this approach there were also

several challenges that needed to be managed. First, several complex interfaces were reqguired between a

the (P ystem and legacy system. Second, when the second initiative integration was built additional | .~

regression testing was needed for the first initiative applications to ensure nothing was changed. Third,

CrGss nitiative resources need 1o sfayTocused on the next initiative and not get sidetracked into

production support issues.

Proposed Transition Strateqy: To take advantage of the benefits of the Phased by Application

approach while ensuring we address the challenges, we propose that the first implementation of

Financials/Procurement not overlap with the second implementation. Initiative 1,

Financials/Procurement, will be implemented first following the Offeror's 5 phase/3 band methodology.

Once Initiative 1 has gone live and entered Phase 05, then the next implementation will begin with Phase

01 for Initiative 2, HR/Payro he Financials/Procurement initiative will include temporary business

mmﬁé—sﬁate‘s legacy human resources and payroll systems. The State must plan

to staff the HR/Payroll project team during the financials/procurement project to design and support the
temporary business processes. The HR/Payroll initiative will include implementation of new business
processes for interaction between HR/Payroll and Financials/Procurement. This will necessitate
additional testing for Initiative 1 that will need to be staffed by the State. The Offeror will include full-time

Financials/Procurement staffing to support implementation of the new HR/Payroll business processes.

Lastly, the proposed staffing plan ensures that there are dedicated production support resources allowing

the Cross Initiative resources to focus on Initiative 2.

4. Educate and Train — Two key facets of our methodology serve to educate and train the State on the
proposed systems: knowledge transfer between the Offeror project team and State project team and
training of the end-user population.

Knowledge Transfer: Knowledge transter (KT) is an ongoing task that is part of the Enterprise

Readiness Band. It is expected to occur three different ways for State team members: (1) project task

assignments, working side-by-side with Offeror consultants; (2) project relationships and interactions with

Qlferor coaches and other team members; and, (3) project team training typically delivered by the ERP

software vendor. Using our PTK application, we measure KT &t ¢ériain predefined junctures through a

combination of State self-assessment and Otferor peer assessments. This measurement allows the

State and Offeror to gauge progress towards KT goals and recognize and address any KT deficiencies.

Training: Training is part of Phase 04. The delivery of end-user training will be a combination of blended

training course offerings. The percentage breakdown of blended courses is determined during curriculum

sessions and is tailored to meet the State's unique business and geographic challenges. Types of
training offered include: Instructor Led Classroom Delivery, Online Training, and Job Aids.

5. Monitor Performance - The Quality Management Band involves ongoing processes to ensure
project processes and outcomes best meet the needs of the State and the SOW.

Quality Management: Our Quality Manager is responsible for devising the project Quality Management

Plan and overseeing its execution. The plan consists of Quaiity Control tasks during project activities as

well as Quality Assurance tasks for future project activities and deliverables. Quality controls, such as

checklists, templates, peer reviews, and so forth, are pertormed upfront by State and Offeror team
members throughout all areas of the project team including functional, technical, and enterprise
readiness. This enables a consistent standard of quality throughout the project. Quality Assurance
involves assessment of project deliverables, work products, and other outcomes to analyze, assess, and
adapt the quality of the project's outcomes. While Quality Control is ingrained in the initial completion of
project tasks, Quality Assurance is typically performed following completion and sign-off of critical project
tasks with the goal being improvement in quality of future project tasks.

62}
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e BISK ASSESSMENY
Risk 1: Core Users are defined as those empioyees ar key State experis who will be part of the project
team to support the ERP Implementation efort. These Core Users will encounter competing prioiitics
from the ongoing demands of their regular jobs as well as from the new duties and respongibilities
inherent with the ERP Project.

Solution: To mitigate this risk. the Ofteror is using our substantial statewide ERP implementation
experience to recommend that Core Users should be moved from their legacy jobs to a representative
job on the ERP Project. Specifically, the following changes should be made o minimize the need tor
Core Users to be required to participate in the ongoing, day-to-day demands of legacy operations:

¢ Develop a plan for post-implementation such that Core Users know upfront what their jobs will be
after the implementation effort is complete.

» Backfill Core User positions with qualified individuals and hold the new employees accountable
for legacy activities, duties and responsibilities.

* Move Core Users to a designated location established for ERP.

e Change Core User phone contact information or appropriate delegation message.

e Transfer cost centers to one that has been established for ERP.

e |f possible, supplement Core Users with recent college graduates so knowledge is kept with
more than one resource and there is opportunity to have them perform day-to-day tasks.

Risk 2: Ineffective Project Governance Structure and Processes
Solution: It is well known that all major statewide ERP projects must have a clear, eftective, and
functioning Project Governance structure and processes. At a minimum, the project governance
structure and process should be documented as part of the Project Charter and include:

* Executive Sponsor Roles and Responsibilities

» Steering Committee Structure and Role

¢ Team Roles and Responsibilities

» Effective and Timely Decision Making Process

* A Fair and Effective Dispute Resolution Process

« Development of appropriate interagency agreements.
The Offeror has a vast amount of statewide ERP implementation experience and has a very pertinent
example for governing these large State ERP implementations. A past client with two wholly different
governance structures was implementing an ERP application within the same database. One
governance structure and escalation process was more hierarchical in nature while the other was far
more consensus driven. This led to different throughput times for decision making and also materially
different rational for decision making. Ultimately, a project governance structure was formed that these
two very different organizations rolled up to one person that could make decisions for both organizations.

Risk 3: Self Service is a key success factor and a risk of failed user adoption if not properly deployed foi
the State and a major Change Management opportunity affecting both procurement and payment
processing. - ’ -
Solution: The Offeror will have a two pronged strategy to the change management opportunity for Self
Services.
First, the Offeror will create a lessons learned chan during a one calendar month duration of the Project
Planning time period from the State's implementation of the ASSETS system that consists of an
inventory for lessons learned that will map to project plan tasks to ensure those lessons learned are
performed during the project.
Second, the Offeror will use the proven methodology for change management issues_u‘sing the business
process flow below.
1. Clarifying the Self Service requirements in Requirement Verification Sessions. This initiates
traceability and proper design of solutions to the requirements.
2. Compare the Self Service requirements vs. the delivered software to understand modification
needs. These Fit Sessions incorporate agency users and continue knowledge transfer.
3. Mostimportantly, use the Self Service requirements to design the To-Be Business processes.
An output of the business processes are change management opportunities. These change
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managemant orpe
end users.
The socialization 1s done vie the Business Process Impiemeniation sessions which allow e
agencies 1o view the To-Be business processes and also adist their business processes
accordingly ahead of the cycle iesting.

Risk 4. Reluctant Agency Ownership

Solution: One of our large state customers had several agencies that believed the statewide ERP project
would “never happen” especially after a iong and protracted procurement process for software and
services. Many agencies did not send appropriate representatives to paricipate in the system design
and development effort. Other agencies did not bother to participate at all. Eventuaily, in the few short
months prior to cutling over to the new application, these agencies realized that they had no staff trained
and competent to use the new system. In addition, many requirements of these agencies were not
addressed in the new ERP system due to lack of participation particularly during the Design Phase. Now
committed to using the new system, the agencies lengthened and increased the painful transition process
and slowed overall user adoption.
In the Offeror's many State ERP implementations, risk mitigation strategies have been learned to
decrease the risk of reluctant agency involvement. The processes put in place to decrease this risk
include: "
e Collaborative Agency and Core User Requirement Verification and Fit Gap Sessions
-+ Dedicated Change Management Team with many years of State ERP experience

* Business Process Implementation Sessions that enable design decisions to be socialized to

agencies
* Agency Scorecards that rate agency implementation effectiveness
e Organizational Alignment Workshops

>

Risk 5: The application phased approach will introduce temporary business processes and temporary
interfaces between the Financials and Human Resources go-lives.

Solution: The Offeror very recently performed a Statewide government implementation of
financials/procurement and human resources applications with this approach, as was requested by that
State. The implementation timelines were overlapping, with the first application (HR/payroll) going live
after approximately 2 years and the second application {financials/procurement) being released in waves
beginning after approximately 2.5 years. This concurrent approach ultimately impacted the project effort
and timelines because of the need to implement temporary business processes while also incorporating
changes from the later financials/procurement implementation back into the earlier HR/payroll design.
For example, the financials/procurement testing occurred after most HR/payroll testing had been
completed and when issues with financials/procurement that impacted HR/payroil were found, there was
less time for HR/payroll to address the issues prior to go-live.

The implementation of financials/procurement will include significant temporary business processes to
interact with the State's legacy human resources and payroll systems. The State must plan {o staff the
HR/payroll project team during the financials/procurement project to desiqn‘and_suppﬂn_the_tempazary
busSiness processes. Additionally, The Offeror will provide full-time HR/payroll statfing to help coordinate
the temporary business processes and also participate in design decisions that impact the future
HR/payroll implementation.

The HR/payroll implementation will include implementation of new business processes for interaction
between HR/payroll and financials/procurement. The State must plan to keep a significant staffed
presence for financials/procurement throughout the HR/payroll implementation. The Offeror will include
full-time financials/procurement staffing to support implementation of the new HR/payroll business
processes. ltis critical to note that both the State and Offeror staff assigned to participate in HR/payroll
from a financials/procurement perspective are over, above, and separate from any staff assigned to
production support for financials/procurement.

Risk 6~ Multiple system implementers add significant complexity to ERP project governance. The
Offeror has participated in a statewide ERP effort where project governance was comprised due to
multiple system implementers that were joined together to plan, develop and deliver the ERP solution.
Furthermore, baseline risks that are inherent in complex ERP implementations are significantly magnified
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significant loss of value, money and time.
The associated risks from a team made up of multiple system implementers are below:

+ Project Governance

o Methodologies ~ Each, system implementer brought distinct software development
methodologies. Socializing those methodologies took a significant amount of time and
Tesources ereby increasing costs and decreasing value. Key resources needed to
concentrate on disjointed methodologies instead of software development.

o Project Leadership — Each implementer ad a portion of the project at the
functional, technical and project management levels. This strategy resulted in poor
communication between implementers and made the coordination of project tasks and

i/s%[hﬁgmﬁmﬂy more difficult. More often than not, the Offeror experienced
ineffective and disjointed leadership and communication.
* Management Overhead

o Logistical Inconsistencies and Coordination — Each system implementer had
differing policies for team travel, offsite meetings, training, time and attendance and
‘Ruman resource functions. These different core project tasks increased the overhead of
project management by increasing the complexity of hormal day-to-day tasks. From the
Client’s perspective, this additional overhead created a fractured team.

o Competing Goals - As client goals changed throughout the lifecycle of the ERP project,
coordination between system implementers became more difficult and caused a
significant and costly overhead to the project management team.

Solution - With successful completion of many statewide ERP projects, the Offeror has found that
having a single source responsible for the implementation is the best strategy. With a single
implementer, the risks of diverse methodologies, multiple leaders, conflicting policies and competing
goals will be minimized. Overall project coordination will be simplified and team members will work
towards succinct goals.
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_ VALUE ADDED

Hem 11 Hem Maintenance
Faced with the slow, manual process of updating the information contained ir, their enterprise application
systems, the Offeror's past statewide client needed a solution that would allow thern to manage over
100,000 itemss, integrate them with their inventory system, and build upon existing supplier catalogs.
Adding or updating the item master or procurement attribute information would require a largely manual
process that would put an immense strain on resource staffing levels. Additionally, the slow process of
updating these items leads o inconsistent approaches as managers attempt to short-cut the fremendous
efforts involved.

Typical item maintenance requires manually extracting, reviewing, and correcting item data. Staff must
be highly-trained and vigilant, with specialized skills for using tools like Microsoft Access databases or
Microsoft Excel. Most organizations don't have enough of these specialty personnel, and the Offerar's
past client is no different.

Generally, the solution for addressing these large sets of data is a combination of conversion programs
using staff to extract, review, update, reload, and validate the item data. While this process is less-
intensive than a purely manual update, it is still time-consuming and prone to error.

The Ofteror, who worked with the past client on the statewide ERP project, created and implemented the
Sontent Tool Solution, an integrated item-maintenance solution to address their specific needs. The
Content Tool Solution s Bul on a comprenensive methodology that aggregates large sets of item data so
they can be manipulated by an end-user, without assistance from technical resources. The data
managers are now able to focus on their main priorities, high-visibility items, or specific sets of data, while
re-working the attributes immediately, or to continually improve data accuracy and procurement controls
as needed.

The fully-integrated Content Tool Solution includes the following features:

» Allows for efficient mass conversion and updating of category tables, tree manager, enabling

management of electronic vendor catalogs.

* Allows for the creation log Requests to send to vendors or internal agencies for the
purpose of electronic catalog loading and updates with built-in approvals, audit trails, reporting
and queries.

« Provides over 200 validation checks against master tables and other configured logic.
» Requires no technicalassistance, yet incorporates more than 4.000 fields, 300 tables, and utilizes
the ERP software’s delivered Application Security T

The Content Tool Solution enables procurement and inventory managers to have total control over each
item’s data in an easy-to-use, powerful, fully-integrated module. Users can automatically sort, filter, and
process over 50,000 items in a matter of seconds or minutes, a process that done manually could easily
take weeks or months. The Offerors past client now has the ability to stage and update items based on
any field values, such as category code, family code. buyer, vendor, description, manufacturer, or
inspection code.
Cost: $30,000
ltem 2: Offeror’'s Methodology Toolkit
The Offeror’s Proprietary Toolkit (PTK) Application is a custom and proprietary, value-added toolset built
on an ERP application platform and hosted by the Offeror's Data Center. The tool includes features to
support the Offeror's work in implementing ERP systems, including design, deveiopment, and validation
(testing). This tool promotes efficiency, standardization, and transparency across the project.
Design: The PTK provides a central tracking system to enable the best and most efficient design of the
State's business processes. For instance, the tool will track each of the State's software requirements
from the point of identification, through the Fit Analysis process, into the System Design of business
processes, and finally into System Testing of the designed business processes. Using the powerful ERP
Application reporting and query tools, the requirements can be easily analyzed at critical project juncture
to see where they stand against planned targets and metrics. This tool helps ensure that the State's
business processes meet each and every of its requirements.
Development: The PTK provides a central tool for documentation of detailed design, development, and
unit testing of all development items (also known as development requests (DRs) throughout the project
lifecycle. Types of DRs contained within the tool include conversions, interfaces, reports, workflows, and
enhancements. The tool houses detailed design information for each DR in a standardized format,
including business logic, conversion layouts, user interface (page) designs, security specitications, and so
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ferth. The tool aleo tracke detailed documerntation suppoting the actusl development/piogrs FETING eoi
such as affected object inventory references and reusable procedures specifications. Finally, ihe too
tracks specific unit test scenarics, including expected results, data values, and actual resulis.

Validation: The PTK includes powerful tools tor planning, executing, and tracking System Test cycles.
The tool enables planning of test cycles through development of test scripts and test scenarios. For
efficiency, these scripts and scenarios can be developed once but used and reused in multiple cycles ot
testing, including System Test and Acceptance Test. Test execution results for each script and scenario
are entered directly into the PTK during tesiing. This allows standardization of test results, early
identification of result trends, and the most up-to-date status reporting for management.

Cost: $25,000 for Remote Hosting

ltem 3: Third Party Solutions

Within the Exhibit F - Software Functionality and Technical Requirements there are several requirements
that could be met by third party solutions. The Offeror has not provided costs in our core offer, but
present them here as value added solutions.

» Offeror software will meet the barcoding requirements (requirement 1026, 1027, 1074, and 4103.
The software will provide functionality beyond that specified in the RFP, so il is appropriate to list
here in the value add section:

o Cost: Asset Advantage Base Application, $10,000 (for use with the Pl portion of the
application)
1-10 Licensed Users w/Hardware - $4,700 each (w/o terminals @ $2,500 each)
11+ Licensed Users w/Hardware - $3,200 each (w/o terminals @ $1,000 each)
Services (Modifications, Configuration & Training and travel), $41,000

o Scanners for PC's, $500 each and Pre-printed Labels, $2,000 for 10,000

e Offeror service provides a subscription based service to meet the clean address requirement
1740 and 2050.

o Cost: $5695 per year for up to 120K address verifications.

» Offeror software will meet the retail cashiering requirements (requirement 1673-1682). The
software will provide functionality beyond that specified in the RFP, so it is appropriate to list here
in the value add section:

o Cost: License = $100k based on 25 registers

o Implementation =400k, unlimited registers. Initial rolicut and creation of golden CD which

can be loaded on each register after pilot.

ltem 4: ERP Recruiting Moduie
Implement the fully integrated recruiting module for job openings, recruiting and new hires.
Cost: Software Cost: Estimate $250,000
ltem 5: ERP - Policy Automation Module
Policy automation solution enables government agencies throughout the world to effectively deliver
services and fairly and consistently determine legislated and policy obligations. The fundamental
objecnveof our policy solution is 10 enable much greater direct participation by policy experts in the
development of eligibility systems by directly transtorming regulations, legislation, and other policy
documents into executable business rules.
Cost:TBD**
ltem 6: Governance, Risk and Compliance Module
Without the ability to coordinate and consolidate governance, risk, and compliance (GRC) activities,
organizations cannot rise to calls for greater accountability, nor can they evaluate and manage potential
threats to the organization, all the while keeping resources and costs in check.
Cost: TBD**
ltem 7: Master Data Management Module
Many organizations still don’t have a true view of their citizen and suppliers. much less their inventory and
financials. Although they invest in new, sophisticated enterprise applications to handle business
processes, the data those systems generate is not centrally managed. Master Data Management
solutions are designed to consolidate, cleanse, and enrich key business data from across the enterprise,
and synchronize it with all applications, business processes, and analytical tools.
COST: TBD** NOTE: MODULE PRICING WILL BE BASED ON NUMEROUS FOOTPRINT FACTORS

G OO
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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 implementing the proposed solution and help the State more

accurately evaluate the Offeror’s proposal.

Estimated State Proposed
labor effort Offeror labor
Deliverable (hours) effort (hours)
1. Baseline detailed project work plan /14,1 50 20,215
2. Project status reports ‘ 7,075 10,107
3. Weekly risk reports k ‘ 7,075 10,107
4. Satisfaction surveys 2,830 4,043
5. System configuration reports : 7,075 10,107
6. Business process modification recommendations 9,905 14,150
7. Configured software ready for test 7.075 10,107
8. Accepted workflows 7,075 10,107
.| 9. Hardware specification (applicable to licensed solution) v 2,830 ' 4,043
10. Application architecture documentation . - 2,830 » 4,043
11. Installation certification document ’ 4,250 4,043
12. Data conversion plan A ' 7,075 10,107
13. Validated migrated data 7.075 10,107
14. Reports | 2,830 4,043
15. Interface specifications 2,830 4,043
16. Tested interfaces ‘ 4,250 10,107
17. Test plan 7,075 10,107
18. Volume/stress testing report 7,075 10,107
19. Training plan 4,250 6,064
20. Training materials 4,245 _ 6,064
21. Training 4,245 6,064
22. Knowledge transfer plan and activity 2,830 4,043
23. Go-live and stabilization plan 2,830 4,043
24. Technical operations manual 2,830 4,043
25. Business user manual 2,830 4,043
26. Configured and iicensed software in productive use ‘ 2,830 4,043
27. Stabilization services : 2,830 4,043

140,100 202,143

Attachment D - Strategic Fit Considerations S o - D-26 Q?




STATE OF ALASKA
Statewide Adminisirative Systems Replacement

\

Yoa S

PROJECT WORK PL.AN

“. Offeror's Methodology - Our methodology is comprised of five phases of discrete activities and
three bands of continual activities. A high-level overview of the methodology is given below, followed
by references to each of the key activities within the methodology that specifically manage scope,
schedule, and the implementation.

Phases: Phases occur at defined junctures in the project lifecycle. The phases are as follows:

01 - Initiation — Plan the project and create its foundation

02 - Design - Design future State business processes to meet the State's functional requirements

03 - Development — Implement the system design decisions from the Design Phase

04 - Validation — Test the system and take it into production

05 - Post-Implementation — Support the live production system

Bands: Bands are made up of continual tasks that occur throughout the project lifecycle as follows:

Project Management — Direct, monitor, and control the project throughout the implementation tfecycle

Quality Management — Assure that project outcomes, documents, and procedures best meet the needs

of the State and the project

Enterprise Readiness ~ Assure that the State's organization is ready and able to adopt the new business

processes

Statement of Work (SOW) between the State and the Offeror. By working with the State upfront to put in
pmﬁﬁ/e and realistic SOW, we have a solid scope that drives ongoing scope
management throughout the project. Scope Management is part of our Project Management Band and
happens continually throughout the project lifecycle. The goals of Scope Management are twofold:

A. Ensure that the SOW scope s fully met through project activities. B. Ensure that SOW scope is not
exceeded, in other words: prevent scope creep. A primary ongoing task to manage scope is the setting
of deliverable expectations for each SOW deliverable via a Deliverable Expectation Document (DED).
Each DED documents the State's and the Offeror's expectations for a delivérable befors work begins. By
documenting and reinforcing the agreed-to scope upfront, the DED ensures the deliverable meets the
SOW and helps to mitigate scope creep.

Managing Project Schedule: During the Initiation Phase, we take the lead on defining the Baseline
Project Work Plan. As specified by the State, this plan will be built using Microsoft Project 2003, A key
tool uS&d in managing this schedule is Microsoft Project Server 2007. We will import the initial MS
Project 2003 plan into our MS Project Server 2007 and rollout the usage of the web-based tool to most
‘State and Offeror team members, allowing them to view and update project task details such as
percentage complete. By decentralizing project plan maintenance in this manner, we ensure the most up
to date information is included in the project schedule. We have successfully used this approach on priof
Statewide ERP implementations. We have seen that having the continually Updated information allows
State and Offeror project management to identify potential schedule and plan issues early and put in
place mitigation steps to keep the project schedule on track.

Managing Project Implementation: Managing the implementation as a whole is led by the Ofteror
Project Manager and other Offeror management team members. The methodology described above is
used by our project management team to guide The implen

implementation. The methodology is enhanced by
our robust Proprietary Tool Kit (PTK) application, which is a specialized tool, built on a

will use this application to document key project tasks including Requirements Management, Issues

Management, System Design, and Integration/System Testing. One of the key benefits of this ™

application is the project data is stored in a database and can easily be summarized and reported on,
providing management with timely data to enable informed management decisions. For example, our
prior State government clients were able use the PTK to access on-demand reports of real-time System
T,esiﬁxggg@l_gata at any time during testing. These reports include status of test scenarios,
summarized by module area or project-wide, including planned and actual percentage completion and
failure rates. Other PTK testing reports link failed scenarios to documented issues to enable monitoring
and controlling of the issue resolution and retesting processes.

2. Offeror’s Approach to:

System Initialization: The Offeror will build environments in accordance with the delivered software
vendor installation instructions. Environments are built with the selected application and latest tools

Managing Project Scope: The primary mechanism for managing project scope is the agreed upon -3

platform and used to perform, monitor, and control key project tasks. State and Offeror team members Y

-~
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release. Generally, all maintenance packs available for the application releass will be installed.
System Installation: The baseiine technical architecture is installed during Phase (1 - Initiation of our
methodology. As the implementation progresses, the Offeror is responsitle for installing the various
environments necessary to support project activities including: system design, development, system Md/\

testing, and go-live. During the development phase, the Gold environment, the most critical environment.
is installed. The Gold instance contains the final version of configuration and development and is used
for initiating each system test cycle and is the production environment used for go-live. MD.Q/
Business Process Design/Reengineering: Business process design, or system design. occurs in
Phase 02, but is the central and essential step to everything that occurs during the implementation. Led
by the Offeror, the system design involves a callaborative approach to design and document the State's
future business processes. A key aspect of system design is making a final determination of how State
business practices are adjusted to reflect the business processes enabled by the delivered ERP
application. Produced from our PTK application, the system design document deliverable breaks out
each business process into each key step. For each business process, the design outlines the future
business process steps and their relationships to key business roles, development, and the ERP
software. This design drives the configuration, development, and testing that occurs later in the project.
System Configuration: System Configuration is an important step in Phase 03 of our methodology.
Offeror resources are accountable for building a configuration into a Gold environment after system
design. It is important for State resources to assist because it enables knowledge transfer, on-the-job
training, and reduced support structure post go-live. Offeror provides a configuration tool for tracking
completeness, documenting decisions, and managerial reporting. LT _
System Tailoring: Occurring in Phase 03, tailoring of the software involves detailed design, ’@\ﬁ \/\&
development, and unit testing of targeted enhancements to the delivered software functionality to meet ~
the State's requirements. The detailed design of enhancements is led by the Offeror functional team with
full participation from the State functional team and specifies the needed functionality. Developmentis
pm‘é@ﬁeror technical team to create the code and pages designed by the functional team.
Unit testing is led by the Offeror functional team with participation from the State functional team and
consists of testing of targeted scenarios to ensure the enhancement meets the detailed design
specification. Our PTK application tool is used to track documentation and status around detailed
design, development, and unit testing as described above in Managing Project Implementation.
Interface Design and Development: Occurring in Phase 03, interface design and development follows
the same steps as the enhancement steps described under System Talloring: detailed design,
development, and unit testing. The detailed design includes a full file layout that defines calculation logic, ‘
transformation rules, source/target fields, valid field values, field lengths, etc. MP]\A%
N

Data Conversion: Also, a Phase 03 activity, data conversion, is grouped into individual development
items that each follow the same steps as the enhancement steps described under System Tailoring: )
detailed design, development, and unit testing. The detailed design process involves conversion g
mapping that is led by the Offeror with contribution from State functional and technical experts. The
output of conversion mapping is a full conversion map used for developing both the State's extracts from
the iegacy systems and the Offeror's load processes into the ERP.

Testing: System testing is essential {o Phase 04 — Validation. It involves using the ERP system to test
the designed business processes, including State configuration, enhancements, interfaces, and
conversion data. In our iterative testing approach, we plan three primary cycles of testing: integration, /\)p
system, and user acceptance. Integration involves the most critical business processes, system involves 07!
the full breadth of business processes, and user acceptance involves user-affecting business processes. /SUPfaM‘
Post-implementation Stabilization: During Phases 03 and 04, the Offeror will lead the development of P

a production support plan. Post-Implementation support and stabilization involves putting the production
support plan into action when each phase of the ERP system is released. During the support period,
application support is a shared responsibility between State and Qfferor project staff. State project staff
will be the primary point of contact for end users of the ERP, while the Offeror performs an active role in W
supporting ali other support activities including issue resolution. This enables State staff to ready \\Y \w}{)
thgmwugﬁg;@r_m production support of the application after Offeror suppert ends. ?

3. Transition - The State has indicated a strong préférence for a phased implementation with
financials/procurement first followed by HR/ Payroll. The Offeror refers to this approach as a Phased
by Application approach ard the following sections describe this benefits and challenges of this

]
A
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approach and the Offeror's experience.
Experience and Challenges of the Phased by Application: The Offeror very recently performed g
Statewide government implementation of financials/procurement and hiuman resources applications
using the Phased by Application appréach where the HR/Payroll and Financials/Procurement initiatives
had minimal overlap. Utilizing this approach was beneficial in several ways to our client. First, cross
initiative resources (including PMO, Technical, Organizational Readiness, Training, etc.) were not
overburdened with the complexity and work of two initiatives going live at the same time. Second, while
the total change to the organization was the same it was easier to digest in multiple initiatives. Third,
each initiatives go live was not dependent on the other helping avoid the situation of one initiative’s
readiness for go live impacting the other. While there were benefits of this approach there were also
several challenges that needed to be managed. Eirst, several complex interfaces were required between
the (P ystem and legacy system. Second, when the second initiative integration was built additional | NSARD
regression testing was n‘e%cmf@‘ne first initiative applications to ensure nothing was changed.m
W@Jﬂwooused on the next initiative and not get sidetracked into
production support issues. _

Proposed Transition Strateqgy: To take advantage of the benefits of the Phased by Application OWL %
approach while ensuring we address the challenges, we propose that the first implementation of ] .
Financials/Procurement not overlap with the second implementation. Initiative 1, N WS -

Financials/Procuremenmplememed first following the Offeror's 5 phase/3 band methodology.
Once Initiative 1 has gone live and entered Phase 05, then the next implementation will begin with Phase
01 for Initiative 2, HR/Payroil. The Financials/Procurement initiative will include temporary business
processes to interact with the State's legacy human resources and payroll systems. The State must plan
to staff the HR/Payroll project team during the financials/procurement project to design and support the
temporary business processes. The HR/Payroll initiative will include implementation of new business
processes for intéraction between HR/Payroll and Financials/Procurement. This will necessitate
additional testing for Initiative 1 that will need to be staffed by the State. The Offeror will include full-time
Financials/Procurement staffing to support implementation of the new HR/Payroll business processes,
Lamméﬁ'éﬁﬁmg plan ensures that there are dedicated production support resources allowing M

the Cross Initiative resources to focus on Initiative 2.
4. Educate and Train - Two key facets of our methodology serve to educate and train the State on the T <
proposed systems: knowledge transfer between the Offeror project team and State project team and \CT
training of the end-user population. -
Knowledge Transfer: Knowledge transfer (KT) is an ongoing task that is part of the Enterprise
Readiness Band. It is expected to occur three different ways for State team members: (1) project task
assignments, working side-by-side with Offeror consultants; (2) project relationships and interactions with
Offeror coaches and other team members; and, (3) project team training typically delivered by the ERP
software vendor. Using our PTK application, we measure KT at certain predefined junctures through a
combination of State self-assessment and Offeror peer assessments. This measurement allows the
State and Offeror to gauge progress towards KT goals and recognize and address any KT deficiencies.
Training: Training is part of Phase 04. The delivery of end-user training will be a combination of blended
training course offerings. The percentage breakdown of blended courses is determined during curriculum
sessions and is tailored to meet the State's unique business and geographic challenges. Types of &/\M
training offered include: Instructor Led Classroom Delivery, Online Training, and Job Aids. W
5. Monitor Performance - The Quality Management Band involves ongoing processes to ensure /Lb
project processes and outcomes best meet the needs of the State and the SOW.
Quality Management: Our Quality Manager is responsible for
Plan and overseeing its execution. The plan consists okQuality Controptasks during project activities as
well asqQuality Assurancedtasks for future project activities and deliverables. Quality controls, such as
checklists, templates, peer reviews, and so torth, are performed upfront by State and Offeror team
members throughout all areas of the project team including functional, technical, and enterprise
readiness. This enables a consistent standard of quality throughout the project. Quality Assurance
involves assessment of project deliverables, work products, and other cutcomes tc analyze, assess, and
adapt the quality of the project's outcomes. While Quality Control is ingrained in the initial completion of
project tasks, Quality Assurance is typically performed following completion and sign-off of critical project
tasks with the goal being improvement in quality of future project tasks.
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e _..._ PBISK ASSESSMENT .
Risk 1: Core Users are deiined as those employees of key State experts who wili be part of the projact
tearmn 1¢ support the ERP Implementation effort. These Core Users will €sicounter competing prio
from the ongoing demands of their regular jobs as well as from the new duties and responsibilities
inherent with the ERP Project.
Solution: To mitigate this risk, the Offeror is using our substantial statewide ERP implementation
experience to recommend that Core Users should be moved from their legacy jobs to a representative
lob on the ERP Project. Specitically, the Tollowing changes should be made to minimize the need for
Core Users to bétequired to participate in the ongoing, day-to-day demands of legacy operations:
e Develop a plan for post-implementation such that Core Users know upfront what their jobs will be
after the implementation effort is complete.
» Backfill Core User positions with qualified individuals and hold the new employees accountable
for legacy activities, duties and responsibilities.
* Move Core Users to a designated location established for ERP.
e Change Core User phone contact information or appropriate delegation message.
» Transfer cost centers to one that has been established for ERP.
If possible, supplement Core Users with recent college graduates so knowledge is kept with
more than one resource and there is opportunity to have them perform day-to-day tasks.

Risk 2: Ineffective Project Governance Structure and Processes
Solution: It is well known that all major statewide ERP projects must have a clear, effective, and
functioning Project Governance structure and processes. At a minimum, the project governance
structure and process should be documented as part of the Project Charter and include:

e Executive Sponsor Roles and Responsibilities
Steering Committee Structure and Role
Team Roles and Responsibilities
Etfective and Timely Decision Making Process
A Fair and Effective Dispute Resolution Process
Development of appropriate interagency agreements.
The Offeror has a vast amount of statewide ERP implementation experience and has a very pertinent
example for governing these large State ERP implementations. A past client with two wholly different
governance structures was implementing an ERP application within the same database. One
governance structure and escalation process was more hierarchical in nature while the other was far
more consensus driven. This led to different throughput times for decision making and also materially
different rational for decision making. Ultimately, a project governance structure was formed that these
two very different organizations rolled up to one person that could make decisions for both organizations.

Risk 3: Self Service is a key success factor and a risk of failed user adoption if not properly deployed for
the State and a major Change Management opportunity affecting both procurement and payment
processing.

Solution: The Offeror will have a two pronged strategy to the change management opportunity for Self

Services.

First, the Offeror will create a lessons learned chart during a one calendar month duration of the Project

Planning time period from the State’s implementation of the ASSETS system that consists of an
inventory for lessons learned that will map to project plan tasks to ensure those lessons learned are
performed during the project.
Second, the Offeror will use the proven methodoiogy for.change management _Ussues using the business
process flow below. ,
1. Clarifying the Self Service requirements in Requirement Verification Sessions. This initiates
traceability and proper design of solutions to the requirements.
2. Compare the Self Service requirements vs. the delivered software to understand modification
needs. These Fit Sessions incorporate agency users and continue knowledge transfer.
3. Mostimportantly, use the Self Service requirements to design the To-Be Business processes.
An output of the business processes are change management opportunities. These change
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managemeant opportunities cre then aken by the

1

! chanos cthe |

end users. |

4. The socialization 1s done via the Business Process Impiementation sessions which allow the ’

agencies {o view the To-Be business processes and also adjust their business processes
accordingly ahead of the cycle testing.
Risk 4: Reluctant Agency Ownership
Solution: One of our large state customers had several agencies that believed the statewide ERP project
would “never happen” especially after a iong and protracted procurement process for software and
services. Many agencies did not send appropriate representatives to participate in the system design
and development effort. Other agencies did not bother to participate at all. Eventually, in the few short
months prior to cutting over to the new application, these agencies realized that they had no statf trained
and competent to use the new system. [n addition, many requirements of these agencies were not
addressed in the new ERP system due to lack of participation particularly during the Design Phase. Now
committed to using the new system, the agencies lengthened and increased the painful transition process
and slowed overall user adoption.
In the Offeror's many State ERP implementations, risk mitigation strategies have been learned to
decrease the risk of reluctant agency involvement. The processes put in place to decrease this risk
include:
» Collaborative Agency and Core User Requirement Verification and Fit Gap Sessions
» Dedicated Change Management Team with many years of State ERP experience
* Business Process Implementation Sessions that enable design decisions to be socialized to
agencies
¢« Agency Scorecards that rate agency implementation effectiveness
e Organizational Alignment Workshops

Risk 5. The application phased approach will introduce temporary business processes and temporary
interfaces between the Financials and Human Resources go-lives.

Solution: The Offeror very recently performed a Statewide government implementation of
financials/procurement and human resources appllcatlons with this approach, as was_requested by that
State The implementation timelines were overlapping, with the first application (HR/payroll) going live
after approximately 2 years and the second application (financials/procurement) being released in waves
beginning after approximately 2.5 years. This concurrent approach ultimately impacted the project effort
and timelines because of the need to implement temporary business processes while also incorporating
changes from the later financials/procurement implementation back into the earlier HR/payroli design.
For example, the financials/procurement testing occurred after most HR/payroll testing had been
completed and when issues with financials/procurement that impacted HR/payroll were found, there was
less time for HR/payroll to address the issues prior to go-live.

The implementation of financials/procurement will include significant temporary business processes to
interact with the State's legacy human resources and payroll systems. The State must plan {o staff the
HR/payroll project team during the financials/procurement project to design and support the temporary
business processes. Additionally, the Offeror will provide full-time HR/payroll staffing to help coordinate
the temporary business processes and also participate in design decisions that impact the future
HR/payroll implementation.

The HR/payroll implementation will include implementation of new business processes for interaction
between HR/payroll and financials/procurement. The State must plan to keep a significant stafted
presence for financials/procurement throughout the HR/payroll implementation. The Offeror will include
full-time financials/procurement staffing to support implementation of the new HR/payroll business
processes. ltis critical to note that both the State and Offeror staff assigned to participate in HR/payroll
trom a financials/procurement perspective are over, above, and separate from any staff assigned to
production support for financials/procurement.

Risk 6- Multiple system implementers add significant complexity to ERP project governance. The
Offeror has participated in a statewide ERP effort where project governance was comprised due to
muitiple system implementers that were joined together to plan, develop and deliver the ERP solution.
Furthermore, baseline risks that are inherent in complex ERP implementations are significantly magnified

O
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approach and the Offeror's experience.

Experience and Chailenges of the Phased by Application: The Offeror very recently performed e

Statewide government implementation of tinancials/procurement and human resources applications

using the Phased by Application approach where the HR/Payroll and Financials/Procurement initiatives

had minimal overlap. Utilizing this approach was beneficial in several ways to our client. First, cross
initiative resources (including PMO, Technical, Organizational Readiness, Training, etc.) were not

overburdened with thie complexity and work of two initiatives going live at the same time. Second, while G

the total change to the organization was the same it was easier to digest in multiple initiatives. Third, Z

each initiatives go live was not dependent on the other helping avoid the situation of one initiative’s

readiness for go live impacting the other. While there were benefits of this approach there were also
several challenges that needed to be managed. First, several complex interfaces were required between
the-system and legacy system. Second, when the second initiative integration was built additional
regression testing was needed for the first initiative applications to ensure nothing was changed. Third,
cross initiative resources need to stay focused on the next initiative and not get sidetracked into
production support issues.

Proposed Transition Strateqy: To take advantage of the benefits of the Phased by Application

approach while ensuring we address the challenges, we propose that the first implementation of

Financials/Procurement not overlap with the second implementation. Initiative 1,

Financials/Procurement, will be implemented first following the Offeror's 5 phase/3 band methodclogy..

Once Initiative 1 has gone live and entered Phase 05, then the next implementation will begin with Phase

01 for Initiative 2, HR/Payroll. The Financials/Procurement initiative will include temporary business

processes to interact with the State's legacy human resources and payroll systems. The State must plan

to staff the HR/Payroll project team during the financials/procurement project to design and support the
temporary business processes. The HR/Payroli initiative will include implementation of new business
processes for interaction between HR/Payroll and Financials/Procurement. This will necessitate
additional testing for Initiative 1 that will need to be staffed by the State. The Offeror will include full-time

Financials/Procurement staffing to support implementation of the new HR/Payroll business processes.

Lastly, the proposed staffing plan ensures that there are dedicated production support resources allowing

the Cross Initiative resources to focus on Initiative 2.

4. Educate and Train — Two key facets of our methodology serve to educate and train the State on the
proposed systems: knowledge transfer between the Offeror project team and State project team and
training of the end-user population.

Knowledge Transfer: Knowledge transfer (KT) is an ongoing task that is part of the Enterprise

Readiness Band. It is expected to occur three different ways for State team members: (1) project task

assignments, working side-by-side with Offeror consultants; (2) project relationships and interactions with

Offeror coaches and other team members; and, (3) project team training typically delivered by the ERP

software vendor. Using our PTK application, we measure KT at certain predefined junctures through a

combination of State self-assessment and Offeror peer assessments. This measurement ailows the

State and Offeror to gauge progress towards KT goals and recognize and address any KT deficiencies.

Training: Training is part of Phase 04. The delivery of end-user training will be a combination of blended

training course offerings. The percentage breakdown of blended courses is determined during curriculum

sessions and is tailored to meet the State's unique business and geographic challenges. Types of
training offered include: Instructor Led Classroom Delivery, Online Training, and Job Aids.

5. Monitor Performance - The Quality Management Band involves ongoing processes to ensure
project processes and outcomes best meet the needs of the State and the SOW.

Quality Management: Our Quality Manager is 1esponsible for devising the project Quality Management

Plan and overseeing its execution. The plan consists of Quality Control tasks during project activities as

well as Quality Assurance tasks for future project activities and deliverables. Quality controls, such as

checklists, templates, peer reviews, and so forth, are performed upfront by State and Offeror team
members throughout ail areas of the project team including functional, technical, and enterprise
readiness. This enables a consistent standard of quality throughout the project. Quality Assurance
involves assessment of project deliverables, work products, and other outcomes to analyze, assess, and
adapt the quality of the project's outcomes. While Quality Control is ingrained in the initial completion of
project tasks, Quality Assurance is typically performed following completion and sign-off of critical project
tasks with the goal being improvement in quality of future project tasks.

93]
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' RAVA PLAN

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 boih
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 (exciuding these instructions).

p
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_PISK ASSESSMENT

Risk 1: Core Users are deiined as those empioyees o key State experls who will be part of the project
team to support the ERP Implementation effert. These Core Users will encounier competing priorities
from the ongoing demands of their reqular jobs as well as from the new duties and responsibilities
inherent with the ERP Projeci.

Solution: To mitigate this risk, the Offeror is using our substantial statewide ERP implementation
experience to recommend that Core Users should be maved from their legacy jobs to a representative
job on the ERP Project. Specifically, the following changes should be made to minimize the need for
Core Users to be required to participate in the ongoing, day-to-day demands of legacy operations:
» Develop a plan for post-implementation such that Core Users know upfront what their jobs will be
after the implementation effort is complete.
» Backfill Core User positions with qualified individuals and hold the new employees accountable @‘M
for legacy activities, duties and responsibilities. ( F,
* Move Core Users to a designated location established for ERP.
e Change Core User phone contact information or appropriate delegation message.
e Transfer cost centers to one that has been established for ERP.
» It possible, supplement Core Users with recent college graduates so knowledge is kept with
more than one resource and there is opportunity to have them perform day-to-day tasks.

Risk 2: Ineffective Project Governance Structure and Processes
Solution: It is well known that all major statewide ERP projects must have a clear, effective, and
functioning Project Governance structure and processes. At a minimum, the project governance
structure and process should be documented as part of the Project Charter and include:

e Executive Sponsor Roles and Responsibilities

e Steering Committee Structure and Role
Team Roles and Responsibilities
Effective and Timely Decision Making Process
A Fair and Effective Dispute Resolution Process
Development of appropriate interagency agreements.
The Offeror has a vast amount of statewide ERP implementation experience and has a very pertinent
example for governing these large State ERP implementations. A past client with two wholly different
governance structures was implementing an ERP application within the same database. One
governance structure and escalation process was more hierarchical in nature while the other was far
more consensus driven. This led to different throughput times for decision making and also materially
different rational for decision making. Ultimately, a project governance structure was formed that these
two very different organizations rolled up to one person that could make decisions for both organizations.

Risk 3: Self Service is a key success factor and a risk of failed user adoption if not properly deployed for
the State and a major Change Management opportunity affecting both procurement and payment
processing.
Solution: The Offeror will have a two pronged strategy to the change management opportunity for Selt
Services. '
First, the Offeror will create a lessons learned chart during a one calendar month duration of the Project
Planning time period from the State’s implementation of the ASSETS system that consists of an
inventory for lessons learned that will map to project plan tasks to ensure those lessons learned are
performed during the project.
Second, the Offeror will use the proven methodology for change management issues using the business
process flow below.
1. Clarifying the Self Service requirements in Requirement Verification Sessions. This initiates
traceability and proper design of solutions to the requirements.
2. Compare the Self Service requirements vs. the delivered software to understand modification
needs. These Fit Sessions incorporate agency users and continue knowledge transfer.
3. Most importantly, use the Self Service requirements to design the To-Be Business processes.
An output of the business processes are change management opportunities. These change
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manggemant cpoournities are then faken by the changs m faf
) end users.
! 4. The socielization 1s done vie ihe Business Process Impemeniation sessions which allow the

agencies to view the To-Be business processes and also adiust their business processes
accordingly ahead of the cycle testing.

Risk 4: Reluctant Agency Ownership
Solution: One of our large state customers had several agencies that believed the statewide ERP project
would “never happen” especially after a long and protracted procurement process for software and
services. Many agencies did not send appropriate representatives to participate in the system design
and development effort. Other agencies did not bother to participate at all. Eventually, in the few short
months prior to cutting over to the new application, these agencies realized that they had no staff trained
and competent to use the new system. In addition, many requirements of these agencies were not
addressed in the new ERP system due to lack of participation particularly during the Design Phase. Now
committed to using the new system, the agencies lengthened and increased the painful transition process
and slowed overall user adoption.
In the Offeror's many State ERP implementations, risk mitigation strategies have been learned to
decrease the risk of reluctant agency involvement. The processes put in place to decrease this risk
include:

» Collaborative Agency and Core User Requirement Verification and Fit Gap Sessions

* Dedicated Change Management Team with many years of State ERP experience

» Business Process Implementation Sessions that enable design decisions to be socialized to

agencies
* Agency Scorecards that rate agency implementation effectiveness
» Organizational Alignment Workshops

Risk 5: The application phased approach will introduce temporary business processes and temporary
interfaces between the Financials and Human Resources go-lives.

Solution: The Offeror very recently performed a Statewide government implementation of
financials/procurement and human resources applications with this approach, as was requested by that
State. The implementation timelines were overlapping, with the first application (HR/payroll) going live \ x\h\ﬂ
after approximately 2 years and the second application (financials/procurement) being released in waves (\z7
beginning after approximately 2.5 years. This concurrent approach ultimately impacted the project effort

and timelines because of the need to implement temporary business processes while also incorporating 0\
changes from the later financials/procurement implementation back into the earlier HR/payroll design.
For example, the financials/procurement testing occurred after most HR/payroll testing had been
completed and when issues with financials/procurement that impacted HR/payroll were found, there was
less time for HR/payroll to address the issues prior to go-live.

The implementation of financials/procurement will include significant temporary business processes to
interact with the State's legacy human resources and payroll systems. The State must plan to staff the
HR/payroll project team during the financials/procurement project to design and support the temporary
business processes. Additionally, the Offeror will provide fuil-time HR/payroll staffing to help cocrdinate
the temporary business processes and also participate in design decisions that impact the future
HR/payroll implementation.

The HR/payroll implementation will include implementation of new business processes for interaction
between HR/payroll and financials/procurement. The State must plan to keep a significant staffed
presence for financials/procurement throughout the HR/payroll implementation. The Offeror will include
tull-time tinancials/procurement staffing to support implementation of the new HR/payroll business
processes. lt is critical to note that both the State and Offeror staff assigned to participate in HR/payroli
from a financials/procurement perspective are over, above, and separate from any staff assigned to
production support for financials/procurement.

Risk 6— Multiple system implementers add significant complexity to ERP project governance. The
Offeror has participated in a statewide ERP effort where project governance was comprised due to
multiple system implementers that were joined together to plan, develop and deliver the ERP solution.
Furthermore, baseline risks that are inherent in complex ERP implementations are significantly magnified
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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).

A
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forth. The tool also trecks detailed docunentation upporting the actual development/programiming effon.
such as affected object inventory references and reusable procedures specifications. Finally, the tool
fracks specific unit test scenarics, including expected results, data values, and actual resulls.
Validation: The PTK includes powerful {ools for planning, executing, and tracking System Test cycles.
The tool enables planning of test cycles through development of test scripts and test scenarios. For
efficiency, these scripts and scenarios can be developed once but used and reused in multiple cycles of
testing, including System Test and Acceptance Test. Test execution results for each script and scenario
are entered directly into the PTK during testing. This allows standardization of test results, early
identification of result trends, and the most up-to-date status reporting for management.
Cost: $25,000 for Remote Hosting
item 3: Third Party Solutions \,
Within the Exhibit F - Software Functionality and Technical Requirements there are several requirements f‘Q 9%
that could be met by third party solutions. The Offeror has not provided costs in our core offer, but ‘){Wi
present them here as value added solutions. _r{}\ywv )
+  Offeror software will meet the barcoding requirements {requirement 1026, 1027, 1074, and 4103,
The software will provide functionality beyond that specified in the RFP, so it is appropriate to list JM\KM
here in the value add section:
o Cost: Asset Advantage Base Application, $10,000 (for use with the PI portion of the
application)
1-10 Licensed Users w/Hardware - $4,700 each (w/o terminals @ $2,500 each)
11+ Licensed Users w/Hardware - $3,200 each (w/o terminals @ $1,000 each)
Services (Modifications, Configuration & Training and travel), $41,000
o Scanners for PC's, $500 each and Pre-printed Labels, $2,000 for 10,000
» Offeror service provides a subscription based service to meet the clean address requirement
1740 and 2050.
o Cost: $5695 per year for up to 120K address verifications.
«  Offeror software will meet the retail cashiering requirements (requirement 1673-1682). The
software will provide functionality beyond that specified in the RFP, so it is appropriate to list here
in the value add section:

o G O

o Cost: License = $100k based on 25 registers ¢
o Implementation =400k, unlimited registers. Initial rollout and creation of golden CD which ( /Ll‘j/s
can be loaded on each register after pilot. , by
ltem 4: ERP Recruiting Module we'l
: . . o . L Nohonr]
Implement the fully integrated recruiting module for job openings, recruiting and new hires. e en"

Cost: Software Cost: Estimate $250,000
item 5: ERP - Policy Automation Module

Policy automation solution enables government agencies throughout the world to effectively deliver 7
services and fairly and consistently determine legislated and policy obligations. The fundamental
objective of our policy solution is to enable much greater direct participation by policy experts in the 4 &

development of eligibility systems by directly transforming regulations, legislation, and other policy
documents into executable business rules.

Cost:TBD**

ltem 6: Governance, Risk and Compliance Module 2
Without the ability to coordinate and consolidate governance, risk, and compliance (GRC) activities,
organizations cannot rise to calls for greater accountability, nor can they evaluate and manage potential
threats to the organization, all the while keeping resources and costs in check.

Cost: TBD**

Item 7: Master Data Management Module

Many organizations still don’t have a true view of their citizen and suppliers, much less their mventory and
financials. Although they invest in new, sophisticated enterprise applications to handle business
processes, the data those systems generate is not centrally managed. Master Data Management
solutions are designed to consolidate, cleanse, and enrich key business data from across the enterprise.
and synchronize it with all applications, business processes, and analytical tools.

COST: TBD™* NOTE: MODULE PRICING WILL BE BASED ON NUMEROUS FOOTPRINT FACTORS
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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 implementing the proposed solution and help the State more
accurately evaluate the Offeror’s proposal. '

Estimated State Proposed

labor effort Offeror labor
Deliverable (hours) effort (hours)
1. Baseline detailed project work plan : 14,150 - 20,215
2. - Project status reports 7,075 10,107
3. Weekly risk reports . 7,075 10,107
4. Satig.fé'ction surveys 2,830 4,043
5. System configuration reports 7,075 10,107
6. Business process modification recommendations 9,905 14,150
7. Configdred software ready for test 7,075 10,107
8. Accepted workflows 7,075 10,107
9.f "Hardware specification (applicable to licensed solution) 2,830 4,043
10. Application architecture documentation 2,830 “,4,04A3 -
11. Instailation certification document ) ' 4,250 . 4,043
12. Data conversion plan 7,075 10,107
13. Validated migrated data 7.075 10,107
14. Reports ‘ 2,830 - 4,043 |
15. Interface specifications 2,830 4,043
16. Tested interfaces ‘ 4,250 10,107
17. Test plan 7,075 10,107
18. Volume/stress testing report 7,075 10,107
19. Training plan : 4,250 6,064
20. Training materials 4,245 6,064
21. Training 4,245 6,064
22. Knowledge transfer plan and activity : 2,830 4,043
23. Go-live and stabilization plan 2,830 4,043
24. Technical operations manual : 2,830 4,043
25. Business user manual v k 2,830 4,043
26. Configured and licensed software in productive use 2,830 ' 4,043
27. Stabilization services 2,830 4,043

140,100 202,143
Attachment D - Strategic Fit Considerations o - S ' D-26
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PROJECT WORK PLAN e

- Offeror's Methodology - Our methodology is compiised of five phases of discrete activities and
three bands of continual activities. A high-level overview of the methodolegy is giver below, followed
by references to each of the key activities within the methodology that specifically manage scope,
schedule, and the implementation.

Phases: Phases occur at defined junctures in the project fifecycle, The phases are as follows:

01 - Initiation ~ Plan the project and create its foundation

02 - Design - Design future State business processes 1o mest the State's functional requirements

03 - Development ~ Implement the system design decisions from the Design Phase

04 - Validation ~ Test the system and take it into production

05 - Post-Implementation — Support the live production system

Bands: Bands are made up of continual tasks that vccur throughout the project lifecycle as follows:

Project Management — Direct, monitor, and contro! the project throughout the implementation lifecycle

Quality Management — Assure that project outcomes, documents, and procedures best meet the needs

of the State and the project

Enterprise Readiness — Assure that the State's organization is ready and able to adopt the new business

processes

Managing Project Scope: The primary mechanism for managing project scope is the agreed upon

Statement of Work (SOW) between the State and the Offeror. By working with the State upfront to put in

place a comprehensive and realistic SOW, we have a solid scope that drives ongoing scope

management throughout the project. Scope Management is part of our Project Management Band and
happens continually throughout the project lifecycle. The goals of Scope Management are twofold:

A. Ensure that the SOW scope is fully met through project activities. B. Ensure that SOW scope is not

exceeded, in other words: prevent scope creep. A primary ongoing task to manage scope Is the setting

of deliverable expectations for eac detiverable via a Deliverable Expectation Document (DED).

Each DED documents the State's and the Offeror's expectations Tor & deliverable Before-work begins: By

documenting and reinforcing the agreed-to scope upfront, the DED ensures the deliverable meets the

SOW and helps to mitigate scope creep.

Managing Project Schedule: During the Initiation Phase, we take the lead on defining the Baseline

Project Work Plan. As specified by the State, this plan will be built using Microsott Project 2003. A key

.

tool used in managing this schedule is Microsoft Project Server 2007. We will import the initial MS
Project 2003 plan into our MS Project Server 2007 and rollout the usage of the web-based tool to most
State and Ofteror team members, allowing them to view and update project task details such as
percentage complete. By decentralizing project plan maintenance in this manner, we ensure the most up
to date information is included in the project schedule. We have successfully used this approach on pricr
Statewide ERP implementations. We have seen that having the continually updated information allows
State and Ofteror project management to identify potential schedule and pian issues early and put in
place mitigation steps to keep the project schedule on track.
Managing Project Implementation: Managing the implementation as a whole is led by the Offeror
Project Manager and other Offeror management team members. The methodology described above is
used by our project management team to guide the implementation. The methodology is enhanced by
% our robust Proprietary Tool Kit (PTK) application, which is a specialized tool, built on a

platform and used to perform, monitor. and control key project tasks. State and Offeror team members
will use this application to document key project tasks including Requirements Management, Issues
Management, System Design, and Integration/System Testing. One of the key benefits of this
application is the project data is stored in a database and can easily be summarized and reported on,
providing management with timely data to enable informed management decisions. For example, our
prior State government clients were able use the PTK to access on-demand reports of real-time System
Test execution data at any time during testing. These reports include status of test scenarios,
summarized by module area or project-wide, including planned and actual percentage completion and
failure rates. Other PTK testing reports link failed scenarios to documented issues to enable monitoring

and controlling of the issue resolution and retesting processes.

2. Offeror’s Approach to:

System Initialization: The Offeror will build environments in accordance with the delivered software
vendor installation instructions. Environments are built with the selected application and latest tools

Attachment C — Project Approach C-3
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release. Generally. all maintenance packs available for the application releass will be installed.
System installation: The baseline technical architecture is installed during Phase 01 - Initiation of our ‘

methodology. As the implementation progresses, the Offeror is responsitie for installing the various
environments necessary to support project activities including: system design, development, system
testing, and go-live. During the development phase. the Gold environment, the most critical environment,
is installed. The Gold instance contains the final version of configuration and development and is used
for initiating each system test cycle and is the production environment used for go-live.
Business Process Design/Reengineering: Business process design, or system design. occurs in
Phase 02, but is the central and essential step to everything that occurs during the implementation. Led
bythe Offeror, the system design involves a collaborative approach to design and document the State's
future business processes. A key aspect of system design is making a final determination of how State
business practices are adjusted to reflect the business processes enabled by the delivered ERP
application. Produced from our PTK application, the system design document deliverable breaks out
each business process into each key step. For each business process, the design outlines the future
business process steps and their relationships to key business roles, development, and the ERP
software. This design drives the configuration, development, and testing that occurs later in the project.
System Configuration: System Configuration is an important step in Phase 03 of our methodology.
Offeror resources are accountable for building a configuration into a Gold environment after system
design. Itis important for State resources to assist because it enables knowledge transfer, on-the-job
training, and reduced support structure post go-five. Offeror provides a configuration tool for tracking
completeness, documenting decisions, and managerial reporting. —
System Tailoring: Occurring in Phase 03, tailoring of the software involves detailed design,
development, and unit testing of targeted enhancements to the delivered software functionality to meet
the State's requirements. The detailed design of enhancements is led by the Offeror functional team with
full participation from the State functional team and specities the needed functionality. Development is
performed by the Offeror technical team to create the code and pages designed by the functional team.
Unit testing is led by the Offeror functional team with participation from the State functional team and
consists of testing of targeted scenarios to ensure the enhancement meets the detailed design
specification. Our PTK application tool is used to track documentation and status around detailed
design, development, and unit testing as described above in Managing Project Implementation.
Interface Design and Development: Occurring in Phase 03, interface design and development foliows
the same steps as the enhancement steps described under System Tailoring: detailed design,
development, and unit testing. The detailed design includes a full file layout that defines calculation logic,
transformation rules, source/target fields, valid field values, field lengths, etc.
Data Conversion: Also, a Phase 03 aclivity, data conversion, is grouped into individual development
items that each follow the same steps as the enhancement steps described under System Tailoring:
detailed design, development, and unit testing. The detailed design process involves conversion
mapping that is led by the Offeror with contribution from State functional and technical experts. The
output of conversion mapping is a full conversion map used for developing both the State's extracts from
the legacy systems and the Offeror's load processes into the ERP.
Tesling: System testing is essential to Phase 04 ~ Validation. It involves using the ERP system o test
the designed business processes, including State configuration, enhancements, interfaces. and
conversion data. In our iterative testing approach, we plan three primary cycles of testing: integration,
system, and user acceptance. Integration involves the most critical business processes, system involves
the full breadth of business processes, and user acceptance involves user-affecting business processes.
Post-Implementation Stabilization: During Phases 03 and 04, the Offeror will lead the development of
a production support plan. Post-Implementation support and stabilization involves putting the production
support plan into action when each phase of the ERP system is released. During the support period,
application support is a shared responsibility between State and Offeror project staff. State project staft
will be the primary point of contact for end users of the ERP, while the Offeror performs an active role in
supporting all other support activities including issue resolution. This enables State staff to ready
themselves for independent long-term production support of the application after Offeror suppoert ends,
3. Transition - The State has indicated a strong preference for a phased implementation with
financials/procurement first foliowed by HR/ Payroll. The Offeror refers to this approach as a Phased
by Application approach and the following sections describe this benefits and challenges of this

o
N
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i approach and the Offercr’s experience.

Experience and Challenges of the Phased by Application: The Oferor very recenily performed a

Statewide government implementation of tinancials/procurement and human resources applications

using the Phased by Application approach where the HR/Payroll and Financials/Procurement initiatives

had minimal overlap. Utilizing this approach was beneficial in several ways to our client. First, cross
initiative resources (including PMO, Technical, Organizational Readiness, Training, etc.) were not
overburdened with the complexity and work of two initiatives going live at the same time. Second, while
the total change to the organization was the same it was easier o digest in multiple initiatives. Third,

each initiatives go live was not dependent on the other helping avoid the situation of one initiative’s &

readiness for go live impacting the other. While there were benefits of this approach there were also %56

several challenges that needed to be managed. First, several complex interfaces were required between ©

the (s ystem and legacy system. Second, when the second initiative integration was built additional Q}}Q

regression testing was needed for the first initiative applications to ensure nothing was changed. Third,

cross initiative resources need to stay focused on the next initiative and not get sidetracked into
production support issues.

Proposed Transition Strategy: To take advantage of the benefits of the Phased by Application

approach while ensuring we address the challenges, we propose that the first implementation of

Financials/Procurement not overlap with the second implementation. Initiative 1,

Financials/Procurement, will be implemented first following the Offercr's 5 phase/3 band methodology.

Once Initiative 1 has gone live and entered Phase 05, then the next implementation will begin with Phase

01 for Initiative 2, HR/Payroll. The Financials/Procurement initiative will include temporary business

processes to interact with the State's legacy human resources and payroll systems. The State must plan

to staff the HR/Payroll project team during the financials/procurement project to design and support the
temporary business processes. The HR/Payroll initiative will include implementation of new business
processes for interaction between HR/Payroll and Financials/Procurement. This will necessitate
additional testing for Initiative 1 that will need to be staffed by the State. The Offeror will include full-time

Financials/Procurement staffing to support implementation of the new HR/Payroll business processes.

Lastly, the proposed staffing plan ensures that there are dedicated production support resources allowing

the Cross Initiative resources to focus on Initiative 2.

4. Educate and Train — Two key facets of our methodology serve to educate and train the State on the
proposed systems: knowledge transfer between the Offeror project team and State project team and
training of the end-user population.

Knowledge Transfer: Knowledge transfer (KT) is an ongoing task that is part of the Enterprise

Readiness Band. It is expected to occur three different ways for State team members: (1) project task

assignments, working side-by-side with Offeror consultants: (2) project relationships and interactions with

Offeror coaches and other team members; and, (3) project team training typically delivered by the ERP

software vendor. Using our PTK application, we measure KT at certain predefined junctures through a

combination of State self-assessment and Offeror peer assessments. This measurement allows the

State and Offeror to gauge progress towards KT goals and recognize and address any KT deficiencies.

Training: Training is part of Phase 04. The delivery of end-user training will be a combination of blended

training course offerings. The percentage breakdown of blended courses is determined during curriculum

sessions and is tailored to meet the State's unique business and geographic challenges. Types of
training offered include: Instructor Led Classroom Delivery, Online Training, and Job Aids.

5. Monitor Performance - The Quality Management Band involves ongoing processes to ensure
project processes and outcomes best meet the needs of the State and the SOW.

Quality Management: Our Quality Manager is 1esponsible for devising the project Quality Management

Plan and overseeing its execution. The plan consists of Quality Contro| tasks during project activities as

well as Quality Assurance tasks for future project activities and deliverabies. Quality controls, such as

checklists, templates, peer reviews, and so forth, are performed uptront by State and Offeror team
members throughout all areas of the project team including functional, technical, and enterprise
readiness. This enables a consistent standard of quality throughout the project. Quality Assurance
involves assessment of project deliverables, work products, and other outcomes to analyze, assess, and
adapt the quality of the project's outcomes. While Quality Control is ingrained in the initial completion of
project tasks, Quality Assurance is typically performed following completion and sign-off of critical project
tasks with the goal being improvement in quality of future project tasks.
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I . RISK ASSESSMENT N
Risk 1: Core Users are delined as ihose employees or key State experts who wili be part of the project
team to support the ERP Implementation eftort. These Core Users will encounter compeling pricrities
from the ongoing demands of their reguiar jobs as well as from the new duties and responsibilities
inherent with the ERP Project.
Solution: To mitigate this risk, the Offeror is using our substantial statewide ERP implementation
experience to recommend that Core Users._shauld be moved from their legacy jobs to a representative
job on the ERP Project. Specitically, the following changes should be made 16 minimizé The need for
Core Users to be required to participate in the ongoing, day-to-day demands of legacy opsrations:
» Develop a plan for post-implementation such that Core Users know upfront what their jobs will be
after the implementation effort is complete.
» Backfill Core User positions with qualified individuals and hold the new employees accountable
for legacy activities, duties and responsibilities.
* Move Core Users to a designated location established for ERP.,
¢ Change Core User phone contact information or appropriate delegation message.
e Transfer cost centers to one that has been established for ERP.
« If possible, supplement Core Users with recent college graduates so knowledge is kept with
more than one resource and there is opportunity to have them perform day-to-day tasks.

Risk 2: Ineffective Project Governance Structure and Processes
Solution: It is well known that all major statewide ERP projects must have a clear, effective, and
functioning Project Governance structure and processes. At a minimum, the project governance
structure and process should be documented as part of the Project Charter and include:

» Executive Sponsor Roles and Responsibilities

e Steering Committee Structure and Role

+« Team Roles and Responsibilities

» Effective and Timely Decision Making Process

* A Fair and Effective Dispute Resolution Process

e Development of appropriate interagency agreements.
The Offeror has a vast amount of statewide ERP implementation experience and has a very pertinent
example for governing these large State ERP implementations. A past client with two wholly different
governance structures was implementing an ERP application within the same database. One
governance structure and escalation process was more hierarchical in nature while the other was far
more consensus driven. This led to different throughput times for decision making and also materially
different rational for decision making. Ultimately, a project governance structure was formed that these
two very different organizations rolled up to one person that could make decisions for both organizations.

Risk 3: Self Service is a key success factor and a risk of failed user adoption if not properly deployed for

the Stale and amajor Change Management opportunity affecting both procurement and payment
processing.

Solution: The Offeror will have a two pronged strategy to the change management opportunity for Seif
Services.
First, the Offeror will create a lessons learned chart during a one calendar month duration of the Project
Planning time period from the State’s implementation of the ASSETS system that consists of an
inventory for lessons learned that will map to project plafitasks to ensure those lessons learned are
performed during the project. :
Second, the Offeror will use the proven methodology for change management issues using the business
process flow below.
1. Claritying the Self Service requirements in Requirement Verification Sessions. This initiates
traceability and proper design of solutions to the requirements.
2. Compare the Self Service requirements vs. the delivered software to understand modification
needs. These Fit Sessions incorporate agency users and continue knowledge transter.
3. Mostimportantly, use the Self Service requirements to design the To-Be Business processes.

An output of the business processes are change management opportunities. These change

RFE No. 2010-0200-9368
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W YALUE ADDED

hem 1: itern Maintenance v
Faced with the slow, manual process of updating the information contained ir their erterprise apphcetion
systems, the Offeror's past statewide client needed & solution that would allow them 1o manage over
100,000 items, integrate them with their inventory system, and build upon existing supplier catalogs.
Adding or updating the item master or procurement attribute information would require a largely manual
process that would put an immense strain on resource staffing levels. Additionally, the slow process of
updating these items leads to inconsistent approaches as managers attempt to short-cut the tremendous
efforts involved.

Typical item maintenance requires manually extracting, reviewing, and correcting item data. Staff must
be highly-trained and vigilant, with specialized skills for using tools like Microsoft Access databases or
Microsoft Excel. Most organizations don’t have enough of these specialty personnel, and the Offeror's
past client is no different.

Generally, the solution for addressing these large sels of data is a combination of conversion programs
using staff to extract, review, update, reload, and validate the item data. While this process is less-
intensive than a purely manual update, it is still time-consuming and prone to error.

The Offeror, who worked with the past client on the statewide ERP project, created and implemented the
Content Tool Solution, an integrated item-maintenance solution to address their specific needs. The
Content Tool Solution 7 built on a comprehensive methodology that aggregates large sets of item data so
they can be manipulated by an end-user, without assistance from technical resources. The data
managers are now able to focus on their main priorities, high-visibility items, or specific sets of data, while
re-working the attributes immediately, or to continually improve data accuracy and procurement controls
as needed.

The fully-integrated Content Tool Solution includes the following features:

* Allows for efficient mass conversion and updating of category tables, tree manager, enabling
management of electronic vendor catalogs.

+ Allows for the creation of Catalog Requests to send to vendors or internal agencies for the
purpose of electronic catalog loading and updates with built-in approvals, audit trails, reporting
and queries.

« Provides over 200 validation checks against master tables and other configured logic.

¢ Requires no technical assistance, yet incorporates more than 4,000 fields, 300 tables, and utilizes
the ERP software’s delivered Application Security.

The Content Tool Solution enables procurement and inventory managers to have total control over each
item’s data in an easy-to-use, powerful, fully-integrated module. Users can automatically son, filter, and
process over 50,000 items in a matter of seconds or minutes, a process that done manually could easily
take weeks or months. The Offeror's past client now has the ability to stage and update items based on
any field values, such as category code, family code, buyer, vendor, description. manufacturer, or
inspection code.

Cost: $30,000

ltem 2: Offeror’'s Methodology Toolkit

The Offeror’s Proprietary Toolkit (PTK) Application is a custom and proprietary, value-added toolset built
on an ERP application platform and hosted by the Ofieror's Data Center. The tool includes features to
support the Offeror’s work in implemienting ERP systems, including design, development, and validation
(testing). This tool promotes efficiency, standardization, and transparency across the project.

Design: The PTK provides a central tracking system to enable the best and most efficient design of the
State's business processes. For instance, the tool will track each of the State's software requirements
from the point of identification, through the Fit Analysis process, into the System Design of business
processes, and finally into System Testing of the designed business processes. Using the powerful ERP
Application reporting and query tools, the requirements can be easily analyzed at critical project juncture
to see where they stand against planned targets and metrics. This tool helps ensure that the State's
business processes meet each and every of its requirements.

Development: The PTK provides a central tool for documentation of detailed design, development, and
unit testing of all development items (alse known as development requests (DRs) throughout the project
lifecycle. Types-of DRs contained within the tool include conversions, interfaces, reports, workflows, and
enhancements. The tool houses detailed design information for each DR in a standardized format.
including business logic, conversion layouts, user interface (page) designs, security specifications, and so
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