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[bookmark: _Toc313454823]General Instructions
Vendors must use the template set out herein for submission of their response to a TOPS Request Form, including 10-point Arial font. Modifications to the format of this template (e.g., altering font size, altering font type, adding colors, adding pictures etc) will result in the rejection of your response.
Other than as requested on this page, your response must be “cleansed” of any identifying names or information. Do not list any names/information in Project Approach, Risk Assesement, or Experience/Qualifications that can be used to identify your firm. The inclusion of identifying information may result in your response being rejected.
[bookmark: _Toc313454824]Project Approach
Provide a concise and detailed summary of your approach to delivering the services described in the TOPS Request Form. The summary must demonstrate your understanding of how to successfully complete the work in a way that meets the state’s needs. 
	Project Approach cannot exceed one page.


[bookmark: _Toc313454825]
Risk ASSESSMENT
Itemize potential controllable and non-controllable risks associated with providing the services described in the TOPS Request Form and concisely describe how you will mitigate each risk.
	Risks cannot exceed one page. You may add/delete additional rows to identify additional risks and solutions, but do not exceed the page limit. Do not include any cost or marketing information.


[bookmark: _Toc313454826]
EXPERIENCE/QUALIFICATIONS
Describe your experience and qualifications specifically as they pertain to the services described in the TOPS. Do not include names or information that can be used to identify your firm or the proposed resource(s).
	Experience/Qualifications cannot exceed two pages.


[bookmark: _Toc321385716]
PROJECT APPROACH
[bookmark: EVALNAME]BEST VALUE PROCESS ONLY:  EVALUATOR NAME:      	SCORE:  |_|10  |_|5  |_|0
	We will approach this project with a team consisting of our State Director/Project Manager in Juneau, a Business Analyst/I.T. Project Estimator in Juneau, and a technical team of developers, analysts, quality assurance, and management as support for our Department of Fish and Game Team to provide the needed background and technical information.  Initial meetings (kick-off meetings) will be held in Juneau with DFG Sponsorship and Key Stakeholders and our State Director/PM and BA (Business Analyst/I.T. Project Estimator).  While this meeting will cover scope, deliverables, timelines, risks, communication, configuration, and define success – it will also address DFG’s unstated needs, or expectations.  All such projects have initially defined scope and deliverables, but we ensure that the unstated requirements – or expectations – are also fleshed out and delivered. We then deliver our set of standard Project Documents, consisting of a Project Plan, Communication Management Plan, Configuration Management Plan, Risk Management Plan, Change Management Plan, and Configuration Management Plan.  These documents are living documents which formalize the project approach and leave no ambiguity with regard to initial project approach.  These documents are revisited at regular intervals with DFG Project Sponsorship.

This first phase is delivered through a series of interviews with DFG Stakeholders and Sponsorship to ascertain high-level functionality of the new system.  Included in this process is work performed with department management to define the estimate’s purpose and schedule, the iterative process of exploring workflows and possible workflow improvements, developing a functional architecture, and applying divisional business rules. An estimating plan with an outlined approach and estimate timeline is delivered early in this phase. Reporting requirements and third party dependencies will be identified. Our technical staff will also review the current data stores – with an eye for conversion complexities and costs (for example, conversion from ADABAS has its own special challenges).  Data conversion (and data cleansing) costs will be defined.  The output from these activities is an FRD (Functional Requirements Document) that provides a baseline for estimating as well as the foundation for creating a detailed BRD (Business Requirements Document) in the second phase.  Our estimating methodology consists of both an engineering cost estimate and a functional cost estimate.  Functional estimates are “top down”, and apply costs at the macro-level through comparative, historical functionality and costs.  Engineering costing is done as “bottom up” – i.e. the number of screens, interfaces, data stores, logic layer complexity, etc.  These two – Functional and Engineering - are compared.  In our experience, these two are remarkably similar and act as validations for each approach.  Phase One ends – by September 15th in order to meet the OMB budget cycle – with the delivery of the FRD and Cost Estimate (with a definitive cost estimate with supporting detail -  including a WBS of Activities with Costing).  

The next phase of Requirements Analysis (which has also been ongoing during the first phase in order to derive cost estimates) details what is absolutely essential for issuing and accounting for the primary endorsements (hunting, fishing, trapping licenses and king salmon tags) and addressing workflows in the various business needs inside of DFG.  This provides the framework for development on all essential system interfaces to the new licensing system (paper-based data entry, internet-based sales, POS systems, customer and vendor management, EFT’s and financial reporting).  This Requirements Analysis Phase must be completed by March 21, 2013 and will have identified and documented the essential business processes under which endorsements are currently issued today (for all venues ) in order to understand what DFG does at a detailed level in terms of law, administrative policy,  and individual job function;  identify and document the essential business processes related to vendor interactions and cash management; catalog the limitations of the existing systems and document what is expected in terms of improvements in a new system;  apply process and policy knowledge to determine what functionality will be necessary in the new system;  incorporate support for additional business requirements into the current system design – making revisions as needed with respect to work previously done;  utilize a BPM solution in order to find efficiencies in current processes.  All of these facets will be delivered in a master BRD (Business Requirements Document).  In addition, we will deliver an ORD (Organizational Readiness Document) that qualifies organizational readiness from a business process, administrative, and technical perspective. 




[bookmark: _Toc321385717]RISK ASSESSMENT
BEST VALUE PROCESS ONLY:  EVALUATOR NAME:      	SCORE:  |_|10  |_|5  |_|0

Risk:  Not capturing sufficient high-level functional requirements to provide accurate costs in Phase One.
Why it is a risk:  This impacts budgets, project timelines, project scope, and client satisfaction.
Solution:  Focus on core functionality, interfaces, and business logic.  Capture “must haves” while accommodating “like to haves”.  Leverage both existing and proposed Use Cases. Craft a WBS (Work Breakdown Structure) that reflects both the high level requirements within the FRD (Functional Requirements Document) and the technical realities of the presentation, logic, and data layers.  Place special emphasis on third party dependencies and data conversions.  Work with DFG Sponsorship on resource loading.

Risk:  Not capturing complete requirements for the new system in Phase Two.
Why it is a risk:  This impacts budgets, project timelines, project scope, and client satisfaction.
Solution:  Leverage the FRD initial requirements through more detailed user/stakeholder interviews, and development of new workflows and Use Cases for the new system.   Deliver mockups – that are workflow specific - with the user community to confirm required detailed functionality.  Many people are visual – and this “seeing the system”, albeit in small work-related functions, has a great clarifying impact on the BRD (Business Requirements Document).

Risk:  Organizational Change
Why it is a risk:  Organizational Change Management missteps affect user satisfaction, system utilization, and overall project success.
Solution:  Communicate consistently with Key Stakeholders to gather not only requirements but also their concerns.  Address those concerns through dialogue, interviews, system functionality (in small bites) that directly affect those concerns, and focus on change management to mitigate those concerns.  Deliver an ORD (Organizational Readiness Document) at the end of Phase Two.

Risk:  Accurate Data migration Costs
Why it is a risk:  Legacy data formats and data cleansing (compiled data) affects user satisfaction, project costs, and system acceptance.
Solution:  Capture the current data elements as they are today and – through the process of discovery, working with stakeholders – define the parameters of data elements that need to be imported.

Risk:  Accessibility to DFG Sponsorship, Key Stakeholders, and Managers
Why it is a risk:  This impacts accurate scoping, user satisfaction, and project success.
Solution:  Small, iterative interviews with the key DFG players with an awareness that their time is limited and that understanding is often best achieved through capturing smaller job-specific needs rather than a “big bang” needs list. 
[bookmark: _Toc321385718]
EXPERIENCE/QUALIFICATIONS
BEST VALUE PROCESS ONLY:  EVALUATOR NAME:      	SCORE:  |_|10  |_|5  |_|0
	We have been in business since 2003, and established in Alaska since 2007.  We have delivered fixed bid projects to a variety of Alaska State departments.  While we do provide Time and Materials resources to our clientele, the majority of our revenue comes from fixed bid engagements such as this one.  We have a time-tested delivery methodology for such engagements, and referenced clients on each such engagement.

Accurate costing and tightly defined system requirements are such key components to this project.  It is critical to point out that we have costed and defined system requirements on fixed-bid enterprise engagements in Alaska for the Departments of HSS, Commerce, Corrections, Labor, DPS, Revenue, etc.  Unlike competitors that rely primarily on Time & Material engagements, our expertise in accurate cost figures (and the substantiation of those figures) as well as crafting accurate system requirements is a major component of our corporate culture.

Organizationally, our estimating methodology consists of both an engineering cost estimate and a functional cost estimate.  Functional estimates are “top down”, and apply costs at the macro-level through comparative, historical functionality and costs.  Engineering costing is done as “bottom up” – i.e. the number of screens, interfaces, data stores, logic layer complexity, etc.  These two – Functional and Engineering - are compared.  In our experience providing cost information to a variety of Alaska State Departments, these two are remarkably similar and act as validations for each approach.  

Our PM assigned to this project has a 30 year history of Alaska State Government employment at the management level and has a track record of successful system implementations in Alaska.

The BA (Business Analyst / Cost Estimator) we would assign to DFG’s Project has deep expertise in enterprise implementations (and their associated requirements gathering), cost estimating, and change management.  She has coordinated with clients to document process flows and internal controls to maximize results through continuous business process analysis, continuous business process reengineering and continuous measurement and review of business specific KPIs (Key Performance Indicators).  She has assisted clients in rolling out change management to internal and external customers based on workflows and analytics. She has designed and helped implement cost accounting methods and systems.  She has delivered documented requirements and designs for procedures and processes for Average Cost Systems through the presentation of case study and analysis of historical and engineering input. She is a Certified Technology Specialist, a Certified Trainer, and has an MBA in Accounting and Finance.  Her communication skills are excellent and provide the necessary consultative behaviors necessary to ascertain the needed functionality of DFG’s new system

Our Technical Lead assigned to this project has delivered on major projects for the Alaska Departments of Commerce, HSS, Labor, Corrections, and Revenue.  He has proficiency in a wide variety of programming languages (.Net, Java, etc.) and has architected solutions that are in production in Alaska State Government today.  He has designed and implemented role-based security for highly sensitive data access in Alaska, managed the importing and integration of legacy data to new systems (in one case in Alaska, he designed and migrated over 1 million images to a new system), implemented document management systems, and worked closely with Alaska Departmental I.T. staff to ensure that State/Departmental standards were adhered to.  He will work in conjunction with our BA Lead to address any issues or concerns of the Project Sponsor and Key Stakeholders.  His communication and interactive skills are excellent, with a particular talent for not delving deep into technology when discussing issues with clients.

The key players on our Team assigned to DFG’s project have the daily support of our entire staff with regard to past experiences, advice, quality assurance, and – if needed – both analysis and technical assistance.



Organizationally, we have a long list of successful “Best Value – Fixed Bid” projects for the State of Alaska.

We delivered costing (fixed bid), requirements gathering, design, and implementation of a 500-screen / 2,000 data table enterprise system for an Alaska State department. Requirements were gathered through highly interactive processes with Key Stakeholders and Project Sponsorship.  As an enterprise web-based application, we overcame the connectivity and bandwidth issues inherent in Alaska.  We continue to support and enhance the application as well as provide cost estimates for budgetary input for future major enhancements.

We delivered a firm-cost (Best Value) project for the requirements gathering, design, build and implementation of enterprise Web Services interfaces with an Alaska State Department that required the exchange of very sensitive data with other Alaska Departments.  We completed this project and that series of Web Services provides a major backbone for data exchange for that client.  

We delivered a firm-cost (Best Value) project for the requirements gathering, design, build and implementation of a complete Department-wide data / image conversion to the Department’s new enterprise system.  We completed this project and that Department utilizes our data conversion daily.  It should be noted – particularly given DFG’s data structure - that we have also worked in ETS’s data management world, and are familiar with the DB2 and ADABAS frameworks there.

We delivered a firm-cost (Best Value) project for the requirements gathering, design, build and implementation of a new workflow management process for the entire Division of an Alaska State Department.  This required exhaustive requirements gathering, workflow analysis and improvements, single-source data collection, training, and customer interfacing.

We delivered a firm-cost (Best Value) project for the requirements gathering, design, build and implementation of a new enterprise document management solution for an entire Alaska State Department.  Working closely with the client, we focused on workflows, ease-of-use, and hardware interfaces to move our client towards a more paperless environment.

We delivered a firm-cost (Best Value) project for the requirements gathering, design, build and implementation of a new enterprise case management solution for a newly created Division within an Alaska State Department.  Working closely with the client through the functional and detailed requirements gathering process, we focused on collaboration, system communication, workflows, and regulatory requirements (both State and Federal).

We are delivering a firm-cost (Best Value) project for the requirements gathering, design, build and implementation of a new enterprise social services system for the entire Division of an Alaska State Department.  This required the collection of complex Alaska-specific requirements and business rules and comparisons with Federal rules, exhaustive system testing through our QA department utilizing automated testing tools, data conversion, and training.

We delivered a firm-cost (Best Value) project for the requirements gathering, design, build and implementation of a new Division enterprise system (with case management, automated calendaring, workflow management) for an Alaska State Department.  This included highly iterative deliverables, third party interfaces, data conversion, testing, and training.








EVALUATOR NON-CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT

|_| By checking this box, I certify that neither I,      , nor any member of my immediate family has a material personal or financial relationship with this vendor or to a direct competitor of this vendor.  I further certify that no other relationship, bias or ethical conflict exists which will prevent me from evaluating this response solely on its merits and in accordance with the evaluation criteria.

Furthermore, I agree to notify the Task Order Manager if my personal or financial relationship with this vendor is altered at any time during the evaluation process.  If I am serving as the Procurement Officer of record I agree to advise my supervisor of any changes that could appear to represent a conflict of interest.

EVALUATOR NOTES

To be completed by requesting agency evaluator(s).

Comments MUST be recorded for any section receiving a Best Value score of 10 or 0. Comments must be concise and objective and refer to or quote the portion of the response that led to the score.
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