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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.
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PROJECT APPROACH
[bookmark: EVALNAME]BEST VALUE PROCESS ONLY:  EVALUATOR NAME:      	SCORE:  |_|10  |_|5  |_|0
	Project Approach

Multiple data stores that are maintained by multiple Divisions within the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) need to be integrated into a Department-wide database that will store all types of DFG endorsements (licenses, permits, tags, etc…) to the public.  With a goal of designing and developing a Database that integrates seamlessly with each Division's data systems, this task order will set the foundation for completing future phases of the licensing modernization project.  Specifically, definitive project cost estimates and detail requirements analysis need to be completed by September 15, 2012 and March 31, 2013 respectively.

Our team understands the difficult challenge in estimating software costs because these costs are dependent on the size and complexity of the software to be developed which in-turn can only be estimated when the requirements have been well understood and documented.   Given the constraint of completing project cost estimating phase by September 15, 2012, our IT Project Management team proposes a three phase approach to completing this task order successfully:

a) Develop and document high level requirements for the Licensing Modernization Project (August 31, 2012)

b) Project cost estimating based on the high level requirements (September 15, 2012)

c) Develop and document detail level requirements (March 31, 2013)

Our team will meet on-site in Juneau with all stakeholders individually.  This will require meeting with users from all divisions who issue licenses or permits.  We anticipate a minimum period of two weeks of Joint Application Design (JAD) sessions to gather high level requirements that will identify current processes, allow our team to collect and understand policies, procedures, State statutes, and identify potential for re-engineering and automating existing manual processes.  The primary objective of this phase will be to identify critical success factors, actors & use cases, and the main cost drivers throughout the future phases.  These drivers may include costs associated with software development, acquisition of hardware & infrastructure, and satisfying security, risk management, and maintenance requirements.  A zero level Department-wide Data Model for an integrated licensing database will also be included in the high level requirements document at the end of this phase.

With an approved high level requirements document by the stakeholders, our team will then estimate the cost, time, and effort required to satisfy the requirements and determine the best strategy for designing and implementing the projects.  Our team will compare DFG history of managing and spending on past projects with industry cost estimate data to come up with a reasonable schedule and budget for the Alaska Office of Budget and Management.  Our team will utilize the cost estimation methodology described in the company experience section.

During the detail requirements gathering, our team will meet again with each Division staff to define the processes in detail, create mock-up screens for on-line licensing and permit applications, and develop a Department wide normalized data model.

At the end of these three phases, our team will deliver a blue print for future phases that will improve overall efficiency, customer service, data quality and integrity within DFG.   However, the cost estimates and details will be delivered earlier (before September 15, 2012) so DFG can include it in the Capital request to the Alaska Office of Budget and Management.

We anticipate 30% of the overall effort on combined phases a) and b) and the remaining 70% effort on gathering detail requirements.



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

1) Cost Estimating Prior to Requirements Analysis

Why it is a risk: Some cost factors may be excluded inadvertently. 
 
Risk Mitigation - By proposing a high level requirements phase, most cost factors can be identified early to derive with realistic cost estimates.


2) Conflicting Requirements

Why it is a risk: Each Division is serving a unique set of customers and therefore may have requirements and standards that are different from other Divisions.

Risk Mitigation - Our team will meet with all stakeholders and identify potential conflicts and work with Management to resolve those conflicts.


3) Conflicting Schedules

Why it is a risk:  Scheduling meetings with 4 or more Division users may be challenging.

Risk Mitigation - Meetings will be scheduled with plenty of notice and alternate dates will be suggested to accommodate all stakeholders’ calendars.


4) Diverse Geography

Why it is a risk:  DFG has more than 30 locations Statewide.  To meet with staff face-to-face at other locations besides Anchorage, Juneau, and Fairbanks could be cost prohibitive.

Risk Mitigation - Majority of the work will be done in Juneau and Anchorage.  We have also budgeted for a trip to Fairbanks, if necessary.  Our offices are headquartered in Anchorage but a branch will be set up in Juneau with resident staff and a Project Manager for this and future task orders.  WebEx meetings will be scheduled to meet with users in other cities, if necessary.     
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EXPERIENCE/QUALIFICATIONS
BEST VALUE PROCESS ONLY:  EVALUATOR NAME:      	SCORE:  |_|10  |_|5  |_|0
	Company Experience - Cost Estimation

Our team has done cost proposals for software development projects that range from $10,000 to more than a million dollars.  For a majority of our projects that our company has completed, we have successfully applied the Office of Management and Budget's (OMB) best practices that result in a high quality and reliable cost estimates.   For an estimate to be well-documented, comprehensive, accurate, and credible, we follow the following cost estimating steps as recommended by Government Accountability Office (GAO):

1) Define the estimate's purpose
2) Develop the estimating plan
3) Define high level requirements 
4) Determine the estimating approach and define the Work Breakdown Structure (WBS)
5) Obtain the data
6) Conduct risk analysis
7) Document the estimate
8) Update the estimate to reflect actual costs

At a detail level, for example, on a recent cost proposal for another State Government, our company provided a fee structure that was based on variables such as duration of the project, skill level needed on the project, hourly rates, estimated number of hours by each skill level, as well as any anticipated travel costs during the project life cycle.  

In estimating the development effort associated with each task order, we have developed a company standard that quantifies effort by function and complexity to estimate the development effort in hours.  As a general guide, Project Management is usually 10 percent of the overall development effort, systems analysis and design is usually 30 percent of the overall development effort, and system/pilot/performance testing is another 10 percent of the development effort.  The remaining 50 percent of development (programming) estimates (in hours) below include unit and integration testing:

Function Type	          Simple    Moderate	Complex

New Online Maintenance	24	  48	   72
New Online report	20	  30	   60
New Batch Report	40	  80	 160
New Batch Update	60	160	 250

After the hours have been determined, based on the total number of hours needed per skill level, established hourly rates determine the total variable cost of the development effort.

Fixed Costs such as Hardware and Infrastructure are determined based on a quote from a minimum of three vendors and decided based on cost, value, tech support and customer service.

Other variable costs such as travel and maintenance are added, if applicable. 

Company Experience - Requirements Analysis

Our team has worked with large State Agencies from multiple States to gather requirements for custom desktop and web-based applications.   One of the agencies required a Division-wide requirements analysis and data model to be developed followed by multiple phase development.    Our experience with each of the following systems required requirements analysis phase:

Our Company’s recent projects include:

2009-Current	ASP.NET, SQL Server 2005, VB, C# (ecommerce)

2010           	Microsoft SharePoint 2007 (Federal Agency portal)

2008-2009	Windows C#.NET and SQL Server 2005 (Retail)


EXPERIENCE/QUALIFICATIONS (CONT.)

	
2004-2007	ASP.NET 2005, SQL Server 2005 (State Agency)

2003-2004	ASP.NET 2003, SQL Server 2000 (State Agency)

2003-2004	C#.NET 2003, SQL Server 2000 (State Agency)

2002-2004	Microsoft VB.NET Windows Application (State Agency)

2001-2002	Sybase Distributed PowerBuilder Application (State Agency)

2001	              Sybase Distributed PowerBuilder Application (State Agency)

1999-2000	Microsoft ASP/COM Web Application (State Agency)

1998-2000	Sybase Distributed PowerBuilder Application (State Agency)   


Resource Experience

We are submitting 3 resources for this task order with the following experience and qualifications:

Resource A (Expert Project Manager - 50% of Project Hours) 

[bookmark: _GoBack]A has more than twenty years’ experience in IT consulting and more than ten years of experience in managing small, medium, and large projects with State and Federal Governments.  A not only excels in gathering requirements with excellent communications skills but also during most of his career he has designed data models and databases for public and private sector clients.   For this task order A will take a lead role in meeting with the stakeholders to develop and document requirements analysis as well as working with Resource B for developing cost estimates.  

A has consulted for many State Agencies in the US and has a Master’s Degree in Information Systems.


Resource B (Senior - 30% of Project Hours) 

B is an expert in Cost Estimation methodologies and has recently worked with a client to prepare and document GSA schedule.  B was also responsible for justification for funding for the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) administered Interoperable Emergency Communication System Maintenance Grant.   B has more than ten years’ experience managing telecommunications contracts with the Federal Government.


Resource C (Senior - 20% of Project Hours) 

C is our Chief Technology Officer.   C has more than eleven years of experience in the IT field, from programming to architectural design and team lead.  Nine years of experience using the Microsoft .NET platform with a focus on Windows and Web based development.

C has proven ability to lead small to medium sized teams of developers as well as working closely with business stakeholders to design, release, and maintain business critical products. His last five years of experience were gained in the financial industry leading technical teams and designing products used by the world’s leading banks.  C has worked with many State Agencies within the State of Alaska.



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.
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