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1. Procurement Information
1.1. Title of RFP TC "Title of RFP" \f C \l "2" 
The title of this procurement is Quality Assurance (QA) Services Request for Proposals.

1.2.  Purpose of this Procurement TC "Purpose of this Procurement" \f C \l "2" 
OTDA is seeking a QA contractor to fully participate as a member of various project teams providing value added best practices and expertise to help ensure positive project outcomes. It is expected that the selected Contractor will provide quality assurance review, project risk analysis, and assistance with planning and setting of quality goals and objectives for the following projects and activities:

The projects listed in 1.2.1 through 1.2.7 are all active projects.  With the exception of 1.2.5, all projects have been subject to QA oversight and review under the OTDA’s existing QA services contract.  As such, they all will require the new Contractor to be quickly immersed into these projects to provide ongoing QA services. OTDA reserves the right not to engage the selected Offeror’s QA services for for selected projects and activities. OTDA also reserves the right to discontinue or suspend QA services provided by the selected Offeror upon 30 days prior written notice.
 
Primary QA Services
1.2.1. All Outcome Management Office (OMO) activities 

For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the OMO activities is defined as all tasks and activities relating to setting quality standards, reviewing project artifacts, and evaluating ongoing OMO processes and procedures to ensure they meet agency objectives.

1.2.2. All Enterprise Architecture and Governance activities 
For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the Enterprise Architecture and Governance activities is defined as all tasks and activities relating to setting quality standards, reviewing project artifacts, and evaluating ongoing EA and Governance processes and procedures .

1.2.3. The Functional Roadmap Project (FRM) 
For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the FRM is defined as all tasks and activities related to setting quality standards, reviewing project artifacts and other project documentation, and evaluating all project deliverables on a regular basis to ensure that the FRM project will meet the established standards that meet the goals set forth in the Annual Planning Document submitted to the federal agencies.
1.2.4. myBenefits/myWorkspace Project 

For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the System Integrator development activities for myBenefits/myWorkspace project is defined as all tasks and activities related to setting quality standards, reviewing project artifacts and other project documentation, and evaluating 1) the business requirements document; 2) system design documentation; 3) system development; 4) testing activities; and  5) the pilot implementation activities  on a regular basis to ensure that the myBenefits/myWorkspace project will meet the established standards.
1.2.5. The Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery Project 

For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery is defined as independent assessment of hardware and software integration as well as all tasks and activities relating to setting quality standards, reviewing project artifacts, and evaluating ongoing Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery processes and procedures to ensure they meet industry best practices.
1.2.6. The Imaging/Enterprise Document Repository (I/EDR) Project and On Site Scanning (OSS)
For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the I/EDR and OSS Projects is defined as independent assessments of project management, design, development, testing, training, and implementation activities. 

1.2.7. The Automated State Support Enforcement and Tracking System (ASSETS)

For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the Automated State Support Enforcement and Tracking System (ASSETS) is defined as independent assessments all tasks and activities related to setting quality standards, reviewing project artifacts and other project documentation, and evaluating all project deliverables on a regular basis to ensure that the ASSESTS project will meet the established standards.
Additional QA Services

The projects listed in 1.2.8 through 1.2.10 below have not yet been officially initiated. However internal work and discussions are underway such that OTDA anticipates that these projects will be intitiated during the duration of the contract resulting from this RFP.  In the event these projects are initiated, the QA vendor will be required to provide QA services as described below. The Offeror’s project schedule, resourcing, and cost estimating for these projects should be done according to the provided timeframes.  However, actual start dates for each project are subject to change at OTDA’s discretion.  In the event of changes in the actual project implementation, OTDA reserves the right to amend the proposed activities, deliverables, and workplan accordingly in consultation with the selected Contractor. 

1.2.8. Master Data Management Project (Estimated start: 4th quarter 2010) 
For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the Master Data Management project is defined as providing independent assessments of plans and processes including hardware and software integration system design, system development, testing and change managment such asorganization change management.

1.2.9. The Welfare Management System (WMS) Mainframe Replatforming Project  
For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the Welfare Management System (WMS) Replatforming Project is defined as independent assessments of the activities associated with moving the existing mainframe applications to open systems environment.
1.2.10. CNS 
For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the Mainframe Platform Migration project is defined as  all tasks and activities related to providing independent quality assurance assessments of project plans, processes and performance;, setting quality standards, reviewing project artifacts and other project documentation, and evaluating 1) project management activities; 2) all project deliverables and documentation; 3) system development; 4) testing activities; and 5) the pilot implementation activities  on a regular basis to ensure that the Mainframe Platform Migration project will meet the established standards
1.2.11. Optional QA Services for on-going Information Technology activities TC "Optional QA Services for on-going Information Technology activities" \f C \l "3" 
QA Services for on-going Information Technology Activities may be requested by OTDA on an as-needed basis.  As OTDA develops applications in the information technology environments to support business needs, such activities may demand the need for QA oversight.  In the event of such a need, OTDA will develop a statement of work requesting the Optional QA Services.  The statement of work will describe the nature of the QA services requested, any associated deliverables and expected timeframes for completion, a description of the application or system that will be developed/enhanced and any pertinent documentation necessary to determine the scope of work.

The QA services requested may include, but is not limited to, QA of state and/or vendor project management, requirements, design, development, testing, and implementation of information technology applications utilizing tools including but not limited to .Net, Java tools, Oracle, FileNet, standard use of RUP and the application of Rational tools.  
Section 3 of this QA Services RFP provides further detail regarding the Scope of Work.

1.3. Issuing Agency

The New York State Office of Temporary and Disability Assistance (OTDA) is the issuing agency for the Quality Assurance Services RFP
1.4. Primary Point of Contact 

New York State Finance Law (SFL) §139-j restricts contact by Offerors with any governmental entity regarding procurement contracts.  Subject to certain exceptions set forth in SFL §139-j (3), contacts between Offerors and governmental entity personnel, other than the governmental entity’s designated contact person(s), are prohibited during the restricted period of the governmental procurement.
Pursuant to State Finance Law §§139-j and 139-k, this procurement includes and imposes certain restrictions on communications between OTDA and an Offeror during the procurement process.  An Offeror is restricted from making contacts from the earliest notice of intent to solicit bids through final award and approval of the Procurement contract by the Office of the State Comptroller (“restricted period”) to other than designated staff unless it is a contact that is included among certain statutory exceptions set forth in State Finance Law §139-j (3) (a).  Designated staff, as of the date hereof, is identified in this RFP.  OTDA employees are also required to obtain certain information when contacted during the restricted period and make a determination of the responsibility of the Offeror pursuant to these two statutes.  Certain findings of non-responsibility can result in rejection for contract award.  In the event of two findings within a four-year period, the Offeror is debarred from obtaining governmental Procurement contracts.  Further information about these requirements can be found on the Office of General Services (OGS) website:
http://www.ogs.state.ny.us/aboutOgs/regulations/defaultAdvisoryCouncil.html

The following activities are permissible contacts by an Offeror:

· Submission of a written proposal in response to this RFP.

· Submission of written questions prior to the proposal due date.

· Complaints filed by an Offeror stating that the designated point of contact(s) has failed to respond in a timely manner.

· Oral presentations and interviews scheduled by OTDA.

· Negotiations following award.

· Debriefings to vendors that were not award recipients.

· Filing of an appeal or protest.

· Any contact initiated by OTDA employees.

State Finance Law also requires that every procurement over $15,000 include a certification by the Offeror that all information provided to the agency is complete, true, and accurate with regard to prior non-responsibility determinations within the past four years based on (i) impermissible contacts or other violations of State Finance Law Section 139-j, or (ii) the intentional provision of false or incomplete information to a governmental entity.  See Appendix B.1, Forms 8 and 9 which must be included in an Offeror’s proposal as described in Section 5.4.9.   
The Primary Point of Contact for this procurement is:
Eric Fish

NYS OTDA
67 North Pearl Street, 2nd Floor
Albany, NY  12243
Email Address:  otda.sm.ops.bit.rfp@nysemail.state.ny.us
NOTE: All questions regarding this RFP must be submitted in the format provided in Appendix I – Template for Offeror Questions.  All questions must be submitted via electronic mail to the primary point of contract for this RFP. Neither phone nor fax inquiries will be accepted.  
Other Permissible Point of Contact (to the Offeror):
Jim Herrick, Financial Chair
NYS OTDA
40 North Pearl Street, 13th Floor
Albany, NY 12243
Email Address:  Jim.Herrick@otda.state.ny.us
1.5. Contract Terms and Duration

The Prime Contractor awarded the QA Services contract and all subcontractors associated with this award will be precluded from bidding on future procurements which may be related to the development of solutions under the Modernization efforts. 

It is the intent of the OTDA to enter into a contract with a selected Contractor.  The work and staffing requirements for the term of the contract are located in Sections 3 and 4.    

The initial contract that the agency will enter into will be for a maximum term of three (3) years, subject to termination provisions specified in Appendix A - Standard Contract Terms and Conditions.  Two (2) one-year extensions to the original contract may be considered at the sole discretion of the OTDA with the approval of the State Comptroller’s Office.  The terms and conditions of the contract will remain unchanged in the event of any such extension.   

For the purposes of this RFP, the Offeror must submit pricing in accordance with the instructions in Section 5.6.  Monthly payments will be made based on the actual hours worked in the previous 30 calendar days  Total payments made throughout the Contract resulting from this RFP will not exceed the Offeror’s proposed total pricing.  

The selected Contractor will be the Prime Contractor responsible for ensuring the delivery of all services as required in its proposal and in the contract resulting from this procurement.  Please note:  joint proposals will not be accepted.  The Prime Contractor will be responsible for all work performed by its Subcontractor(s). 

The terms and conditions contained in Appendix A – Standard Contract Terms and Conditions attached herein and the requirements and specifications outlined in this RFP provide the terms and conditions for such contract.  Offerors are strongly encouraged to conduct a thorough review of the Standard Contract Terms and Conditions and the requirements and specifications set forth in this RFP.  Offerors MUST raise any potential exceptions to the terms and conditions, specifications, and requirements during the Questions and Answer phase of the procurement.  Offerors submitting proposals that contain material changes to the terms and conditions, specifications, and/or requirements set forth throughout this RFP may be disqualified.  Please see Sections 5.4.3 and 5.4.4 for further discussion regarding assumptions, exceptions, caveats, etc.

OTDA has requested federal approval for the Quality Assurance Services Activities contained in this RFP.  A contract award will not be made until such time as the applicable federal approvals are received.  

1.6. Procurement Timetable
	Release of RFP
	
	April 7, 2010

	Due Date for Questions Submitted by Offerors
	All questions must cite the specific RFP section and paragraph number to which it refers.  Questions should be as concise as possible.  Only written questions received will be responded to and posted on the OTDA internet site.
	May 7, 2010

	Due Date for Letters of Intent
	
	May 7, 2010

	Official Answers to Questions Released
	All answers to questions received by the specified due date will be available on the OTDA internet site.
	May 21, 2010

	Proposal Due Date
	Proposals must be received by 12:00 PM Eastern Time.  Any Offeror's proposal made in response to this RFP, not received by such time, will ordinarily be considered as non-responsive.  No late proposals will be considered if the delay in submission is the fault of the Offeror or results from any factor within the direct or indirect control of the Offeror.  Sealed packages including one original, fifteen (15) copies and fifteen (15) electronic copies (in MS Word/Excel/Project, on a CD format) for each proposal section required in Section 5 of this RFP must be submitted.  Faxed copies will not be accepted.
	June 7, 2010

	Proposal Evaluation Period
	Target Dates for Oral Presentations will 
	June 7, 2010 to July 16, 2010

	Contract Award Announcement
	
	July 30, 2010

	Completion Date for Signed Contract 
	
	August 30, 2010


	Completion Date for Control Agency Approvals
	
	November 30, 2010

	Contract Begin Date
	
	December 1, 2010


1.7. Letters of Intent  

Any Offeror intending to submit proposals in response to this RFP may submit a letter of intent.  If a letter is submitted, it must be submitted to Eric Fish as identified in Section 1.8.  The letter of intent must reference the title of this RFP and must be submitted in accordance with the timetable in Section 1.6, Procurement Timetable of this RFP.  The letter of intent should provide the current mailing address, email address, and telephone number(s) for the person who will be the Offeror’s designated point of contact throughout the duration of this RFP.  Offerors must notify Eric Fish of any and all changes relative to the point of contact provided in the letter of intent.  OTDA is not responsible for any miscommunications that occur throughout this RFP as a result of Offeror’s failure to provide notification of changes in the point of contact information.  
Subsequent to the date for submission of letters of intent as specified in Section 1.6, prospective Offerors who do not submit letters of intent will not be considered “Offerors” as that term is used herein and will not be advised of subsequent changes in the scope of this RFP.  However, a potential Offeror which elects not to submit a proposal but wishes to be kept advised of subsequent developments in this procurement (including changes to the RFP) can make arrangements in such regard by submission of a written request to Eric Fish.
Notification of amendments to the RFP and official responses to vendor questions will be posted on the OTDA Internet site. 

1.8. Questions Regarding this Procurement

Offerors are required to submit all questions in writing to: 

Eric Fish


NYS OTDA

67 North Pearl Street, 2nd Floor

Albany, NY  12243

Email Address:  otda.sm.ops.bit.rfp@nysemail.state.ny.us
Offerors must submit any and all questions in the format provided in Appendix I – Template for Offeror Questions. Each question must cite the specific RFP section and paragraph number to which it refers. Only answers provided in writing by OTDA will be considered official.  The closing date for the submission of questions is set for in Section 1.6.  E-mail is the required method for the submission of questions.  All questions and answers will be available at the following web page:

OTDA Internet Procurements  
http://www.otda.state.ny.us/main/cgo/procurement_bid.htm

Offerors MUST raise any potential assumptions, exceptions, caveats, etc. to the terms and conditions, specifications, and requirements during the Question and Answer phase of the procurement.  Proposals that contain material changes to the terms and conditions, specifications, and requirements set forth throughout this RFP may be disqualified.  Please see Sections 5.4.3 and 5.4.4 for further discussion regarding assumptions, exceptions, caveats, etc.
It is not permissible for any Offeror, or any entity working on behalf of an Offeror, to solicit information relating to this procurement from any government source (Federal or State) other than the official point(s) of contact listed above.  
Current contractors who are submitting proposals in response to this RFP may continue to have contact with responsible State agencies for purposes of their current contract.
1.9.            Proposals 

Section 5, Proposal Requirements, Evaluation and Selection of this RFP provides the requirements for proposals to be submitted.
1.10. Intellectual Property and Public Information
All the proposals, upon submission, will become the property of the OTDA and ordinarily will not be returned.  Selection or rejection of any proposal does not affect this right.  The OTDA has the right to disclose all or any part of a proposal to public inspection based on its determination that disclosure will serve the public interest.  Potential Offerors are further advised that, except for trade secrets, all parts of proposals must ultimately be disclosed to those members of the general public making inquiry under the New York State Freedom of Information Law (NYS Public Officers Law, Article 6) although proposal contents cannot ordinarily be disclosed by the OTDA prior to bid award.  Should an Offeror wish to request exception from public access to information contained in its proposal, the Offeror must specifically identify the information and explain in detail why public access to the information would be harmful to the Offeror.  Use of generic trade secret legends encompassing substantial portions of the proposal or simple assertions of trade secret interest without substantive explanation of the basis therefore will be regarded as non-responsive requests for exception from public access and will not be considered by the OTDA in the event a Freedom of Information request for proposal information is received.

Per the standard contractual terms and conditions, the Contractor must grant the OTDA the product rights, as described in the Article 8, Rights of the State of Appendix A - Standard Terms and Conditions.

The OTDA reserves the right to use any and all ideas presented in any response to the RFP unless those ideas are covered by legal patent or proprietary rights.  The OTDA shall also have unlimited rights to disclose or duplicate, for any purpose whatsoever, all information or other work product developed, derived, documented or furnished by the Offeror under any Agreement resulting from this RFP.

The OTDA reserves for itself and for the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) and United States Department of Health and Human Services (USDHHS) a royalty-free, non-exclusive and irrevocable license to reproduce, publish or otherwise use and to authorize others to do so, such software, modifications and documentation.
1.11. RFP and Proposal Revisions

The OTDA reserves the right to:

a.
Reject any or all proposals received in response to this RFP.

b.
Reissue a modified version of this RFP at any time.



NOTE:  Any such modification issued on or before the due date for proposals shall go to all entities which have requested a copy of this RFP and/or submitted a letter of intent; after that date (or an amended date, as the case may be), notification will be only to Offerors who have submitted proposals or letters of intent.  Please note that the OTDA’s right to issue modifications, etc. permits any addition or deletion of requirements as the OTDA may deem appropriate.
c.
Utilize any and all ideas submitted in the proposal received, unless legal or proprietary rights cover those ideas.
d.
Disqualify any Offeror whose conduct or proposal fails to conform to the requirements of this RFP.
e.
Direct any Offeror(s) to submit proposal modifications addressing subsequent RFP amendments.
f.
Accept all or part of a selected Offeror’s proposal.
g.
Eliminate any requirement(s) unmet by all Offerors upon notice to those participating at time of notice.
h.
Make typographical corrections to proposals, with the written concurrence of the Offeror.
i.
Correct computational errors in proposals with the written concurrence of the Offeror.
j.
Waive procedural technicalities in proposals received, upon notification to the Offeror involved.
k.
Change any of the scheduled dates, including start dates, stated herein upon notice to the Offerors.
l.
Request Offerors to clarify their proposal and/or submit additional information pertaining to their proposal.
m.
Re-solicit offers from the vendor community by republishing and advertising this RFP at any point in time.
n.
Award more than one contract.
o.
Solicit Best and Final Offers.

1.12. Incurred Costs

The State of New York is not liable for any cost incurred by the Offerors in preparation, production, and submission of Offeror’s proposal.  The State of New York is not liable for any costs incurred by Offerors for the preparations or execution of any activities including, but not limited to, any oral presentation, demonstration, simulation, or laboratory session occurring prior to the approval of an executed contract as required by the OTDA.
1.13. Content of Proposals

To be considered responsive, an Offeror must submit complete proposals that satisfy all of the requirements set forth in this RFP.  Proposals not conforming to the outline, content and sequence, as specified in Section 5, Proposal Requirements, Evaluation and Selection may be rejected as nonconforming.

1.14. Period of Validity

Each Offeror’s proposal must include a statement as to the period during which the provisions of the proposals will remain valid.  The minimum requirement is 270 days from the date proposals were due, as specified in the timetable in Section 1.6.
1.15. Notification of Award

After selection of the successful Offeror, all Offerors will be notified of the acceptance or rejection of their proposals.  News releases relating to the Quality Assurance Services RFP or resulting contract may not be made by any Offeror or its agent without prior approval of the OTDA.
1.16. Negotiated Changes

The OTDA reserves the right to negotiate proposal changes with the selected Offeror that are in the best interest of the State.  However, as determined by the OTDA, if the scope or intent of the original RFP is significantly altered by such negotiated changes, all Offerors will be given an opportunity to modify and resubmit their proposal based on updated RFP specifications – except to the degree a modification results from the failure of all Offerors to achieve a specific RFP requirement.
1.17. Procedure for Handling Protest/Appeals of Bid Specifications and Proposed Awards

1.17.1. Formal Written Protests

Final agency decisions or recommendations for award generally may be reconsidered only in the context of a formal written protest as described below. Any Offeror or prospective Offeror who believes that there are errors or omissions in the procurement process or who otherwise has been aggrieved in the drafting or issuance of a bid solicitation, proposal evaluation, bid award, or contract award phases of the procurement, may present a formal complaint to the OTDA and request administrative relief concerning such action ("formal protest").

A formal protest must be submitted in writing to the OTDA, by ground mail, except where alternate arrangements have been made, to Mr. Leonard Belanger, Director of the OTDA Bureau of Contract Management (BCM), 40 North Pearl Street, 13th Floor, Albany, NY 12243.

A formal protest must include a statement of all legal and/or factual grounds for disagreement with an OTDA specification or purchasing decision; a description of all remedies or relief requested; and copies of all applicable supporting documentation.
1.17.2. Deadline for Submission of Formal Protests

OTDA must receive formal protests concerning errors, omissions or prejudice including patently obvious errors in the bid specifications or documents at least ten (10) calendar days before the date set in the solicitation for receipt of bids.

OTDA must receive formal protests concerning a pending contract award within seven (7) calendar days after the protesting party ("protester") knows or should have known of the facts which form the basis of the protest.

1.17.3. Review and Final Determination of Protests

Protests will be resolved through written correspondence. However, the protester may request a meeting to discuss a formal protest or the OTDA may initiate a meeting on its own motion, at which time the participants may present their concerns. Either the protester or the OTDA may elect to decline such a meeting. Where further formal resolution is required, the Director of BCM shall designate an OTDA employee, usually one not involved in the procurement action ("designee"), to determine and undertake the initial resolution or settlement of any protest.

The designee will conduct a review of the records involved in the protest, and provide a memorandum to the Director of BCM summarizing the facts as determined by the designee, an analysis of the substance of the protest, and a preliminary recommendation.  The Director of BCM shall:  (a) evaluate the procurement team's findings and recommendations, (b) review the materials presented by the protesting party and/or any materials required of or submitted by other Offerors, (c) if necessary, consult with agency Counsel, and (d) prepare a response to the protest.

A copy of the protest decision, stating the reason(s) upon which it is based and informing the protester of the right to appeal an unfavorable decision to the Office of the State Comptroller (OSC) shall be sent to the protester or its agent within forty-five (45) calendar days of receipt of the protest, except that upon notice to the protester such period may be extended.  The protest decision will be recorded and included in the procurement record, or otherwise forwarded to OSC upon issue.

1.17.4. Appeals

Upon receipt of OTDA’s determination of a protest, a protester has ten business days to file an appeal of the determination with the OSC Bureau of Contracts.  The appeal must be filed with Dan Ryan at the below address: New York State Office of the State Comptroller, Bureau of Contracts, 110 State Street, 11th Floor, Albany, NY 12236. The protester’s appeal must contain an affirmation in writing that a copy of the appeal has been served on OTDA and any other party that participated in the protest. In its appeal, the interested party shall set forth the basis on which it challenges the contracting agency’s determination. The OSC Bureau of Contracts will conduct its determination of the appeal in accordance with its established policy.

1.17.5. For Reservation of Rights and Responsibilities of the OTDA

The OTDA reserves the right to waive or extend the time requirements for protest submissions, decisions and appeals herein prescribed when, in its sole judgment, circumstances so warrant to serve the best interests of the State and OTDA.  If the OTDA determines that there are compelling circumstances, including the need to proceed immediately with the contract award in the best interest of the State, then these protest procedures may be suspended and such decision shall be documented in the procurement record.  The OTDA will consider all information relevant to the protest, and may, at its discretion, suspend, modify, or cancel the protested procurement action including solicitation of bids or withdraw the recommendation of contract award prior to issuance of a formal protest decision.

1.17.6. Procurement Activity Prior to Final Protest Activity

Receipt of a formal bid protest shall not stay action on a procurement unless otherwise determined by the OTDA.  If a formal protest or appeal is received by the OTDA on a recommended award prior to the underlying contract being forwarded to the Office of the State Comptroller (OSC), notice of receipt of the protest and appeal must be included in the procurement record forwarded to the OSC.  If a final protest decision or final decision on appeal has been reached prior to transmittal to the OSC, a copy of the final decision must be included in the procurement record and forwarded with the recommendation for award.

If a final protest decision is made after the transmittal of a bid package to the OSC, but prior to the OSC approval under SFL § 112, a copy of the final OTDA decision shall be forwarded to the OSC when issued, along with a letter either: a) confirming the original OTDA recommendation for award and supporting the request for final § 112 approval, b) modifying the proposed award recommendation in part and supporting a request for final § 112 approval as modified; or c) withdrawing the original award recommendation.

1.17.7. Record Retention of Bid Protests

All records related to formal Offeror protests and appeals shall be retained for at least one (1) year following resolution of the protest.  All other records concerning the procurement shall be retained according to the statutory requirements for records retention.

1.17.8. Office for Technology Review 

Prior to award selection, this RFP and all responses thereto may be subject to review by the New York State Office for Technology (OFT).  Offeror will cooperate with any and all requests from OFT for documentation and presentations relating to this RFP. 
1.18. Certification Form ST-220 

Pursuant to Tax Law Section 5-a, the Contractor must complete, sign, and file a properly completed Form ST-220-CA with OTDA (Appendix B-2-1) and Form ST-220-TD with the Tax Department (Appendix B-2-2).  The Contractor must also submit a copy of the Certificate of Authority, if available, for itself and any affiliates required to register to collect State sales and compensating use tax.  If Certificates of Authority are unavailable, the Contractor, affiliate, Subcontractor or affiliate of Subcontractor must represent that it is registered and that it has confirmed such status with Department of Tax and Finance (DTF).  
1.19. Debriefing

Subsequent to the evaluation of all bids received pursuant to this RFP, all Offerors will be notified of the acceptance or rejection of their proposals.  OTDA will notify all unsuccessful Offerors, at or about the time of bid award, of the fact that their proposals were not selected.  Each unsuccessful Offeror may at that time and for 20 business days thereafter request a debriefing by OTDA as to why its proposal was not selected.

1.20. Prime Contractor Responsibilites
In the event the selected Offeror's proposal includes goods or services provided by another firm or manufacturer, it shall be mandatory for the selected Offeror to assume full responsibility for the delivery, installation, maintenance and support services for such items offered in the proposal.  Should the selected Offeror seek external financing, the State reserves the right to approve the assignment of the contract for financing purposes.  In any event, OTDA will contract only with an Offeror, not the Offeror's financing institution or subcontractors.  OTDA shall consider the selected Offeror to be the sole responsible contact with regard to all provisions of the contract resulting from this RFP.

Prior written approval of OTDA shall be required for all subcontracts.  Any subcontract related to performance of the contract resulting from this RFP shall be subject to the provisions of law set forth in Sections 220, 220-d, and 220-e of the Labor Law of the State of New York, and Article 15 and 15-A of the Executive Law of the State of New York.  OTDA encourages the use of certified minority/women-owned business enterprises.  Refer to Appendix A, Article 16 for more detailed information.   
1.21. Omnibus Procurement Act
It is the policy of New York State to maximize opportunities for the participation of New York State business enterprises, including minority and women owned business enterprises, as bidders, sub-Offerors, and suppliers on its procurement contracts. Information on the availability of New York State sub-Offerors and suppliers is available from:
NYS Department of Economic Development

Division for Small Business

30 South Pearl St.

Albany, New York 12245

Phone:  (518) 292-5221     Fax:  (518) 292-5853

Bidders are hereby notified that if their principal place of business is located in a state that penalizes New York State vendors, and if goods or services they offer will be substantially produced or performed outside New York State, the Omnibus Procurement Act 1994 amendments (Chapter 684, Laws of 1994) require that they be denied placement on bidders mailing lists and contracts for which they would otherwise be eligible.  Bidders of construction services must be denied the award of a contract if their principal place of business is located in a state that discriminates or imposes a preference against New York State firms.  A directory of minority and women owned business enterprises is available from:

NYS Department of Economic Development

Minority and Women's Business Development Division

One Commerce Plaza

Albany, New York 12245

Phone:  (518) 474-6346      Fax:  (518) 473-0665
The Omnibus Procurement Act of 1992 requires that by signing a bid proposal, Offerors certify that whenever the total bid amount is greater than $1,000,000:The Offeror has made reasonable efforts to encourage the participation of New York State Business Enterprises as suppliers and sub-Offerors on this project, and has retained the documentation of these efforts to be provided upon request to the State;The Offeror has complied with the Federal Equal Opportunity Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-261), as amended:
1) The Offeror has made reasonable efforts to encourage the participation of New York State Business Enterprises as suppliers and sub-Offerors on this project, and has retained the documentation of these efforts to be provided upon request to the State;

2) The Offeror has complied with the Federal Equal Opportunity Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-261), as amended;

3) The Offeror agrees to make reasonable efforts to provide notification to New York State residents of employment opportunities on this project through listing any such positions with the Job Service Division of the New York State Department of Labor, or providing such notification in such manner as is consistent with existing collective bargaining contracts or agreements.  The Offeror agrees to document these efforts and to provide said documentation to the State upon request.

1.22. Contract Execution
Awards are not final and the resultant contract is not considered executed and binding until approved by the Attorney General and the Office of the State Comptroller as required by New York State Law.  The Office of the State Comptroller will not approve the resultant contract until it has received notice from the State’s Division of the Budget that sufficient appropriated funds exist for payment.

1.23. Multi-agency Use
Any contract or subcontract entered into pursuant to an award resulting from this RFP shall contain a provision which grants the option to extend the terms and conditions of such contract to any other State agency in New York State, as well as Local Districts.
1.24. Public Officers’ Law

All Offerors and their employees must be aware of and comply with the requirements of the New York State Public Officers Law, and all other appropriate provisions of New York State Law and all resultant codes, rules and regulations from State laws establishing the standards for business and professional activities of State employees and governing the conduct of employees of firms, associations and corporations in business with the State.  In signing the proposal, each Offeror guarantees knowledge and full compliance with those provisions for any dealings, transactions, sales, contracts, offers, relationships, etc. involving the State and/or State employees.  Failure to comply with those provisions may result in disqualification from the bidding process and in other civil or criminal proceedings as required by law
1.25. Information Security Breach and Notification Act

The New York State "Information Security Breach and Notification Act" also known as the "Internet Security and Privacy Act" took effect December 9, 2005. The Legislature and Governor have enacted the Law in response to past and continuing identity theft and security breaches affecting thousands of people. The Law requires any person or business that conducts business in New York State and that owns or licenses computerized data that includes private information (including but not necessarily limited to social security numbers, credit and debit card numbers, drivers license numbers, etc.) must disclose any breach of that private information to all individuals affected or potentially affected in an expeditious manner. Contractor shall comply with the provisions of the New York State Information Breach and Notification Act. Contractor shall be liable for the costs associated with such breach if caused by the Contractor’s negligent or willful acts or omissions, or the negligent or willful acts or omissions of the Contractor’s agents, officers, employees or subcontractors.  You may view a copy of the Law at http://public.leginfo.state.ny.us/menugetf.cgi?COMMONQUERY=LAWS by searching for "INTERNET SECURITY AND PRIVACY." The law is found at Article 2 of the State Technology Law and at Article 39-F of the General Business Law. You may also find it at Chapter 442 of the Laws of 2005
1.26. New York State Sales and Compensating Use Taxes
Tax Law Section 5-a, which was added to the Tax Law under Part N of Chapter 60 of the Laws of 2004, imposes upon certain contractors the obligation to certify whether or not the contractor and its affiliates are required to register to collect state sales and compensating use tax. Where required to register, the contractor must also certify that it is, in fact, registered with the New York State Department of Taxation and Finance (DTF). The law prohibits the New York State Comptroller, or other approving agency, from approving a contract awarded to an Offeror meeting the registration requirements but who is not so registered in accordance with the law.  Pursuant to Tax Law Section 5-a, winning contractors resulting from this RFP must complete, sign, and file a properly completed Form ST-220-CA (with OTDA) and Form ST-220-TD (with the Tax Department).  Contractors must also submit a copy of the Certificate of Authority, if available, for itself and any affiliates required to register to collect state sales and compensating use tax. If Certificates of Authority are unavailable, the contractor, affiliate, subcontractor or affiliate of subcontractor must represent that it is registered and that it has confirmed such status with DTF.

1.27. Vendor Responsbility
Section 163 of the State Finance Law requires that contracts be awarded on the basis of lowest price or best value to a responsive and responsible Offeror.  The State and courts have determined that responsibility includes integrity, previous performance, legal authority to do business in New York State, and financial and organizational ability to perform the contract.
As part of the procurement process, Offerors, affiliates and any business entity of which the Offeror is a subsidiary and subcontractors (where the subcontractor is known at the time of the contract award, its qualifications are a material factor in the award, and its subcontract will equal or exceed $100,000 over the life of the contract) are required to complete the Contractor/Subcontractor Background Questionnaire and submit it with its proposal.  OTDA shall conduct reviews of each vendor for responsibility and responsiveness.  OTDA may, at OTDA’ sole discretion, request additional information, including meeting with the Offeror. 
If the Offeror is determined by OTDA to be not responsible, OTDA shall inform the Offeror of such ruling.  The Offeror shall have 30 days to request a meeting with OTDA to explain the ruling and to demonstrate the finding to be incorrect or to correct/resolve any issues impacting the Offeror’s responsibility.  If OTDA’ findings remain unchanged after meeting with the Offeror, the Offeror shall be removed from consideration for this contract.  
The Offeror that is awarded this contract shall update the Contractor/Subcontractor Background Questionnaire whenever such information changes and prior to any contract extensions and/or amendments.  In the case of an assignment, a Contractor/Subcontractor Background Questionnaire should be submitted for the Contractor and Subcontractors.  If the Offeror is determined, on the basis of new or previously undisclosed information, to be not responsible, the contract may be terminated, at OTDA’ sole discretion.

2. background

2.1. Administrative Supervising Agencies

The New York State Office of Temporary and Disability Assistance (OTDA), the Department of Health (DOH) and the Office of Children and Families (OCFS) are responsible for supervising the administration of human services programs provided under various Federal and State sponsored programs in a federated approach to deliver holistic human services in multiple systems.  
2.2. Programs Administered by the Supervising Agencies
The information technology activities and projects covered under this QA Services procurement support an array of federal, state, and local programs.  The funding for these programs is shared among the federal, State, and local governments.

The following programs are supervised by OTDA:
· Temporary Assistance (TA)

· Family Assistance (FA) is a federally funded cash assistance program.  The funds to administer the program are received through the federal Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) Block Grant which was established by Federal legislation under the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 and are used to assist qualifying needy families with children.  In most situations, individuals are limited to receiving five years of cash assistance under this program.  
· Safety Net Assistance - Federally Participating (SNA-FP) is a federally funded non-cash assistance program. The funds to administer the program are received through the TANF block grant and are used to assist households with children in which individuals fail to comply with drug/alcohol requirements or are unemployable due to their drug or alcohol addiction.  Due to the drug/alcohol classification, cases in this category must have most benefits sent directly to vendors, such as landlords, rather than as ‘cash’ to recipients.  In most situations, there is also a five year time limit on this category of assistance.

· Safety Net Assistance-Federally Non-Participating (SNA-FNP) is a non-federally funded assistance program that includes cash and non-cash components.  The funds to administer SNA-FNP are paid by State and local funds to households without children who are employable and meet eligibility criteria for assistance, to households that include a child who is not living with an FA eligible relative, or to families who have met the five year time limit under FA or SNA-FP and are not eligible for a time limit exemption under FA.  The cash component is limited to two years unless the individual or family has an exemption from employment requirements.  The non-cash component is intended for individuals that have reached their two year SNA cash limit, who are determined unable to work due to drug/alcohol problems, or those families who have reached their five year time limit and are not eligible to continue to receive cash SNA-FNP, or ongoing FA/SNA-FP under a time limit exemption.  Additionally, SNA-FNP is used to meet emergent short-term needs of individuals and families not eligible for Emergency Assistance for Families (EAF).  Financial eligibility for emergency SNA-FNP is not based on recurring SNA-FNP standards.
· Emergency Assistance for Families (EAF) is an emergency assistance program administered at New York’s option through the TANF Block Grant.  This category of assistance is used for temporary crisis situations that involve households with children where on-going cash assistance is not requested.  These situations include housing evictions, utility shut-offs or other emergent conditions.  Payments are usually issued directly to the vendor providing the service to the client.   Financial eligibility for EAF is determined by comparing the household’s available income on the date of application against 200 percent of the federal poverty guidelines for that household’s size and not on recurring FA or SNA-FP standards.
· Emergency Assistance for Adults (EAA) is a State assistance program administered by OTDA in New York State.  This category of assistance is used to provide financial assistance to meet emergency needs of adults who are eligible for Supplemental Security Income (SSI).  Payments are usually issued directly to the vendor providing the service to the client. 

· Home Energy Assistance Program (HEAP) is federally funded energy assistance. HEAP funding is distributed to NYS as a block grant and is allocated among three State agencies:  OTDA for the administration of the issuance of HEAP benefits, Division of Housing and Community Renewal (DHCR) for the issuance of funds to weatherize housing, and State Office for the Aging (SOFA) for energy outreach activities.  Eligibility criteria are established for each HEAP program year and opening and closing dates vary each year, depending on funding.  Eligible households may receive regular and emergency benefits.  Benefit amounts may vary each program year.  Benefits are issued to the household’s vendor or directly to the household if both heat and utilities are included in the rent.  HEAP eligible households in receipt of FS or TA are provided benefits automatically; all other households must apply each year.
· Food Stamps (FS) is a federally funded program, administered by OTDA in New York State.  Eligible households are issued benefits for the purchase of food via an Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) account.  Single individuals in receipt of SSI and living alone are automatically determined eligible for FS through the New York State Nutrition Improvement Project (NYSNIP).  These cases differ from other FS cases in that they receive a standard benefit amount based on their shelter arrangement, income source and the county of residence.  They are authorized for a four-year period and are recertified through a mail-in questionnaire. 
The following programs are supervised by DOH:

· Medicaid/Family Health Plus (MA) is a federally funded program that provides medical assistance to eligible individuals in New York State.  A variety of programs and support services are encompassed under the MA umbrella, each of which has eligibility rules that differ from the others to a greater or lesser degree. New York State funded programs are also included under this umbrella. 

· Individuals and families may qualify for Medicaid at different income levels, depending on their circumstances:  Low Income Families who may also receive cash assistance; Medically Needy families whose income is slightly higher;  Medically  Needy Aged, Blind and Disabled individuals who are similarly situated to people receiving SSI, but who do not receive Supplemental Security Income (SSI) cash benefits; children whose are members of families with income at or above the Federal Poverty Level (FPL) – the standard, 100%, 133% or 200% FPL, depends on the child’s age; pregnant women with family incomes at or below 200% FPL; children in foster care.

Some additional programs supervised by DOH are:

· MA-SSI:  Supplemental Security Income (SSI) is a federal program which administers benefits for eligible individuals or couples who are 65 or over or who, regardless of age, are certified blind or certified disabled. The Department of Health in New York State provides automatic Medicaid for SSI beneficiaries. 

· Medicare Savings Programs (MSP) are federal programs which assist individuals in paying for their Medicare premiums, and in some instances, their co-payments and deductibles.  MSP programs currently available:

· Full Medicaid for Dual Eligibles (Individuals eligible for both Medicare and Medicaid).
· Qualified Medicare Beneficiary (QMB).
· Specified Low Income Medicare Beneficiary (SLIMB).
· Qualified Individual-1 (QI-1).
· Qualified Disabled and Working Individual (QDWI).
· Disabled Adult Children (DAC) is a federal program which provides Medicaid coverage to adults with disabilities who file claim against their parent’s social security benefits.  These recipients would otherwise be eligible for an SSI benefit. 

· Medicaid Buy-In for Working People with Disabilities (MBI-WPD) is a federal program which provides Medicaid coverage to people who are certified disabled and are employed.  The income and resource standards are higher for this program than for other Medicaid categories. 

· Child Health Plus (CHPlus) is a federal program for children under nineteen (19).  There are two plans: CHPlus A and CHPlus B. 

· Family Health Plus (FHP) is a New York State health insurance program for adults with limited income who do not have health insurance.  Building on the CHPlus model, FHP offers comprehensive managed care coverage to single adults and couples without children, and parents who are financially ineligible for Medicaid.  To be eligible for FHP individuals must be age nineteen (19) through sixty-four (64), ineligible for Medicaid and meet certain eligibility criteria.

· Family Planning Benefit Program (FPBP) is a federal program for individuals of childbearing age who are in need of family planning services only.

· Breast, Cervical and Colorectal Cancer Treatment Program (BCCTP) is a New York State program providing full Medicaid coverage to individuals who meet certain screening criteria.  

· Consolidated Omnibus Reconciliation Act (COBRA) is a federal program which allows recipients who lose their employer provided health insurance coverage to continue coverage by paying the entire premium themselves.  Medicaid will pay the entire premium for qualified individuals.

· Transitional Medical Assistance (TMA) is a New York State program which temporarily extends insurance benefits, in certain circumstances, when eligibility is lost or a case is closed.

· AIDS Health Insurance Program (AHIP) is a federal program which provides Medicaid coverage to HIV and AIDS eligible patients.

· Several waiver programs provide home and community based services to individuals, children and adults, who would otherwise need institutional (e.g., nursing home) care.

The following programs are supervised by OCFS:
· The Services, referred to as “Non Child Welfare Services”, primarily covered through OTDA System Modernization will be Child Care, Domestic Violence Services and Adult Services. Non Child Welfare Services are funded under a variety of State and Federal programs. Services are provided through direct provision or purchase of services. Child care is funded through the New York State Child Care Block Grant (NYSCCBG) which is a combination of State and Federal funds. Local Social Services Districts (LDSS) have the option of transferring TANF funds from the Flexible Fund for Family Services (FFFS) into the NYSCCBG funds for that district. These funds are to serve families applying for or receiving Temporary Assistance (TA), families who choose child care in lieu of TA, families transitioning from TA or child care in lieu of TA, and low income families who meet financial and programmatic eligibility. Title XX funding for child care services is a district option selected as part of the districts Child and Family Services Plan. Adult Protective and Preventive Services and Domestic Violence Services as part of the districts Child and Family Services Plan are funded through Title XX. LDSS has the option of transferring TANF funds from the FFFS to Title XX to fund Adult Protective and Domestic Violence Services to children and their family who meet the programmatic eligibility. Once Title XX funds are exhausted, LDSS receives 50% state funding for Adult Protective and Domestic Violence Services.  
· All Child Welfare Services will be authorized through CONNECTIONS, New York State’s Statewide Automated Child Welfare Information System (SACWIS) system and not within OTDA’s system modernization efforts.
2.3. Modernization Project Background

New York State’s Welfare Management System (WMS) is a reliable, versatile and effective eligibility determination system that has served the State and Local Departments of Social Services (LDSS) well for over 25 years.  WMS and its related applications support aspects of application, eligibility, and budgeting for Temporary Assistance (TA), Food Stamps (FS), Medical Assistance (MA), the Home Energy Assistance Program (HEAP), and family and adult services.  However, over the last several years, the increase in system changes resulting from Federal and State legislation, the changing character of case structure under the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (commonly known as the Federal Welfare Reform Act), the New York State Welfare Reform Act of 1997, Governor Spitzer's Economic Security and Children's Cabinet Initiatives 02-08 (Exhibit 2) and the reduction in the State and local workforce, have highlighted the need to consolidate the upstate and downstate WMS systems into one statewide WMS to achieve agility and efficiency.

The State of New York is committed to modernizing these systems.  In order to make this commitment a reality, four New York State agencies (OTDA, DOH, OCFS, and CIO/OFT) have formed a partnership to accomplish the vision of a statewide human services management system. 
New York has completed several extensive technical and administrative processes to pave the way for modernization.  In 2001-2002, a Request for Information (RFI) was issued to assess the best alternative and technological solutions for the redesign effort.  The information gleaned from this exercise was invaluable in formulating a vision for modernization and assessing the various alternatives.  Beginning in 2003, the human services agencies and local staff validated and refined local and State staff user requirements for modernization through a series of sessions, with the most recent being held in the fall of 2006. As a result of these efforts, portions of the current business process were mapped.  Additional work is ongoing underneath the Functional Roadmap Project (see below). 

In December 2007, New York City published HHS-Connect Roadmap which defines a transformative vision and guiding principles for the future “to break information silos through the use of modernized technology and coordinated agency practices to more efficiently and effectively provide Health and Human Services to New Yorkers.”  
A number of projects have been and are being conducted in connection with overall modernization efforts.  
2.3.1. WMS Architecture Services (SAS)

The mission for SAS is to implement a fully-functioning Architecture Development Methodology (ADM) for detailed design, development and implementation.  This includes the creation of governance capabilities required to enforce and maintain the new system(s) architectures, the capture of current architecture information and guidelines for systems modernization. 
2.3.2. Imaging and Enterprise Document Repository (I/EDR) and On Site Scanning (OSS) Projects

The Imaging and Enterprise Document Repository (I/EDR) Project provides an enterprise document repository system and image capture services for the Medicaid (MA), Home Energy Assistance (HEAP), Temporary Assistance (TA), and Food Stamps (FS) programs supported by the Local Departments of Social Services (LDSS) and administered by the OTDA and DOH (Phase 1).  Phase 2 of the I/EDR project may include expanding the system to support Child Welfare programs administered by OCFS, Child Support (CS) programs administered by OTDA, and central office imaging for  DOH, OTDA, and OCFS.
In January 2007, Rensselaer, the first pilot, began preparing documents in their TA, FS, MA and HEAP. Since that time, a total of 30 districts with 2.7 million pages are imaged per month. 

There are several planned activities for expanding and enhancing I/EDR throughout 2009.  Additional local districts will begin using I/EDR throughout the calendar year.  By June 2009, the worker portal (see myWorkspace description below) will have access to I/EDR images.  By September 2009, the new DOH Enrollment Center will also be able to access I/EDR images.  On-site-scanning (OSS) which will allow local Districts to scan, index and upload scanned images from their locations to a centralized database located centrally at OFT and to interface with the existing I/EDR system, will be piloted in the Fall of 2009.   
2.3.3. myBenefits

In response to lagging Food Stamp Program (FSP) participation among the elderly, disabled persons and low-income working families, New York responded with implementing New York State’s Working Families Food Stamp Initiative Demonstration (WFFSI) Project.  The strategy of the project is to supplement outreach and enrollment efforts utilizing web-based tools that allow individuals and community-based organizations to take full advantage of the Internet to improve access to information about the Food Stamp Program.  The myBenefits pre-screening application was rolled out in December 2008.  This initial phase provided on-line screening for potential eligibility for food stamp benefits and electronic filing of applications by facilitated enrollers with the local social services districts. In March 2009, medical assistance programs were added to the pre-screening application.  By June 2009, the application will support the ability for citizens to apply, recertify, and report changes to existing cases over the Internet.

2.3.4. myWorkspace

In an effort to reduce the eligibility processing time experienced by local district caseworkers, OTDA will begin to pilot the myWorkspace tool in July 2009.  myWorkspace is an automated caseworker tool that will assist in streamlining transactions and case processing into New York’s legacy eligibility and benefit issuance systems.  myWorkspace will provide a single web-based interface for social services workers to establish, maintain and close cases of all program types (for example, Food Stamps, HEAP and Temporary Assistance programs).  Information entered in myBenefits will be seamlessly shared with myWorkspace.  myWorkspace must integrate with existing, and future, health and human services systems to provide a single consistent user interface and user experience.  This will reduce training time for new workers and will allow existing back-end systems to evolve over time while minimizing the impact of changes to the underlying systems on the worker interface and work flow.
2.3.5. Functional Roadmap

The Functional Roadmap project is a collaborative effort among OTDA, OCFS, DOH, and local departments of social services to identify the business and functional requirements that will provide a single statewide integrated view of client information to support cost-efficient and outcome-focus service delivery to low-income families.  The project is using output from previous efforts, as described above, to develop a view of the as-is environment, as well as the to-be.  Validation with local districts will begin in the fall 2009, with the completion and gap analysis of the to-be in October 2010. 
2.3.6. Electronic Eligibility Decision Support System (EEDSS)

EEDSS provides a web-based, interactive computer assisted interview and decision process enabling a local district eligibility worker to conduct a Medicaid (MA) eligibility Interview and eligibility Decision.  Consisting of over 9,000 questions, it ensures a standardized and programmatically correct interview.  Appropriate codes are offered, program and policy help text is presented, and financial data is captured and moved to the budget.

EEDSS captures responses given by the applicant to questions asked by the worker and populates the Welfare Management System (WMS) and its subsystems such as the Medicaid Automated Budgeting Eligibility Logic (MBL) and the Client Notices System (CNS) with the proper codes to efficiently, accurately and consistently make the MA eligibility determination.

Referral forms and Worker and Client checklists are created dynamically and automatically generated from responses captured during the interview. Checklists are populated with various documentation and other requirements as a reminder to return or respond in a timely manner. Referrals are pre-filled with data collected during interview and can be e-mailed when appropriate.

3. statement of work

3.1. Core Services

The Contractor must provide expertise, methodologies, tool(s), and personnel resources to deliver Quality Assurance Services to the projects and activities identified herein. The Contractor must perform independent assessments of all State and contracted vendors as applicable to the projects defined herein.  The Contractor must perform all tasks and activities relating to setting quality standards, reviewing project artifacts, and evaluating ongoing processes and procedures within each identified project to ensure they meet industry best practices. 
3.2. QA Services Management


The selected Contractor must provide the technical expertise and experience in providing the services and developing the required deliverables for this RFP and must possess the skills and discipline in managing the multiple tasks and activities required to successfully provide the wide array of services requested.   It will be essential for the Contractor to skillfully manage the high level of interaction of the Contractor’s QA activities with the various state project staff, state contracted staff, state contracted vendors, and other stakeholders as applicable for each of the efforts described herein.  The Contractor must manage and control its activities to ensure satisfactory provision of the services specified in this RFP. To that end, the Contractor must propose a Project Management Plan and a Project Work Plan. These plans must include the Contractor’s approach to communicate with the various Project Managers and with State executive including, but not limited to, status meetings, status reports, etc.  The QA management deliverables that are required are (numbered by the sub-section where they are described):


3.2.1
QA Project Management Plan


3.2.2
QA Project Work Plan



3.2.3
QA Meetings and Weekly/Monthly Status Reports

3.2.1. QA Services Project Management Plan

The Contractor Project Management Plan must contain a comprehensive and detailed description of the Contractor’s formal processes and procedures to manage this engagement including software products, forms, reports, and templates to be utilized as part of the work.  The Contractor’s Project Management Plan must include specific plans and procedures to manage the array of QA services specified herein.
3.2.2. QA Services Project Work Plan

The Offeror must submit a proposed Quality Assurance Services Work Plan including the following components: MS Project Plan (v. 2003), and Resource Loading Plan.  The work plan must accommodate all activities necessary to provide all services and deliverables identified in this RFP.  The work plan must indicate all Offeror resources that will be dedicated to the activities associated with this project.  

The work plan must include the following:
a. Microsoft Project schedule including all critical paths and dependencies for all activities, tasks, and deliverables required and/or proposed to provide the services and requirements described herein.

b. Resource loading of all necessary person hours required by Contractor/Subcontractor staff to perform all of the activities, tasks and deliverables for all staff proposed by the Offeror.

c. All proposed milestones/payment points, checkpoints, reports, deliverable iterations, and/or interim deliverables that will document the Contractor’s progress in meeting the requirements of this RFP and the associated person hours that correlate to the pricing schedules.
d. Timeframes for review, acceptance and approval for all deliverables as specified in this RFP. 
e. All project management tasks associated with successful completion of all deliverables associated with this RFP.

f. The Contractor will be responsible for maintaining the Master Project Schedule for the life of the project. On at least a bi-weekly basis, the Master Project Schedule is to be jointly reviewed.  Any changes made to the schedule must be jointly reviewed and approved by OTDA and the Contractor. The Master Project Schedule is to be posted at an OTDA designated location.  This schedule must include all Contractor and State activities.  Work plan updates must be weekly and approved by the Quality Assurance Contract Manager.

The work plan must also be accompanied by a narrative that fully describes activities included in the project plan and the required Contractor staff and skills involved for that activity.  This is being required so that the OTDA can be assured that the Offeror fully understands the RFP requirements and has included the appropriate steps to satisfy them.  Likewise, the OTDA wants to ensure that we fully understand the proposed work plan activities and the State staff requirements to support it.

Upon contract award, the Contractor and OTDA will work together to finalize a mutually agreed upon work plan and payment points. The Contractor must provide a final Quality Assurance Services Work Plan within 30 calendar days from contract start.
3.2.3. QA Services Meetings and Weekly/Monthly Status Reports
OTDA and the Contractor will jointly conduct weekly status meetings and be responsible for documenting the results of these meetings.  During these weekly status meetings, project risks, issues and change control requests will be updated and documented.  In addition to OTDA status meetings other stakeholders, such as the NYS CIO/OFT Governance Oversight Council, may request that the contractor periodically present a status update . 
For any and all work done in the field, a process detailing how these meeting sessions will be recorded, validated and approved must be proposed in the Offeror’s approach.
For the term of the contract, the Contractor must provide weekly and monthly status reports.  These status reports must detail accomplishments for the reporting period, planned activities for the next reporting period, any progress and/or anomalies versus the approved Quality Assurances Services Work Plan, new issues and/or risks identified, and an updated status on existing issues and risks.  The monthly status report must contain a summary of the information contained in the weekly report including an assessment of the Projects and activities to the date of the report.  The monthly status report must also contain a current, updated Contractor project work plan.
3.3. Primary Projects Subject to QA Services and Deliverables
The QA Contractor must validate the existence and quality of project documentation related to the projects described herein to verify that the project management and the systems development approaches are effectively administered consistent with industry best practices applicable to each of the various projects and activities.  
The QA Services Contractor will have timely access to the applicable State, Contracted, and/or Vendor staff and to interim and final products, outputs and deliverables associated with the applicable activities and projects.

The QA Services Contractor will not be responsible for executing the test plans. 
The projects listed in 3.3.1 through 3.3.7 are all active projects.  With the exception of 3.3.5, all projects have been subject to QA oversight and review under the OTDA’s existing QA services contract.  As such, they all will require the new Contractor to be quickly immersed into these projects in order to continue to provide the level of services provided to date.

3.3.1. All Outcome Management Office (OMO) and Project Management Office (PMO) activities 

For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the OMO and PMO activities is defined as all tasks and activities relating to setting quality standards, reviewing project artifacts, and evaluating ongoing OMO and PMO processes and procedures to ensure they meet industry best practices.

In an effort to improve BIT’s maturity level, BIT has embarked on a project to establish an Outcomes Management Office (OMO) to perform project and portfolio management focused on measurable project outcomes.  It is currently envisioned that the OMO will eventually become a single point of entry for all work requests made of BIT by our business partners and will be strategically placed in the governance process.  Currently, the OMO is focused on standardizing both the project management lifecycle and the software development lifecycle.  In addition, the OMO is developing a tool to assisting in collecting and reporting pre-charter data to be feed into the project prioritization board so that they can make informed decisions on both the current and future project pipelines.

In an effort to support and facilitate project success, BIT is developing a Project Management Office (PMO) focused on standardizing project management practices, creating effective project oversight, improving integration of projects with our business partners, and building project management expertise within our staff.  The PMO has been charged with continually improving project management capability by ensuring project managers’ compliance with BIT’s project management policies and processes.  It is envisioned that the successful implementation of the PMO will improve consistency, repeatability, and quality while reducing costs and project durations.  

3.3.1.1. QA services for the OMO and PMO activities include, but are not limited to:

3.3.1.1.1. Assisting in the development of the OMO and PMO Quality Policies which includes setting standards and defining best practices.

3.3.1.1.2. Assisting in the development of a Quality Management Plan for the OMO and PMO including but not limited to assessing portfolio and project management practices, systems development processes, project pipeline processes, etc.

3.3.1.1.3. Conduct QA reviews as defined in the Offeror’s proposed plan.

3.3.1.1.4. Develop Review Records

A Review Record artifact is created to capture the results of a review activity in which one or more project artifacts are reviewed. The proposed personnel must have experience in the development of formal Review Records which includes documenting the results of the review and any recommendations. The proposed personnel must develop, deliver, and maintain Review Records for OMO and PMO projects preferably within BIT’s SharePoint environment.  

3.3.1.1.5. Developing Quality Audit Findings/Recommendations Reports

3.3.1.2. QA deliverables for the OMO and PMO activities include, but are not limited to:

3.3.1.2.1. Quality Assurance Work Plan for OMO and PMO activities

3.3.1.2.2. The Offeror’s proposed personnel must monitor and maintain the QA Work Plan for the OMO and PMO activities.  The QA Work Plan for the OMO and PMO activities must be updated on a weekly basis in conjunction with periodic status meetings. 

3.3.1.2.3. The Offeror’s Work Plan and/or the Quality Assurance Plan(s) should include, but are not limited to, the following

3.3.1.2.3.1. Quality Assurance Measurement Goals and Objectives - The Measurement Plan defines the measurement goals, the associated metrics, and the primitive metrics to be collected in the project to monitor its progress.  The proposed personnel will be responsible for defining the Quality Assurance measurement goals and objectives with input from project management and program offices on the business goals and objectives.

3.3.1.2.3.2. Project Measures - The Project Measures artifact is the project's active repository of metrics data. It contains the most current project, resources, process, and product measurements at the primitive and derived level. 

3.3.1.2.3.3. Weekly Status Reports – see Exhibit 1 – Status Report Template.

3.3.1.2.3.4. BIT Management Reports / Presentations

Executive-level reports summarizing key QA Services activity areas, along with a summary of risks, issues and recommendations must be submitted periodically, on request, to BIT Management. 

3.3.1.2.3.5. Review Records

Minimal Quality Assurance Review Records for OMO and PMO activities should include:

3.3.1.2.3.6. Status Assessment - One of the objectives of OMO and PMO activities is to ensure that the expectations of all parties are synchronized and consistent. A periodic Status Assessment provides a mechanism for managing everyone's expectations.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Status Assessments created for the OMO and PMO activities.

3.3.1.2.3.7. Issues List - The Issues List provides the OMO and PMO Managers with a way to record and track problems, exceptions, anomalies, or other incomplete tasks requiring attention that relate to the management of the OMO and PMO activities.  In general, these are items that are not being tracked through Change Management or as tasks in the Project or Iteration Plans, although they may derive from these.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Issues Lists utilized for the OMO and PMO.

3.3.1.2.3.8. Risks List - The Risk List is designed to capture the perceived risks to the success of the OMO or PMO.  It identifies, in decreasing order of priority, the events that could lead to a significant negative outcome.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risks Lists utilized for he OMO or PMO.

3.3.1.2.3.9. Risk Management Plan - The Risk Management Plan details how to manage the risks associated with a project. It details the risk management tasks that will be carried out, assigned responsibilities, and any additional resources required for the risk management activity.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risk Management Plans utilized for the OMO and PMO.

3.3.1.2.3.10. Other Review and Audit Artifacts

The review and audit plan sections of the OMO and PMO Quality Assurance Plans created (and agreed to by the State) during the engagement should contain reviews and audits of artifacts not mentioned in this RFP but are required by Quality Assurance goals and objectives during the OMO and PMO activities.  The Offeror’s proposed personnel will be required to perform the reviews and audits of project artifacts as specified per the review and audit plan sections of the Quality Assurance Plans.
All artifacts must be mutually agreed to in the Work Plan and in the review and audit plan sections of the quality assurance plans.
3.3.2. All Enterprise Architecture and Governance activities 

For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the Enterprise Architecture and Governance activities is defined as all tasks and activities relating to setting quality standards, reviewing project artifacts, and evaluating ongoing EA and Governance processes and procedures to ensure they meet industry best practices.

3.3.2.1. QA services for the Enterprise Architecture and Governance (EA) activities include, but are not limited to:

3.3.2.1.1. Assisting in the development of the EA Quality Policies which includes setting standards and defining best practices.

3.3.2.1.2. Assisting in the development of a Quality Management Plan for EA.
3.3.2.1.3. Conduct QA reviews as defined in the Offeror’s proposed plan.

3.3.2.1.4. Develop Review Records

A Review Record artifact is created to capture the results of a review activity in which one or more project artifacts are reviewed. The proposed personnel must have experience in the development of formal Review Records which includes documenting the results of the review and any recommendations. The proposed personnel must develop, deliver, and maintain Review Records for EA preferably within BIT’s SharePoint environment.  
3.3.2.1.5. Developing Quality Audit Findings/Recommendations Reports
3.3.2.2. QA deliverables for EA activities include, but are not limited to:
3.3.2.2.1. Quality Assurance Work Plan for EA activities
3.3.2.2.2. The Offeror’s proposed personnel must monitor and maintain the QA Work Plan for the EA activities.  The QA Work Plan for the EA activities must be updated on a weekly basis in conjunction with periodic status meetings.
The Offeror’s Work Plan and/or the Quality Assurance Plan(s) should include, but are not limited to, the following
3.3.2.2.2.1. Quality Assurance Measurement Goals and Objectives - The Measurement Plan defines the measurement goals, the associated metrics, and the primitive metrics to be collected in the project to monitor its progress.  The proposed personnel will be responsible for defining the Quality Assurance measurement goals and objectives with input from project management and program offices on the business goals and objectives.
3.3.2.2.2.2. Project Measures - The Project Measures artifact is the project's active repository of metrics data. It contains the most current project, resources, process, and product measurements at the primitive and derived level. 
3.3.2.2.2.3. Weekly Status Reports – see Exhibit 1 – Status Report Template.
3.3.2.2.2.4. BIT Management Reports / Presentations
Executive-level reports summarizing key QA Services activity areas, along with a summary of risks, issues and recommendations must be submitted periodically, on request, to BIT Management. 
3.3.2.2.2.5. Review Records
Minimal Quality Assurance Review Records for EA activities should include:
3.3.2.2.2.6. Status Assessment - One of the objectives of EA activities is to ensure that the expectations of all parties are synchronized and consistent. A periodic Status Assessment provides a mechanism for managing everyone's expectations.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Status Assessments created for EA.
3.3.2.2.2.7. Issues List - The Issues List provides the EA Manager with a way to record and track problems, exceptions, anomalies, or other incomplete tasks requiring attention that relate to the management of the EA activities.  In general, these are items that are not being tracked through Change Management or as tasks in the Project or Iteration Plans, although they may derive from these.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Issues Lists utilized for EA.
3.3.2.2.2.8. Risks List - The Risk List is designed to capture the perceived risks to the success of EA.  It identifies, in decreasing order of priority, the events that could lead to a significant negative outcome.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risks Lists utilized for EA.
3.3.2.2.2.9. Risk Management Plan - The Risk Management Plan details how to manage the risks associated with a project. It details the risk management tasks that will be carried out, assigned responsibilities, and any additional resources required for the risk management activity.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risk Management Plans utilized for EA.
3.3.2.2.2.10. Other Review and Audit Artifacts

The review and audit plan sections of the EA Quality Assurance Plan created (and agreed to by the State) during the engagement should contain reviews and audits of artifacts not mentioned in this RFP but are required by Quality Assurance goals and objectives during the EA activities.  The Offeror’s proposed personnel will be required to perform the reviews and audits of project artifacts as specified per the review and audit plan sections of the Quality Assurance Plans.
All artifacts must be mutually agreed to in the Work Plan and in the review and audit plan sections of the quality assurance plans.
Contractual requirements for the deliverables process can be found in Appendix A, Article 26, Approval of Deliverables. 
3.3.3. The Functional Roadmap (FRM) Project 
For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the FRM is defined as all tasks and activities related to setting quality standards, reviewing project artifacts and other project documentation, and evaluating all project deliverables on a regular basis to ensure that the FRM project will meet the established standards
3.3.3.1. QA services for the FRM Project include, but are not limited to:

3.3.3.1.1. Assist in developing the Quality Management Plan for the FRM Project

3.3.3.1.2. Conduct QA reviews as defined in the Offeror’s proposed plan

3.3.3.1.3. Develop Review Records

A Review Record artifact is created to capture the results of a review activity in which one or more project artifacts are reviewed. The proposed personnel must have experience in the development of formal Review Records which includes documenting the results of the review and any recommendations. The proposed personnel must develop, deliver, and maintain Review Records for the FRM project.  

Minimal Quality Assurance Reviews for the FRM project should include, but not be limited to review reports for:

· Business Process Analysis (BPA) documentation and deliverables (as-is environment)

· Functional Business and Information Requirements Analysis (FBIRA) documentation and deliverables (to-be environment)

· Business Process Modeling (BPM) documentation and deliverables

· Gap analysis documentation and deliverables

· Organizational Change Management (OCM) Plan documentation and deliverables

3.3.3.2. QA Deliverables for FRM Project include, but are not limited to:
3.3.3.2.1. Quality Assurance Work Plan for The FRM project

The Offeror’s proposed personnel must monitor and maintain the QA Work Plan for the FRM project.  The QA Work Plan for the FRM project must be updated on a weekly basis in conjunction with periodic status meetings.
The Offeror’s Work Plan and/or the Quality Assurance Plan(s) should include, but are not limited to, the following

3.3.3.2.1.1. Quality Assurance Measurement Goals and Objectives - The Measurement Plan defines the measurement goals, the associated metrics, and the primitive metrics to be collected in the project to monitor its progress.  The proposed personnel will be responsible for defining the Quality Assurance measurement goals and objectives with input from project management and program offices on the business goals and objectives.

3.3.3.2.1.2. Project Measures - The Project Measures artifact is the project's active repository of metrics data. It contains the most current project, resources, process, and product measurements at the primitive and derived level. 
3.3.3.2.1.3. Weekly Status Reports – see Exhibit 1 – Status Report Template.

3.3.3.2.1.4. BIT Management Reports / Presentations

Executive-level reports summarizing key QA Services activity areas, along with a summary of risks, issues and recommendations must be submitted periodically, on request, to BIT Management. 
3.3.3.2.1.5. Review Records

Minimal Quality Assurance Review Records for the FRM project should include:

3.3.3.2.1.5.1. Status Assessment - One of the objectives of the FRM project is to ensure that the expectations of all parties are synchronized and consistent. A periodic Status Assessment provides a mechanism for managing everyone's expectations.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Status Assessments created for the FRM project.
3.3.3.2.1.5.2. Issues List - The Issues List provides the FRM project managers with a way to record and track problems, exceptions, anomalies, or other incomplete tasks requiring attention that relate to the management of the FRM project.  In general, these are items that are not being tracked through Change Management or as tasks in the Project or Iteration Plans, although they may derive from these.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Issues Lists utilized for the FRM project.
3.3.3.2.1.5.3. Risks List - The Risk List is designed to capture the perceived risks to the success of the FRM project.  It identifies, in decreasing order of priority, the events that could lead to a significant negative outcome.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risks Lists utilized for the FRM project.
3.3.3.2.1.5.4. Risk Management Plan - The Risk Management Plan details how to manage the risks associated with a project. It details the risk management tasks that will be carried out, assigned responsibilities, and any additional resources required for the risk management activity.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risk Management Plans utilized for the FRM project.
3.3.3.2.1.5.5. Business Process Analysis (BPA) documentation and deliverables (as-is environment). The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any BPA documentation and deliverables developed for the FRM project.
3.3.3.2.1.5.6. Functional Business and Information Requirements Analysis (FBIRA) documentation and deliverables (to-be environment). The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on  any FBIRA documentation and deliverables developed for the FRM project.
3.3.3.2.1.5.7. Business Process Modeling (BPM) documentation and deliverables.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any BPM documentation and deliverables developed for the FRM project.
3.3.3.2.1.5.8. Gap analysis documentation and deliverables.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Gap analysis documentation and deliverables developed for the FRM project.
3.3.3.2.1.5.9. Organizational Change Management (OCM) Plan documentation and deliverables.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any OCM Plan documentation and deliverables developed for the FRM project.
3.3.3.2.1.6. Other Review and Audit Artifacts

The review and audit plan sections of the FRM Project Quality Assurance Plans created (and agreed to by the State) during the engagement should contain reviews and audits of artifacts not mentioned in this RFP but are required by Quality Assurance goals and objectives during the FRM project. The Offeror’s proposed personnel will be required to perform the reviews and audits of project artifacts as specified per the review and audit plan sections of the Quality Assurance Plans.
All artifacts must be mutually agreed to in the Work Plan and in the review and audit plan sections of the quality assurance plans
3.3.4. The myBenefits/myWorkspace Project
For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the myBenefits/myWorkspace project is defined as  all tasks and activities related to providing independent quality assurance assessments of project plans, processes and performance;, setting quality standards, reviewing project artifacts and other project documentation, and evaluating 1) project management activities; 2) all project deliverables and documentation; 3) system development; 4) testing activities; and 5) the pilot implementation activities  on a regular basis to ensure that the myBenefits/myWorkspace project will meet the established standards.
3.3.4.1. QA services for the myBenefits/myWorkspace project include, but are not limited to:

3.3.4.1.1. Assisting in the development of a Quality Management Plan for the myBenefits/myWorkspace project.

3.3.4.1.2. Conducting QA Reviews as defined in the Offeror’s proposed plan

3.3.4.1.3. Developing Review Records
A Review Record artifact is created to capture the results of a review activity in which one or more project artifacts are reviewed. The proposed personnel must have experience in the development of formal Review Records which includes documenting the results of the review and any recommendations. The proposed personnel must develop, deliver, and maintain Review Records for the myBenefits/myWorkspace project.  

Minimal Quality Assurance Reviews for the myBenefits/myWorkspace project should include, but not be limited to review reports for:

· Business requirements documentation

· System design documentation

· System development documentation and code

· Test plans

· Test scripts

· Error tracking/resolution process

· Security plans

· Stress testing plans

· Training materials

· Pilot evaluation activities

3.3.4.1.4. Status Assessments
3.3.4.1.5. Any project artifact requiring review per the review and audit plan sections of the Quality Assurance Work Plan for myBenefits/myWorkspace.

3.3.4.2. QA Deliverables for myBenefits/myWorkspace project include, but are not limited to:
3.3.4.2.1. Quality Assurance Work Plan for The myBenefits/myWorkspace project

The Offeror’s proposed personnel must monitor and maintain the QA Work Plan for the myBenefits/myWorkspace project.  The QA Work Plan for the myBenefits/myWorkspace project must be updated on a weekly basis in conjunction with periodic status meetings.
The Offeror’s Work Plan and/or the Quality Assurance Plan(s) should include, but are not limited to, the following

3.3.4.2.1.1. Quality Assurance Measurement Goals and Objectives - The Measurement Plan defines the measurement goals, the associated metrics, and the primitive metrics to be collected in the project to monitor its progress.  The proposed personnel will be responsible for defining the Quality Assurance measurement goals and objectives with input from project management and program offices on the business goals and objectives.

3.3.4.2.1.2. Project Measures - The Project Measures artifact is the project's active repository of metrics data. It contains the most current project, resources, process, and product measurements at the primitive and derived level. 
3.3.4.2.1.3. Weekly Status Reports – see Exhibit 1 – Status Report Template
3.3.4.2.1.4. BIT Management Reports / Presentations

Executive-level reports summarizing key QA Services activity areas, along with a summary of risks, issues and recommendations must be submitted periodically, on request, to BIT Management. 
3.3.4.2.1.5. Review Records

Minimal Quality Assurance Review Records for the myBenefits/myWorkspace project should include:

3.3.4.2.1.5.1. Status Assessment - One of the objectives of the myBenefits/myWorkspace project is to ensure that the expectations of all parties are synchronized and consistent. A periodic Status Assessment provides a mechanism for managing everyone's expectations.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Status Assessments created for the myBenefits/myWorkspace project.
3.3.4.2.1.5.2. Issues List - The Issues List provides the myBenefits/myWorkspace project managers with a way to record and track problems, exceptions, anomalies, or other incomplete tasks requiring attention that relate to the management of the myBenefits/myWorkspace project.  In general, these are items that are not being tracked through Change Management or as tasks in the Project or Iteration Plans, although they may derive from these.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Issues Lists utilized for the myBenefits/myWorkspace project.
3.3.4.2.1.5.3. Risks List - The Risk List is designed to capture the perceived risks to the success of the myBenefits/myWorkspace project.  It identifies, in decreasing order of priority, the events that could lead to a significant negative outcome.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risks Lists utilized for the myBenefits/myWorkspace project.
3.3.4.2.1.5.4. Risk Management Plan - The Risk Management Plan details how to manage the risks associated with a project. It details the risk management tasks that will be carried out, assigned responsibilities, and any additional resources required for the risk management activity.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risk Management Plans utilized for the myBenefits/myWorkspace project.
3.3.4.2.1.5.5. Developing Review Records
A Review Record artifact is created to capture the results of a review activity in which one or more project artifacts are reviewed. The proposed personnel must have experience in the development of formal Review Records which includes documenting the results of the review and any recommendations. The proposed personnel must develop, deliver, and maintain Review Records for the myBenefits/myWorkspace project.  

Minimal Quality Assurance Reviews for the myBenefits/myWorkspace project should include, but not be limited to review reports for:

3.3.4.2.1.5.5.1. Business requirements documentation. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Business Requirements documentation and deliverables developed for the myBenefits/myWorkspace project.
3.3.4.2.1.5.5.2. System design documentation. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any system design documentation and deliverables developed for the myBenefits/myWorkspace project.
3.3.4.2.1.5.5.3. System development documentation and code. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any system development documentation deliverables, and code developed for the myBenefits/myWorkspace project.
3.3.4.2.1.5.5.4. Review of all types of testing plans, including but not limited to such items as Test Plans and Test Scripts.  The Test Plans and Test Scripts provide prescriptive guidance on how to perform test activities or a set of test activities in the context of the project.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Test Plans and Test Scripts utilized for myBenefits/myWorkspace.

3.3.4.2.1.5.5.5. Review of Error tracking and resolution process (test tracking device).  The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which is usable by all relevant parties, is self reporting and which allows:
3.3.4.2.1.5.5.5.1. all testers to “register” error conditions
3.3.4.2.1.5.5.5.2. for reporting on all errors reported regardless of status 
3.3.4.2.1.5.5.5.3. for updates to the status of all error reports
3.3.4.2.1.5.5.5.4. for recording of the assignment of an error for correction 
3.3.4.2.1.5.5.5.5. for “closing” of all error reports

3.3.4.2.1.5.5.5.6. Review of Security process - The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which will separately identify all aspects of the security system, and that they are properly provided, tested and implemented. The process must ensure that the security system accommodates additions of both processes and individuals for the duration of the project. 

3.3.4.2.1.5.5.5.7. Review of Stress (volume) testing process - The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which verifies  all plans, scripts, error tracking and resolution procedures for a test supporting production volumes of the myBenefits/myWorkspace system. 

3.3.4.2.1.5.5.5.8. Review of implementation and training plans - Implementation and Training Plan reviews should include, but are not limited to, such items as:

3.3.4.2.1.5.5.8.1
Training materials - The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which describes all training materials for use both at the LDSS level and at the contractor internal site. The mechanism must include processes to guarantee that training materials are produced in a timely manner and are accurate and complete.  

3.3.4.2.1.5.5.8.2
Review of Pilot evaluation activities, including the evaluation plan, methodology, and tools as well as the final evaluation report.

3.3.4.2.1.5.5.5.9. The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which will describe a mechanism for providing an evaluation of the pilot experience. That mechanism must include, at a minimum, processes for both data collection and reporting.
3.3.4.2.1.5.6. Other Review and Audit Artifacts

The review and audit plan sections of the myBenefits/myWorkspace Project Quality Assurance Plans created (and agreed to by the State) during the engagement should contain reviews and audits of artifacts not mentioned in this RFP but are required by Quality Assurance goals and objectives during the myBenefits/myWorkspace project. The Offeror’s proposed personnel will be required to perform the reviews and audits of project artifacts as specified per the review and audit plan sections of the Quality Assurance Plans.
All artifacts must be mutually agreed to in the Work Plan and in the review and audit plan sections of the quality assurance plans.

3.3.5. The Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery Project
For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery is defined as independent assessment of hardware and software integration as well as all tasks and activities relating to setting quality standards, reviewing project artifacts, and evaluating ongoing Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery processes and procedures to ensure they meet industry best practices.

3.3.5.1. Quality Assurance Work Plan for the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project activities
The Offeror’s proposed personnel must monitor and maintain the QA Work Plan for the Work Plan for the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project activities.  The QA Work Plan for the the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project activities must be updated on a weekly basis in conjunction with periodic status meetings. 
3.3.5.1.1. The Offeror’s Work Plan and/or the Quality Assurance Plan(s) should include, but are not limited to, the following

3.3.5.1.1.1. Quality Assurance Measurement Goals and Objectives - The Measurement Plan defines the measurement goals, the associated metrics, and the primitive metrics to be collected in the project to monitor its progress.  The proposed personnel will be responsible for defining the Quality Assurance measurement goals and objectives with input from project management and program offices on the business goals and objectives.

3.3.5.1.1.2. Project Measures - The Project Measures artifact is the project's active repository of metrics data. It contains the most current project, resources, process, and product measurements at the primitive and derived level. 
3.3.5.1.1.3. Weekly Status Reports – see Exhibit 1 – Status Report Template
3.3.5.1.2. BIT Management Reports / Presentations

Executive-level reports summarizing key QA Services activity areas, along with a summary of risks, issues and recommendations must be submitted periodically, on request, to BIT Management. 
3.3.5.1.3. Review Records

Minimal Quality Assurance Review Records for the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project activities should include:

3.3.5.1.3.1. Status Assessment - One of the objectives of the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project activities is to ensure that the expectations of all parties are synchronized and consistent. A periodic Status Assessment provides a mechanism for managing everyone's expectations.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Status Assessments created for the the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project activities.
3.3.5.1.3.2. Issues List - The Issues List provides the the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project Managers with a way to record and track problems, exceptions, anomalies, or other incomplete tasks requiring attention that relate to the management of the the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project activities.  In general, these are items that are not being tracked through Change Management or as tasks in the Project or Iteration Plans, although they may derive from these.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Issues Lists utilized for the the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project.
3.3.5.1.3.3. Risks List - The Risk List is designed to capture the perceived risks to the success of the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project.  It identifies, in decreasing order of priority, the events that could lead to a significant negative outcome.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risks Lists utilized for the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project.
3.3.5.1.3.4. Risk Management Plan - The Risk Management Plan details how to manage the risks associated with a project. It details the risk management tasks that will be carried out, assigned responsibilities, and any additional resources required for the risk management activity.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risk Management Plans utilized for the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project.
3.3.5.1.4. Other Review and Audit Artifacts

The review and audit plan sections of the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project Quality Assurance Plans created (and agreed to by the State) during the engagement should contain reviews and audits of artifacts not mentioned in this RFP but are required by Quality Assurance goals and objectives during the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project activities.  The Offeror’s proposed personnel will be required to perform the reviews and audits of project artifacts as specified per the review and audit plan sections of the Quality Assurance Plans.
3.3.5.2. QA Deliverables for the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project include, but are not limited to:
3.3.5.2.1. Quality Assurance Work Plan for Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project activities

3.3.5.2.1.1. The Offeror’s proposed personnel must monitor and maintain the QA Work Plan for the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project activities.  The QA Work Plan for the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project activities must be updated on a weekly basis in conjunction with periodic status meetings.
3.3.5.2.1.2. The Offeror’s Work Plan and/or the Quality Assurance Plan(s) should include, but are not limited to, the following

3.3.5.2.1.2.1. Quality Assurance Measurement Goals and Objectives - The Measurement Plan defines the measurement goals, the associated metrics, and the primitive metrics to be collected in the project to monitor its progress.  The proposed personnel will be responsible for defining the Quality Assurance measurement goals and objectives with input from project management and program offices on the business goals and objectives.

3.3.5.2.1.2.2. Project Measures - The Project Measures artifact is the project's active repository of metrics data. It contains the most current project, resources, process, and product measurements at the primitive and derived level. 
3.3.5.2.1.2.3. Weekly Status Reports – see Exhibit 1 – Status Report Template.
3.3.5.2.1.3. BIT Management Reports / Presentations

Executive-level reports summarizing key QA Services activity areas, along with a summary of risks, issues and recommendations must be submitted periodically, on request, to BIT Management. 
3.3.5.2.1.4. Review Records

Minimal Quality Assurance Review Records for Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project activities should include:

3.3.5.2.1.4.1. Status Assessment - One of the objectives of Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project activities is to ensure that the expectations of all parties are synchronized and consistent. A periodic Status Assessment provides a mechanism for managing everyone's expectations.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Status Assessments created for the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project activities.
3.3.5.2.1.4.2. Issues List - The Issues List provides the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project Managers with a way to record and track problems, exceptions, anomalies, or other incomplete tasks requiring attention that relate to the management of the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project activities.  In general, these are items that are not being tracked through Change Management or as tasks in the Project or Iteration Plans, although they may derive from these.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Issues Lists utilized for the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project.
3.3.5.2.1.4.3. Risks List - The Risk List is designed to capture the perceived risks to the success of the OMO or PMO.  It identifies, in decreasing order of priority, the events that could lead to a significant negative outcome.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risks Lists utilized for the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project.
3.3.5.2.1.4.4. Risk Management Plan - The Risk Management Plan details how to manage the risks associated with a project. It details the risk management tasks that will be carried out, assigned responsibilities, and any additional resources required for the risk management activity.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risk Management Plans utilized for the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project.
3.3.5.2.1.5. Other Review and Audit Artifacts

The review and audit plan sections of the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project Quality Assurance Plans created (and agreed to by the State) during the engagement should contain reviews and audits of artifacts not mentioned in this RFP but are required by Quality Assurance goals and objectives during the Mainframe and Open Systems Disaster Recovery project activities.  The Offeror’s proposed personnel will be required to perform the reviews and audits of project artifacts as specified per the review and audit plan sections of the Quality Assurance Plans.
All artifacts must be mutually agreed to in the Work Plan and in the review and audit plan sections of the quality assurance plans.

3.3.6. The Imaging/Enterprise Document Repository (I/EDR) and On-site Scaning (OSS) Project

For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the I/EDR and OSS Project is defined as independent assessments of State and Contractorproject management, design, development, testing, training, and implementation activities.

The Imaging and Enterprise Document Repository (I/EDR) Project provides an enterprise document repository system and image capture services for the Medicaid (MA), Home Energy Assistance (HEAP), Temporary Assistance (TA), and Food Stamps (FS) programs supported by the Local Departments of Social Services (LDSS) and administered by the OTDA and DOH (Phase 1).  Phase 2 of the I/EDR project may include expanding the system to support Child Welfare programs administered by OCFS, Child Support (CS) programs administered by OTDA, and central office imaging for  DOH, OTDA, and OCFS.
Scientific Application International Corporation, Inc. (SAIC) has been selected as the I/EDR Contractor.  In January 2007, Rensselaer, the first pilot, began preparing documents in their TA, FS, MA and HEAP units for pick up by SAIC. Additional pilot districts have been implemented since early 2007.
The project has been augmented by an effort to support scanning on site in the Local Districts along with the capability to support scanning of documents associated with applications. GCOM Corporation Inc provided software for a proof of concept. The OTDA is supplying its own resources for expansion into pilots and beyond. This sub-project is entitled On Site Scanning (OSS). A pilot is anticipated in September 2009. 
3.3.6. QA services for the I/EDR and OSS project include, but are not limited to:

3.3.6.1.1. Assisting in the development of a Quality Management Plan for the I/EDR and OSS project.

3.3.6.1.2. Conducting QA Reviews as defined in the Offeror’s proposed plan

3.3.6.1.3. Developing Review Records
A Review Record artifact is created to capture the results of a review activity in which one or more project artifacts are reviewed. The proposed personnel must have experience in the development of formal Review Records which includes documenting the results of the review and any recommendations. The proposed personnel must develop, deliver, and maintain Review Records for the I/EDR project.  

Minimal Quality Assurance Reviews for the I/EDR and OSS project should include, but not be limited to review reports for:

· Project management plan

· System design

· System development

· Test plans

· Test scripts

· Error tracking/resolution process

· Security plans

· Stress testing plans

· Training materials

· Pilot evaluation activities

3.3.6.1.4. Status Assessments
3.3.6.1.5. Any project artifact requiring review per the review and audit plan sections of the Quality Assurance Work Plan for I/EDR and OSS.

3.3.6.2. QA Deliverables for I/EDR and OSS project include, but are not limited to:
3.3.6.2.1. The Offeror’s proposed personnel must monitor and maintain the QA Work Plan for the I/EDR and OSS project.  The QA Work Plan for the I/EDR and OSS project must be updated on a weekly basis in conjunction with periodic status meetings.

The Offeror’s Work Plan and/or the Quality Assurance Plan(s) should include, but are not limited to, the following

3.3.6.2.1.1. Quality Assurance Measurement Goals and Objectives - The Measurement Plan defines the measurement goals, the associated metrics, and the primitive metrics to be collected in the project to monitor its progress.  The proposed personnel will be responsible for defining the Quality Assurance measurement goals and objectives with input from project management and program offices on the business goals and objectives.

3.3.6.2.1.2. Project Measures - The Project Measures artifact is the project's active repository of metrics data. It contains the most current project, resources, process, and product measurements at the primitive and derived level. 
3.3.6.2.1.3. Weekly Status Reports – see Exhibit 1 – Status Report Template.
3.3.6.2.2. BIT Management Reports / Presentations

Executive-level reports summarizing key QA Services activity areas, along with a summary of risks, issues and recommendations must be submitted periodically, on request, to BIT Management. 
3.3.6.2.3. Review Records

A Review Record artifact is created to capture the results of a review activity in which one or more project artifacts are reviewed. The proposed personnel must have experience in the development of formal Review Records which includes documenting the results of the review and any recommendations. The proposed personnel must develop, deliver, and maintain Review Records for the I/EDR and OSS project.  Minimal Quality Assurance Reviews for the I/EDR and OSS project should include, but not be limited to:

3.3.6.2.3.1. Status Assessment - One of the objectives of the I/EDR and OSS project is to ensure that the expectations of all parties are synchronized and consistent. A periodic Status Assessment provides a mechanism for managing everyone's expectations.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Status Assessments created for the I/EDR and OSS project.
3.3.6.2.3.2. Issues List - The Issues List provides the I/EDR and OSS project manager with a way to record and track problems, exceptions, anomalies, or other incomplete tasks requiring attention that relate to the management of the I/EDR and OSS project.  In general, these are items that are not being tracked through Change Management or as tasks in the Project or Iteration Plans, although they may derive from these.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Issues Lists utilized for the I/EDR and OSS project.
3.3.6.2.3.3. Risks List - The Risk List is designed to capture the perceived risks to the success of the I/EDR and OSS project.  It identifies, in decreasing order of priority, the events that could lead to a significant negative outcome.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risks Lists utilized for the I/EDR and OSS project.
3.3.6.2.3.4. Risk Management Plan - The Risk Management Plan details how to manage the risks associated with a project. It details the risk management tasks that will be carried out, assigned responsibilities, and any additional resources required for the risk management activity.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risk Management Plans utilized for the I/EDR and OSS project.
3.3.6.2.3.5. Project Management Plan. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on the Project Management Plan developed for the I/EDR and OSS project.
3.3.6.2.3.6. System design documentation. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any system design documentation and deliverables developed for the I/EDR and OSS project.
3.3.6.2.3.7. System development documentation and code. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any system development documentation deliverables, and code developed for the I/EDR and OSS project.
3.3.6.2.3.8. Review of all types of testing plans, including but not limited to such items as Test Plans and Test Scripts.  The Test Plans and Test Scripts provide prescriptive guidance on how to perform test activities or a set of test activities in the context of the project.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Test Plans and Test Scripts utilized for I/EDR and OSS.

3.3.6.2.3.9. Review of Error tracking and resolution process (test tracking device).  The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which is usable by all relevant parties, is self reporting and which allows:
3.3.6.2.3.9.1. all testers to “register” error conditions
3.3.6.2.3.9.2. for reporting on all errors reported regardless of status 
3.3.6.2.3.9.3. for updates to the status of all error reports
3.3.6.2.3.9.4. for recording of the assignment of an error for correction 
3.3.6.2.3.9.5. for “closing” of all error reports

3.3.6.2.3.9.6. Review of Security process - The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which will separately identify all aspects of the security system, and that they are properly provided, tested and implemented. The process must ensure that the security system accommodates additions of both processes and individuals for the duration of the project. 

3.3.6.2.3.9.7. Review of Stress (volume) testing process - The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which verifies  all plans, scripts, error tracking and resolution procedures for a test supporting production volumes of the I/EDR and OSS system. 

3.3.6.2.3.9.8. Review of implementation and training plans - Implementation and Training Plan reviews should include, but are not limited to, such items as:

3.3.6.2.3.9.8.1. Training materials - The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which describes all training materials for use both at the LDSS level and at the contractor internal site. The mechanism must include processes to guarantee that training materials are produced in a timely manner and are accurate and complete.  

3.3.6.2.3.9.8.2. Review of Pilot evaluation activities, including the evaluation plan, methodology, and tools as well as the final evaluation report.

3.3.6.2.3.9.9. The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which will describe a mechanism for providing an evaluation of the pilot experience. That mechanism must include, at a minimum, processes for both data collection and reporting.
3.3.6.2.3.10. Other Review and Audit Artifacts

The review and audit plan sections of the I/EDR and OSS Project Quality Assurance Plans created (and agreed to by the State) during the engagement should contain reviews and audits of artifacts not mentioned in this RFP but are required by Quality Assurance goals and objectives during the I/EDR and OSS project. The Offeror’s proposed personnel will be required to perform the reviews and audits of project artifacts as specified per the review and audit plan sections of the Quality Assurance Plans.
All artifacts must be mutually agreed to in the Work Plan and in the review and audit plan sections of the quality assurance plans.

3.3.7. The Automated State Support Enforcement and Tracking System (ASSETS) Project

For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the Automated State Support Enforcement and Tracking System (ASSETS) is defined as independent assessments all tasks and activities related to providing independent quality assurance assessments of project plans, processes and performance;, setting quality standards, reviewing project artifacts and other project documentation, and evaluating 1) project management activities; 2) all project deliverables and documentation; 3) system development; 4) test plans; and 5) ongoing release implementation activities on a regular basis to ensure that the ASSETS project will meet the established standards.
3.3.7.1. QA services for the ASSETS project include, but are not limited to:

3.3.7.1.1. Assisting in the development of a Quality Management Plan for the ASSETS project.

3.3.7.1.2. Conducting QA Reviews as defined in the Offeror’s proposed plan

3.3.7.1.3. Developing Review Records
A Review Record artifact is created to capture the results of a review activity in which one or more project artifacts are reviewed. The proposed personnel must have experience in the development of formal Review Records which includes documenting the results of the review and any recommendations. The proposed personnel must develop, deliver, and maintain Review Records for the ASSETS project.  

Minimal Quality Assurance Reviews for the ASSETS project should include, but not be limited to review reports for:

· Business requirements documentation

· System design documentation

· System development documentation and code

· Test plans

· Error tracking/resolution process

· Security plans

· Stress testing plans
· Release evaluation activities

· AAPDU Schedules

· Project Schedules

3.3.7.1.4. Status Assessments
3.3.7.1.5. Any project artifact requiring review per the review and audit plan sections of the Quality Assurance Work Plan for ASSETS.

3.3.7.2. QA Deliverables for ASSETS project include, but are not limited to:
3.3.7.2.1. Quality Assurance Work Plan for The ASSETS project

The Offeror’s proposed personnel must monitor and maintain the QA Work Plan for the ASSETS project.  The QA Work Plan for the ASSETS project must be updated on a weekly basis in conjunction with periodic status meetings.  
The Offeror’s Work Plan and/or the Quality Assurance Plan(s) should include, but are not limited to, the following

3.3.7.2.1.1. Quality Assurance Measurement Goals and Objectives - The Measurement Plan defines the measurement goals, the associated metrics, and the primitive metrics to be collected in the project to monitor its progress.  The proposed personnel will be responsible for defining the Quality Assurance measurement goals and objectives with input from project management and program offices on the business goals and objectives.

3.3.7.2.1.2. Project Measures - The Project Measures artifact is the project's active repository of metrics data. It contains the most current project, resources, process, and product measurements at the primitive and derived level. 
3.3.7.2.1.3. Weekly Status Reports – see Exhibit 1 – Status Report Template.
3.3.7.2.2. BIT Management Reports / Presentations

Executive-level reports summarizing key QA Services activity areas, along with a summary of risks, issues and recommendations must be submitted periodically, on request, to BIT Management. 
3.3.7.2.3. Review Records

Minimal Quality Assurance Review Records for the ASSETS project should include:

3.3.7.2.3.1. Status Assessment - One of the objectives of the ASSETS project is to ensure that the expectations of all parties are synchronized and consistent. A periodic Status Assessment provides a mechanism for managing everyone's expectations.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Status Assessments created for the ASSETS project.
3.3.7.2.3.2. Issues List - The Issues List provides the ASSETS project managers with a way to record and track problems, exceptions, anomalies, or other incomplete tasks requiring attention that relate to the management of the ASSETS project.  In general, these are items that are not being tracked through Change Management or as tasks in the Project or Iteration Plans, although they may derive from these.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Issues Lists utilized for the ASSETS project.
3.3.7.2.3.3. Risks List - The Risk List is designed to capture the perceived risks to the success of the ASSETS project.  It identifies, in decreasing order of priority, the events that could lead to a significant negative outcome.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risks Lists utilized for the ASSETS project.
3.3.7.2.3.4. Risk Management Plan - The Risk Management Plan details how to manage the risks associated with a project. It details the risk management tasks that will be carried out, assigned responsibilities, and any additional resources required for the risk management activity.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risk Management Plans utilized for the ASSETS project.
3.3.7.2.3.5. Developing Review Records
A Review Record artifact is created to capture the results of a review activity in which one or more project artifacts are reviewed. The proposed personnel must have experience in the development of formal Review Records which includes documenting the results of the review and any recommendations. The proposed personnel must develop, deliver, and maintain Review Records for the ASSETS project.  

Minimal Quality Assurance Reviews for the ASSETS project should include, but not be limited to review reports for:

3.3.7.2.3.5.1. Business requirements documentation. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Business Requirements documentation and deliverables developed for the ASSETS project.
3.3.7.2.3.5.2. System design documentation. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any system design documentation and deliverables developed for the ASSETS project.
3.3.7.2.3.5.3. System development documentation and code. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any system development documentation deliverables, and code developed for the ASSETS project.
3.3.7.2.3.5.4. Review of all types of testing plans, including but not limited to such items as Test Plans.  The Test Plans provide prescriptive guidance on how to perform test activities or a set of test activities in the context of the project.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Test Plans utilized for ASSETS.

3.3.7.2.3.5.5. Review of Error tracking and resolution process (test tracking device).  The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which is usable by all relevant parties, is self reporting and which allows:
3.3.7.2.3.5.5.1. all testers to “register” error conditions
3.3.7.2.3.5.5.2. for reporting on all errors reported regardless of status 
3.3.7.2.3.5.5.3. for updates to the status of all error reports
3.3.7.2.3.5.5.4. for recording of the assignment of an error for correction 
3.3.7.2.3.5.5.5. for “closing” of all error reports

3.3.7.2.3.5.5.6. Review of Security process - The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which will separately identify all aspects of the security system, and that they are properly provided, tested and implemented. The process must ensure that the security system accommodates additions of both processes and individuals for the duration of the project. 

3.3.7.2.3.5.5.7. Review of Stress (volume) testing process - The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which verifies  all plans, scripts, error tracking and resolution procedures for a test supporting production volumes of the ASSETS system. 

3.3.7.2.3.5.5.8. Review of Release implementation plans - Implementation Plan reviews should include, but are not limited to, such items as:

3.3.7.2.3.5.5.8.1. Review of Release evaluation activities, including the evaluation plan, methodology, and tools as well as the final evaluation report.

3.3.7.2.3.5.5.9. AAPDU Schedules. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on the development and maintenance of the AAPDU.  

3.3.7.2.3.5.5.10. Project Schedules. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on the development and maintenance of all project/release schedules to assist with the timely delivery of quality products for the ASSETS project.  

3.3.7.2.3.5.5.11. Other Review and Audit Artifacts

The review and audit plan sections of the ASSETS Project Quality Assurance Plans created (and agreed to by the State) during the engagement should contain reviews and audits of artifacts not mentioned in this RFP but are required by Quality Assurance goals and objectives during the ASSETS project. The Offeror’s proposed personnel will be required to perform the reviews and audits of project artifacts as specified per the review and audit plan sections of the Quality Assurance Plans.
All artifacts must be mutually agreed to in the Work Plan and in the review and audit plan sections of the quality assurance plans.
3.4. 
Additional Services
Te projects listed in 3.4.1 through 3.4.3 have not yet been officially initiated, however internal work and discussions are underway such that OTDA anticipates that these projects will be intitiated during the duration of the contract resulting from this RFP.  In the event these projects are initiated, the QA vendor will be required to provide QA services as described below. Estimated project initiation timeframes are provided for each project (see sections 1.2.8 through 1.2.10). The Offeror’s project schedule, resourcing, and cost estimating for these projects should be done according to the provided timeframes.  However, actual start dates for each project are subject to change at OTDA’s discretion.  The timeframes provided here are for estimating purposes only and are not a guarantee of the project start.  In the event of changes in the actual project implementation, OTDA reserves the right to amend the proposed activities, deliverables, and workplan accordingly in consultation with the selected Contractor. In addition, the projects in sections 3.4.1 through 3.4.3 will be evaluated for adequacy but will not count towards the technical or cost evaluations and the services being sought in sections 3.4.1 through 3.4.3 will only be implemented upon DOB and OSC approval.
3.4.1. The Master Data Management Project
OTDA intends to execute a project to develop a solution that will provide a common client index across the various health and human services programs.  For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the Master Data Management project is defined as providing independent assessments of all tasks and activities related to providing independent quality assurance assessments of State and Contractor plans, processes and performance;, setting quality standards, reviewing project artifacts and other project documentation, and evaluating state and contractor 1) project management activities; 2) all project deliverables and documentation; 3) system development; 4) testing activities; and 5) the pilot implementation activities  on a regular basis to ensure that the MDM project will meet the established standards.
3.4.1.1. QA services for the Master Data Management project include, but are not limited to:

3.4.1.1.1. Assisting in the development of a Quality Management Plan for the Master Data Management project.

3.4.1.1.2. Conducting QA Reviews as defined in the Offeror’s proposed plan

3.4.1.1.3. Developing Review Records
A Review Record artifact is created to capture the results of a review activity in which one or more project artifacts are reviewed. The proposed personnel must have experience in the development of formal Review Records which includes documenting the results of the review and any recommendations. The proposed personnel must develop, deliver, and maintain Review Records for the Master Data Management project.  

Minimal Quality Assurance Reviews for the Master Data Management project should include, but not be limited to review reports for:

· Project Management Plan

· System design documentation

· System development documentation and code

· Test plans

· Test scripts

· Error tracking/resolution process

· Security plans

· Stress testing plans

· Strategic impact (organization change management)

3.4.1.1.4. Status Assessments
3.4.1.1.5. Any project artifact requiring review per the review and audit plan sections of the Quality Assurance Work Plan for Master Data Management project.

3.4.1.2. QA Deliverables for Master Data Management project include, but are not limited to:
3.4.1.2.1. The Offeror’s proposed personnel must monitor and maintain the QA Work Plan for the Master Data Management project.  The QA Work Plan for the Master Data Management project must be updated on a weekly basis in conjunction with periodic status meetings described.  
3.4.1.2.2. The Offeror’s Work Plan and/or the Quality Assurance Plan(s) should include, but are not limited to, the following

3.4.1.2.2.1. Quality Assurance Measurement Goals and Objectives - The Measurement Plan defines the measurement goals, the associated metrics, and the primitive metrics to be collected in the project to monitor its progress.  The proposed personnel will be responsible for defining the Quality Assurance measurement goals and objectives with input from project management and program offices on the business goals and objectives.

3.4.1.2.2.2. Project Measures - The Project Measures artifact is the project's active repository of metrics data. It contains the most current project, resources, process, and product measurements at the primitive and derived level. 
3.4.1.2.2.3. Weekly Status Reports – see Exhibit 1 – Status Report Template.

3.4.1.2.2.4. BIT Management Reports / Presentations

Executive-level reports summarizing key QA Services activity areas, along with a summary of risks, issues and recommendations must be submitted periodically, on request, to BIT Management. 
3.4.1.2.2.5. Review Records

Minimal Quality Assurance Review Records for the Master Data Management project should include:

3.4.1.2.2.5.1. Status Assessment - One of the objectives of the Master Data Management project is to ensure that the expectations of all parties are synchronized and consistent. A periodic Status Assessment provides a mechanism for managing everyone's expectations.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Status Assessments created for the Master Data Management project.
3.4.1.2.2.5.2. Issues List - The Issues List provides the Master Data Management project managers with a way to record and track problems, exceptions, anomalies, or other incomplete tasks requiring attention that relate to the management of the Master Data Management project.  In general, these are items that are not being tracked through Change Management or as tasks in the Project or Iteration Plans, although they may derive from these.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Issues Lists utilized for the Master Data Management project.
3.4.1.2.2.5.3. Risks List - The Risk List is designed to capture the perceived risks to the success of the Master Data Management project.  It identifies, in decreasing order of priority, the events that could lead to a significant negative outcome.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risks Lists utilized for the Master Data Management project.
3.4.1.2.2.5.4. Risk Management Plan - The Risk Management Plan details how to manage the risks associated with a project. It details the risk management tasks that will be carried out, assigned responsibilities, and any additional resources required for the risk management activity.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risk Management Plans utilized for the Master Data Management project.
3.4.1.2.2.5.5. Developing Review Records
A Review Record artifact is created to capture the results of a review activity in which one or more project artifacts are reviewed. The proposed personnel must have experience in the development of formal Review Records which includes documenting the results of the review and any recommendations. The proposed personnel must develop, deliver, and maintain Review Records for the Master Data Management project.  

Minimal Quality Assurance Reviews for the Master Data Management project should include, but not be limited to review reports for:

3.4.1.2.2.5.5.1. Project Management Plan. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on the Project Management Plan developed for the Master Data Management project.
3.4.1.2.2.5.5.2. System design documentation. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any system design documentation and deliverables developed for the Master Data Management project.
3.4.1.2.2.5.5.3. System development documentation and code. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any system development documentation deliverables, and code developed for the Master Data Management project.
3.4.1.2.2.5.5.4. Review of all types of testing plans, including but not limited to such items as Test Plans and Test Scripts.  The Test Plans and Test Scripts provide prescriptive guidance on how to perform test activities or a set of test activities in the context of the project.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Test Plans and Test Scripts utilized for Master Data Management.

3.4.1.2.2.5.5.5. Review of Error tracking and resolution process (test tracking device).  The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which is usable by all relevant parties, is self reporting and which allows:
3.4.1.2.2.5.5.5.1. all testers to “register” error conditions
3.4.1.2.2.5.5.5.2. for reporting on all errors reported regardless of status 
3.4.1.2.2.5.5.5.3. for updates to the status of all error reports
3.4.1.2.2.5.5.5.4. for recording of the assignment of an error for correction 
3.4.1.2.2.5.5.5.5. for “closing” of all error reports

3.4.1.2.2.5.5.6. Review of Security process - The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which will separately identify all aspects of the security system, and that they are properly provided, tested and implemented. The process must ensure that the security system accommodates additions of both processes and individuals for the duration of the project. 

3.4.1.2.2.5.5.7. Review of Stress (volume) testing process - The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which verifies  all plans, scripts, error tracking and resolution procedures for a test supporting production volumes of the Master Data Management system. 

3.4.1.2.2.5.5.8. Review of implementation and training plans - Implementation and Training Plan reviews should include, but are not limited to, such items as:

3.4.1.2.2.5.5.8.1. Training materials - The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which describes all training materials for use both at the LDSS level and at the contractor internal site. The mechanism must include processes to guarantee that training materials are produced in a timely manner and are accurate and complete.  

3.4.1.2.2.5.5.8.2. Review of Pilot evaluation activities, including the evaluation plan, methodology, and tools as well as the final evaluation report.

The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which will describe a mechanism for providing an evaluation of the pilot experience. That mechanism must include, at a minimum, processes for both data collection and reporting.
3.4.1.2.2.5.5.9. Other Review and Audit Artifacts

The review and audit plan sections of the Master Data Management Project Quality Assurance Plans created (and agreed to by the State) during the engagement should contain reviews and audits of artifacts not mentioned in this RFP but are required by Quality Assurance goals and objectives during the Master Data Management project. The Offeror’s proposed personnel will be required to perform the reviews and audits of project artifacts as specified per the review and audit plan sections of the Quality Assurance Plans.
All artifacts must be mutually agreed to in the Work Plan and in the review and audit plan sections of the quality assurance plans.
3.4.2. The Mainframe Platform Migration Project
For purposes of this RFP, Quality Assurance for the Mainframe Platform Migration project is defined as  all tasks and activities related to providing independent quality assurance assessments of project plans, processes and performance; setting quality standards, reviewing project artifacts and other project documentation, and evaluating 1) project management activities; 2) all project deliverables and documentation; 3) system development; 4) testing activities; and 5) the pilot implementation activities  on a regular basis to ensure that the Mainframe Platform Migration project will meet the established standards.
3.4.2.1. QA services for the Mainframe Platform Migration project include, but are not limited to:

3.4.2.1.1. Assisting in the development of a Quality Management Plan for the Mainframe Platform Migration project.

3.4.2.1.2. Conducting QA Reviews as defined in the Offeror’s proposed plan

3.4.2.1.3. Developing Review Records
A Review Record artifact is created to capture the results of a review activity in which one or more project artifacts are reviewed. The proposed personnel must have experience in the development of formal Review Records which includes documenting the results of the review and any recommendations. The proposed personnel must develop, deliver, and maintain Review Records for the Mainframe Platform Migration project.  

Minimal Quality Assurance Reviews for the Mainframe Platform Migration project should include, but not be limited to review reports for:

· Business requirements documentation

· System design documentation

· System development documentation and code

· Test plans

· Test scripts

· Error tracking/resolution process

· Security plans

· Stress testing plans

· Training materials

· Pilot evaluation activities

3.4.2.1.4. Status Assessments
3.4.2.1.5. Any project artifact requiring review per the review and audit plan sections of the Quality Assurance Work Plan for Mainframe Platform Migration.

3.4.2.2. QA Deliverables for Mainframe Platform Migration project include, but are not limited to:
3.4.2.2.1. Quality Assurance Work Plan for The Mainframe Platform Migration project

The Offeror’s proposed personnel must monitor and maintain the QA Work Plan for the Mainframe Platform Migration project.  The QA Work Plan for the Mainframe Platform Migration project must be updated on a weekly basis in conjunction with periodic status meetings.

The Offeror’s Work Plan and/or the Quality Assurance Plan(s) should include, but are not limited to, the following

3.4.2.2.1.1. Quality Assurance Measurement Goals and Objectives - The Measurement Plan defines the measurement goals, the associated metrics, and the primitive metrics to be collected in the project to monitor its progress.  The proposed personnel will be responsible for defining the Quality Assurance measurement goals and objectives with input from project management and program offices on the business goals and objectives.

3.4.2.2.1.2. Project Measures - The Project Measures artifact is the project's active repository of metrics data. It contains the most current project, resources, process, and product measurements at the primitive and derived level. 
3.4.2.2.1.3. Weekly Status Reports – see Exhibit 1 – Status Report Template

3.4.2.2.1.4. BIT Management Reports / Presentations

Executive-level reports summarizing key QA Services activity areas, along with a summary of risks, issues and recommendations must be submitted periodically, on request, to BIT Management. 
3.4.2.2.1.5. Review Records

Minimal Quality Assurance Review Records for the Mainframe Platform Migration project should include:

3.4.2.2.1.5.1. Status Assessment - One of the objectives of the Mainframe Platform Migration project is to ensure that the expectations of all parties are synchronized and consistent. A periodic Status Assessment provides a mechanism for managing everyone's expectations.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Status Assessments created for the Mainframe Platform Migration project.
3.4.2.2.1.5.2. Issues List - The Issues List provides the Mainframe Platform Migration project managers with a way to record and track problems, exceptions, anomalies, or other incomplete tasks requiring attention that relate to the management of the Mainframe Platform Migration project.  In general, these are items that are not being tracked through Change Management or as tasks in the Project or Iteration Plans, although they may derive from these.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Issues Lists utilized for the Mainframe Platform Migration project.
3.4.2.2.1.5.3. Risks List - The Risk List is designed to capture the perceived risks to the success of the Mainframe Platform Migration project.  It identifies, in decreasing order of priority, the events that could lead to a significant negative outcome.  The Offeror will be required to help identify, review and provide guidance on any Risks Lists utilized for the Mainframe Platform Migration project.
3.4.2.2.1.5.4. Risk Management Plan - The Risk Management Plan details how to manage the risks associated with a project. It details the risk management tasks that will be carried out, assigned responsibilities, and any additional resources required for the risk management activity.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risk Management Plans utilized for the Mainframe Platform Migration project.
3.4.2.2.1.5.5. Developing Review Records
A Review Record artifact is created to capture the results of a review activity in which one or more project artifacts are reviewed. The proposed personnel must have experience in the development of formal Review Records which includes documenting the results of the review and any recommendations. The proposed personnel must develop, deliver, and maintain Review Records for the Mainframe Platform Migration project.  

Minimal Quality Assurance Reviews for the Mainframe Platform Migration project should include, but not be limited to review reports for:

3.4.2.2.1.5.5.1. Business requirements documentation. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Business Requirements documentation and deliverables developed for the Mainframe Platform Migration project.
3.4.2.2.1.5.5.2. System design documentation. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any system design documentation and deliverables developed for the Mainframe Platform Migration project.
3.4.2.2.1.5.5.3. System development documentation and code. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any system development documentation deliverables, and code developed for the Mainframe Platform Migration project.
3.4.2.2.1.5.5.4. Review of all types of testing plans, including but not limited to such items as Test Plans and Test Scripts.  The Test Plans and Test Scripts provide prescriptive guidance on how to perform test activities or a set of test activities in the context of the project.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Test Plans and Test Scripts utilized for Mainframe Platform Migration.

3.4.2.2.1.5.5.5. Review of Error tracking and resolution process (test tracking device).  The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which is usable by all relevant parties, is self reporting and which allows:
3.4.2.2.1.5.5.5.1. all testers to “register” error conditions
3.4.2.2.1.5.5.5.2. for reporting on all errors reported regardless of status 
3.4.2.2.1.5.5.5.3. for updates to the status of all error reports
3.4.2.2.1.5.5.5.4. for recording of the assignment of an error for correction 
3.4.2.2.1.5.5.5.5. for “closing” of all error reports

3.4.2.2.1.5.5.5.6. Review of Security process - The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which will separately identify all aspects of the security system, and that they are properly provided, tested and implemented. The process must ensure that the security system accommodates additions of both processes and individuals for the duration of the project. 

3.4.2.2.1.5.5.5.7. Review of Stress (volume) testing process - The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which verifies  all plans, scripts, error tracking and resolution procedures for a test supporting production volumes of the Mainframe Platform Migration system. 

3.4.2.2.1.5.5.5.8. Review of implementation and training plans - Implementation and Training Plan reviews should include, but are not limited to, such items as:

3.4.2.2.1.5.5.5.8.1
Training materials - The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which describes all training materials for use both at the LDSS level and at the contractor internal site. The mechanism must include processes to guarantee that training materials are produced in a timely manner and are accurate and complete.  

3.4.2.2.1.5.5.5.8.2
Review of Pilot evaluation activities, including the evaluation plan, methodology, and tools as well as the final evaluation report.

3.4.2.2.1.5.5.5.9. The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which will describe a mechanism for providing an evaluation of the pilot experience. That mechanism must include, at a minimum, processes for both data collection and reporting.
3.4.2.2.1.5.6. Other Review and Audit Artifacts

The review and audit plan sections of the Mainframe Platform Migration Project Quality Assurance Plans created (and agreed to by the State) during the engagement should contain reviews and audits of artifacts not mentioned in this RFP but are required by Quality Assurance goals and objectives during the Mainframe Platform Migration project. The Offeror’s proposed personnel will be required to perform the reviews and audits of project artifacts as specified per the review and audit plan sections of the Quality Assurance Plans.
All artifacts must be mutually agreed to in the Work Plan and in the review and audit plan sections of the quality assurance plans.

3.4.3. The Client Notice System (CNS) Project
OTDA supports a number of business processes that require the generation of mailed documents.  These mailings satisfy the need for client-facing communications such as: notice of case openings and closing; applications and renewal forms; notice of benefit changes; informational notices, etc.  OTDA client mailings support legal notice requirements as well as operational case management needs.  Currently, the OTDA relies upon a legacy document system known as the Client Notice System (CNS).  OTDA also generates a number of non-CNS single-purpose mailings known as flash letters.  CNS is integrated into the OTDA client eligibility system, WMS.  CNS doesn’t currently integrate well with newer distributed environment applications since it is mainframe-based and was not designed to support open systems interfaces.  

OTDA intends to execute a project to build or procure a modernized document management system, primarily in support of CNS, but whose functionality will also be leveraged in the production of one-time mailings, as well as future support of County correspondence.  A modernized document system will streamline the design, data/content integration and production of OTDA documents, by satisfying the following functional business requirements:  

· Increased control 

· Ease of use in the creation, change-management, content integration and delivery 

· Standardization of design and content across multiple correspondence types

· Centralization of notice-creation business rules to support open interfaces with the  legacy eligibility system, with newer front-end open systems requiring access to CNS, and with the eventually modernized eligibility system replacing  the current legacy  system

· Improved maintainability and scalability

· Cost reductions in print production, mailing costs, and document inventory

· Maximum quality assurance and auditing capabilities 

· Support for improved notice content such as multiple languages and better graphics

This project is expected to entail changes in the legacy CNS programs which currently interface with WMS, as well as procurement and development of an open document maintenance and production system.  

3.4.3.1. QA services for the CNS project include, but are not limited to:

3.4.3.1.1. Assisting in the development of a Quality Management Plan for the CNS project.

3.4.3.1.2. Conducting QA Reviews as defined in the Offeror’s proposed plan

3.4.3.1.3. Developing Review Records
A Review Record artifact is created to capture the results of a review activity in which one or more project artifacts are reviewed. The proposed personnel must have experience in the development of formal Review Records which includes documenting the results of the review and any recommendations. The proposed personnel must develop, deliver, and maintain Review Records for the I/EDR project.  

Minimal Quality Assurance Reviews for the CNS project should include, but not be limited to review reports for:

· Project management plan

· System design

· System development

· Test plans

· Test scripts

· Error tracking/resolution process

· Security plans

· Stress testing plans

· Training materials

· Pilot evaluation activities

3.4.3.1.4. Status Assessments
3.4.3.1.5. Any project artifact requiring review per the review and audit plan sections of the Quality Assurance Work Plan for CNS.

3.4.3.2. QA Deliverables for CNS project include, but are not limited to:
3.4.3.2.1. The Offeror’s proposed personnel must monitor and maintain the QA Work Plan for the CNS project.  The QA Work Plan for the CNS project must be updated on a weekly basis in conjunction with periodic status meetings.

The Offeror’s Work Plan and/or the Quality Assurance Plan(s) should include, but are not limited to, the following

3.4.3.2.1.1. Quality Assurance Measurement Goals and Objectives – The Measurement Plan defines the measurement goals, the associated metrics, and the primitive metrics to be collected in the project to monitor its progress.  The proposed personnel will be responsible for defining the Quality Assurance measurement goals and objectives with input from project management and program offices on the business goals and objectives.

3.4.3.2.1.2. Project Measures – The Project Measures artifact is the project’s active repository of metrics data. It contains the most current project, resources, process, and product measurements at the primitive and derived level. 
3.4.3.2.1.3. Weekly Status Reports – see Exhibit 1 – Status Report Template.

3.4.3.2.2. BIT Management Reports / Presentations

Executive-level reports summarizing key QA Services activity areas, along with a summary of risks, issues and recommendations must be submitted periodically, on request, to BIT Management. 
3.4.3.2.3. Review Records

A Review Record artifact is created to capture the results of a review activity in which one or more project artifacts are reviewed. The proposed personnel must have experience in the development of formal Review Records which includes documenting the results of the review and any recommendations. The proposed personnel must develop, deliver, and maintain Review Records for the CNS project.  Minimal Quality Assurance Reviews for the CNS project should include, but not be limited to:

3.4.3.2.3.1. Status Assessment – One of the objectives of the CNS project is to ensure that the expectations of all parties are synchronized and consistent. A periodic Status Assessment provides a mechanism for managing everyone’s expectations.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Status Assessments created for the CNS project.
3.4.3.2.3.2. Issues List – The Issues List provides the CNS project manager with a way to record and track problems, exceptions, anomalies, or other incomplete tasks requiring attention that relate to the management of the CNS project.  In general, these are items that are not being tracked through Change Management or as tasks in the Project or Iteration Plans, although they may derive from these.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Issues Lists utilized for the CNS project.
3.4.3.2.3.3. Risks List – The Risk List is designed to capture the perceived risks to the success of the CNS project.  It identifies, in decreasing order of priority, the events that could lead to a significant negative outcome.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risks Lists utilized for the CNS project.
3.4.3.2.3.4. Risk Management Plan – The Risk Management Plan details how to manage the risks associated with a project. It details the risk management tasks that will be carried out, assigned responsibilities, and any additional resources required for the risk management activity.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Risk Management Plans utilized for the CNS project.
3.4.3.2.3.5. Project Management Plan. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on the Project Management Plan developed for the CNS project.
3.4.3.2.3.6. System design documentation. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any system design documentation and deliverables developed for the CNS project.
3.4.3.2.3.7. System development documentation and code. The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any system development documentation deliverables, and code developed for the CNS project.
3.4.3.2.3.8. Review of all types of testing plans, including but not limited to such items as Test Plans and Test Scripts.  The Test Plans and Test Scripts provide prescriptive guidance on how to perform test activities or a set of test activities in the context of the project.  The Offeror will be required to review and provide guidance on any Test Plans and Test Scripts utilized for CNS.

3.4.3.2.3.9. Review of Error tracking and resolution process (test tracking device).  The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which is usable by all relevant parties, is self reporting and which allows:
3.4.3.2.3.9.1. all testers to “register” error conditions
3.4.3.2.3.9.2. for reporting on all errors reported regardless of status 
3.4.3.2.3.9.3. for updates to the status of all error reports
3.4.3.2.3.9.4. for recording of the assignment of an error for correction 
3.4.3.2.3.9.5. for “closing” of all error reports

3.4.3.2.3.9.6. Review of Security process – The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which will separately identify all aspects of the security system, and that they are properly provided, tested and implemented. The process must ensure that the security system accommodates additions of both processes and individuals for the duration of the project. 

3.4.3.2.3.9.7. Review of Stress (volume) testing process – The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which verifies  all plans, scripts, error tracking and resolution procedures for a test supporting production volumes of the CNS system. 

3.4.3.2.3.9.8. Review of implementation and training plans – Implementation and Training Plan reviews should include, but are not limited to, such items as:

3.4.3.2.3.9.8.1. Training materials – The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which describes all training materials for use both at the LDSS level and at the contractor internal site. The mechanism must include processes to guarantee that training materials are produced in a timely manner and are accurate and complete.  

3.4.3.2.3.9.8.2. Review of Pilot evaluation activities, including the evaluation plan, methodology, and tools as well as the final evaluation report.

3.4.3.2.3.9.9. The QA contractor will, at a minimum, ensure that a process exists which will describe a mechanism for providing an evaluation of the pilot experience. That mechanism must include, at a minimum, processes for both data collection and reporting.
3.4.3.2.3.10. Other Review and Audit Artifacts

The review and audit plan sections of the CNS Project Quality Assurance Plans created (and agreed to by the State) during the engagement should contain reviews and audits of artifacts not mentioned in this RFP but are required by Quality Assurance goals and objectives during the CNS project. The Offeror’s proposed personnel will be required to perform the reviews and audits of project artifacts as specified per the review and audit plan sections of the Quality Assurance Plans.
All artifacts must be mutually agreed to in the Work Plan and in the review and audit plan sections of the quality assurance plans.

3.5. Optional QA Services for on-going Information Technology activities
QA Services for on-going Information Technology Activities may be requested by OTDA on an as-needed basis.  As OTDA develops applications in the information technology environments to support business needs, such activities may demand the need for QA oversight.  In the event of such a need, OTDA will develop a statement of work requesting the Optional QA Services.  The statement of work will describe the nature of the QA services requested, any associated deliverables and expected timeframes for completion, a description of the application or system that will be developed/enhanced and any pertinent documentation necessary to determine the scope of work.

The QA services requested may include, but is not limited to, QA of state and/or vendor project management, requirements, design, development, testing, and implementation of information technology applications utilizing tools including but not limited to .Net, Java tools, Oracle, FileNet, standard use of RUP and the application of Rational tools.  
Within 30 calendar days of receipt of OTDA’s statement of work, the Contractor will provide OTDA with a project plan as described in Section 3.2.2 outlining the tasks, timelines, and resources necessary for the completion of the QA activities and a detailed cost estimate utilizing the Contractor Resources rates supplied in Appendix G - Pricing Schedules..  
3.6. Timeliness of Deliverables
All deliverables within each required Project are due upon the dates set forth in the final work plan as approved by OTDA.  All changes to deliverable due dates must have prior written approval between the OTDA and the Contractor Project Managers.  Deliverable delays are subject to liquidated damages as outlined in Article 6 of the Standard Terms and Conditions.

4. Project Staffing

4.1. Contractor Qualifications 

The Offeror or its proposed agent (whichever entity is performing the services) must be experienced in the provision of the services requested throughout this RFP.  At a minimum, the Offeror or its agent (whichever entity is performing the services) must have the following demonstrated experience: 

a) At least seven years of experience must be in the provision of QA Services for federal or state health and human services system integration engagements.
b) At least three years of experience in providing Project Management of QA Services for federal or state health and human services system integration engagements. 
4.2. Contractor-Supplied Resources

The Contractor must provide a sufficient mix of project staff with qualifications and experience to fulfill the requirements of this RFP.  While the State is providing the Offeror latitude on the structuring of resources for providing the requested QA Services, the work plan submitted as required by this RFP may not show an over-allocation for resources that are assigned to multiple roles.   Key Personnel must be physically located at an OTDA facility in Albany, New York.  OTDA will provide up to 8 workstations in an OTDA facility.  
The Contractor must provide staffing that has demonstrated experience in providing QA Services and it is preferred that staff has demonstrable experience in:

a. Business Requirements Analysis (As-Is environment definitions)

b. Functional Business and Information Requirements Analysis  (To-Be environment definitions)

c. Business Process Models (To-Be environment definitions)
d. Gap Analysis

e. Organizational Change Management

f. Project Management on projects of similar scale to the projects detailed herein
g. Unified Modeling Language (or similar structured methodology)

h. Rational RequisitePro
i. MEGA Modeling Suite
j. Workflow/use case tools and methodology
k. Software Development in the following environments:  JAVA (Webshpere Application Server, Weblogic, Eclipse, etc), .net (Visual Studio)
l. Imaging Systems within a FileNet environment
m. Temporary Assistance, Food Stamps, and/or Medicaid programs.


The Offeror’s proposal must include a staffing plan adequate to meet or exceed all services described throughout this RFP.  
4.2.1. Key Personnel

Contractor personnel designated in the proposal as Key Personnel  and who are approved by the OTDA upon Contractor selection are considered to be essential to the Contractor’s ability to successfully perform as required under this RFP. 
As required in Section 5, Proposal Requirements, Offerors must provide Letters of Intent and Statements of Competing Commitments for all staff as applicable. See Section 5.5.6 and 5.5.7 for further details on submission of these items.  Please also see Article 4.9 of Appendix A – Standard Contract Terms and Conditions for personnel change requirements.

Please note that for the period spanning from the proposal due date until an award has been announced, in the event that any proposed key personnel identified within an Offeror’s proposal becomes unwilling or unable to participate under the terms a resultant contract, the Offeror must formally notify OTDA within one business day of the time that the Offeror knew or should have known of the key personnel non-availability. Within five business days thereafter, the Offeror must then identify and substitute a replacement candidate with qualifications that are equal to or better than the original candidate as determined at the sole discretion of the OTDA. Failure to meet either of these timelines will result in the Offeror’s disqualification from award consideration unless the Offeror can demonstrate good cause for failure to comply with such time requirements. The original candidate’s qualifications will remain the basis for proposal evaluation purposes.

The Contractor must assign the key personnel identified in their proposal to perform the services effective with the Agreement start date and for the duration of the Agreement, except in the cases of death, illness, disability, termination or other severance of association, or extenuating personal circumstances, unless otherwise agreed upon by the OTDA.  In the event it becomes necessary to replace key personnel during the term of this contract, the Contractor must:

· Provide OTDA with written notification of such replacement;

· Provide the OTDA with documentation describing the circumstances of the need for the replacement;

· Provide a completed Appendix F-1, Key Personnel  Experience and Reference Information, for the proposed replacement personnel; and

· Obtain prior written approval from the OTDA.
The OTDA reserves the right to interview/approve any or all of the key personnel replacements and new staff members added to the Contractor Team during the course of the project.

Approval by the OTDA of such requests will not be unreasonably withheld.

The OTDA reserves the right to request replacement of staff, regardless of their employer (Contractor or subcontractor) during the term of this Agreement if their continued presence would be detrimental to the State or the success of Quality Assurance Services.  All requests shall comply with applicable anti-discrimination and employment laws.  The OTDA will submit such requests in writing stating its reasons for the request and will not be unreasonable in its request(s).
The OTDA reserves the right to interview/approve any or all proposed replacement staff.
The Contractor will, within seven calendar days of the request, either respond with detailed objections to the OTDA’s request or have said person(s) removed from the project and immediately replaced with a qualified employee acceptable to the OTDA.  

In the event that the Contractor objects and the OTDA does not withdraw its request within seven calendar days of receipt of the Contractor’s objections, the dispute shall be resolved by the interpretation and dispute procedure described in Article 10 of Appendix A – Standard Contract Terms and Conditions.

Key Personnel that must be identified in the Offeror’s proposal should at a minimum include:

4.2.1.1. On-Site Project Manager

The Contractor must propose a staff person to be assigned to the role of On-Site Project Manager that will report to the OTDA CIO.  The On-Site Project Manager role must be provided full time for the life of the contract and for any approved extensions. This should be reflected in the resource allocation plan.  The On-Site Project Manager duties will include but not be limited to:
a. Acting as the Contractor’s primary single point of contact.
b. Assigning qualified Contractor resources to the project and managing the work duties, schedule and performance of Contractor resources.

c. Work with the Quality Assurance Contract Manager to manage the project activities, resources, and schedule and to keep the Quality Assurance Contract Manager, CIO and BIT executive management apprised of the status of the schedule, activities, project risks and issues.

d. Managing and updating the Quality Assurance Services work plan.
e. Ensuring the quality and timeliness the deliverables contained herein. 

f. Reporting on project status in the form of:
1. Weekly and Monthly Status Reports.
2. Other reports pertaining to the execution or status of this project that BIT executive management may require.
3. Attend and participate in periodic status meetings to be held at the OTDA and other NY state agency offices located in Albany, NY.
The On-Site Project Manager must have the following minimum qualifications:

1)       5 years experience in providing QA services.

Project Managers with more than five years of QA services experience will be scored accordingly in the technical evaluation

2)
2 of the 5 years experience should be in the role of Project Manager, 1 of which should have been for QA Services related to the Food Stamp, Medicaid, and/or TANF programs.

Project Managers with more than two of the five years in the role of Project Manager will receive credit in the technical evaluation.  Project Managers with more than one year of experience for QA services related to the Food Stamp, Medicaid, and/or TANF programs will receive credit in the technical evaluation.

The following demonstrated experience/certification is preferred and will be scored accordingly in the technical evaluation:

1)
Project Management Professional certification.

2)
Program Experience involving 

1.
Temporary Assistance 

2.
Food Stamps, and/or 

3.
Medicaid Assistance (MA)
4.     Children and Adult Services (Title XX)
The Offeror must provide an Appendix F-2 – Project Manager Reference Form that demonstrates that the proposed On-Site Project Manager meets the minimum and any preferred qualifications described above.   References provided must be from client company(s) external to the Offeror’s organization. 

4.2.2. Other Proposed Key Personnel 

In addition to the On-Site Project Manager role identified above, the Offeror may propose additional key personnel staff as it deems necessary to accomplish all objectives and deliverables as outlined in this Quality Assurance Services RFP.  Additional proposed key personnel must be included on the Appendix C – Project Team Resource Chart and must so designate that they are being proposed as key personnel.
The Offeror must provide an sufficient number of Appendix F-1 – Key Personnel Experience and Reference forms for each additional proposed Key Personnel that demonstrates that the proposed additional Key Personnel have the appropriate level of experience necessary for their role. 
4.2.3. Proposed Additional Staff

In addition to the Key Personnel described above, the Offeror may propose additional staff necessary to accomplish all objectives and deliverables of the Quality Assurance Services.  The Offeror’s Appendix C – Project Team Resource Chart must demonstrate that the proposed additional individuals have the appropriate level of experience necessary for their role.

4.3. State-Supplied Resources

Project management and control for the projects and activities described herein will be retained by the OTDA. The OTDA will also retain the sole authority to approve project/activities products and will make decisions regarding the need for or the nature of recommended corrective actions. 

The QA Services Contractor will have timely access to the state project managers, state contracted staff, state contracted vendors and the work products associated the activities and projects described herein.  

5. Proposal Requirements, Evaluation and Selection

To be eligible for contract award, Offerors must submit a complete response to this Request for Proposals (RFP).  The Offeror’s proposal must conform to the format and content requirements set forth in the RFP.  All proposals and accompanying documentation become the property of the OTDA and ordinarily will not be returned.  All information provided will be held in confidence and will not be revealed to or discussed with competitors, except as required or permitted by Federal and State(s) law.  Proposals not conforming to the outline, content and sequence, as specified herein may be rejected as nonconforming.

5.2. Proposal Submission


A proposal must consist of the following separate documents:

· Administrative Section

· Technical Section

· Financial Section

The Administrative, Technical, and Financial Sections must each be bound separately and must be received no later than 12 p.m. on June 4, 2010.  Proposals received after the cutoff time will not ordinarily be accepted.  Faxed or emailed proposals will not be accepted.

Proposals submitted must include the following information clearly displayed on the exterior of the packaging:

· Offeror’s name and address

· Quality Assurance Services RFP – Administrative Section, Technical Section or Financial Section (as applicable)
· Proposal Due Date

Sealed packages including one original, fifteen (15) hardcopy proposals and fifteen (15) electronic copies on CD ROM in Microsoft Word/Excel/Project format of each section, must be mailed or delivered to the following address:
NYS OTDA

Bureau of Contract Management

13th Floor, Section A

40 North Pearl Street

Albany, NY 12243

ATTN: Jim Herrick

5.3. Table of Contents
Each proposal section must include a table of contents and each section must be identified with index tabs.

5.4. Signature Pages
The Administrative, Technical, and Financial sections must each include a letter signed by an official who is authorized to bind the Offeror to its provisions.  The letter must include a statement explaining how that official’s authorization has been conferred.

5.5. Administrative Section

The items listed below must be included in the Administrative Section of the Offeror’s proposal.

5.5.1. Authorized Signature

The proposal must include a statement that the individual signing the signature pages in each of the required Administrative, Technical, and Financial sections is authorized to bind the company.  The Offeror must include a statement explaining how that official’s authorization has been conferred.

5.5.2. Signature Page

The Administrative Section must contain a letter signed by an official who is authorized to bind the Offeror to the proposals provisions.

5.5.3. Contractual Agreement

Appendix A of this RFP provides the terms and conditions that will form the basis of the agreement to be executed by the Office of Temporary and Disability Assistance and the selected Offeror.

The Offeror must provide a written statement as to the willingness of the firm to enter into a contractual agreement containing the terms and conditions contained in Appendix A and the specifications and requirements set forth throughout this RFP.

Offerors are strongly encouraged to carefully review the OTDA Standard Contract terms and conditions found in Appendix A and to carefully review the specifications and requirements set forth throughout this RFP.  Offerors MUST raise any potential assumptions, exceptions, caveats, etc to the contract terms and conditions and/or to the RFP specifications, and requirements during the Question and Answer phase of the procurement. 

The OTDA will not negotiate material changes to the terms, conditions, specifications, and requirements of this RFP and any subsequent amendments to this RFP. 

Proposals that contain material changes to the terms and conditions, specifications, and requirement set forth throughout this RFP may be disqualified.

5.5.4. Exceptions to Specifications, Terms and Conditions, Requirements

Offerors must provide a comprehensive listing of the Offerors’ exceptions to the terms and conditions and/or to the specifications and requirements set forth in this RFP.  Any exceptions, caveats, expectations or additional information to terms and conditions, and/or the specifications and requirements expressed in this RFP must be listed, clearly explained, and cross-referenced to the response to which it applied.  Exceptions to this RFP may only be made to the extent they are minor and do not materially alter the Terms and Conditions, specification and requirements stated herein, and will be subject to acceptance by the State or Offeror withdrawal prior to contract award.  The State reserves the right, in its sole discretion, to determine the materiality of the Offeror’s stated exceptions.  Offerors must raise issues and/or concerns relating to this procurement during the question and answer phase rather than taking exceptions within their proposals.  Proposals that contain material changes to the terms and conditions, specifications, and requirement set forth throughout this RFP may be disqualified.

5.5.5. Proposal Validity

The Offeror must make a statement that binds the validity of the proposal contents for a minimum of 270 days.

5.5.6. Debarment from Federally Funded Contracts

The Offeror must provide a statement that assures the State that the Offeror is not suspended or debarred from entering into contracts that are federally funded.

5.5.7. Competing Commitments

The Offeror must provide a statement that assures the State that, if awarded a contract through this RFP, the Offeror is free of competing commitments that would impede successful performance.

5.5.8. Litigation

The Offeror must briefly describe any prior or current litigation and/or formal administrative protests or actions such as notices of default, unsatisfactory performance involving State or Federal government and private companies related to the quality or performance of services similar to those required under this RFP for any local, county, State or Federal government agency, public or private association, or private organization.

5.5.9. Required Bid Forms

The Offeror must complete the following forms, included as Appendix B.1-1 - Standard Response Forms:

Form 1
MacBride Fair Employment Principles

Form 2
Non-Collusive Bidding

Offerors must submit a description of how the Offeror proposes to identify and utilize M/WBE’s with which it may subcontract or from which it may obtain supplies (and or equipment, commodities, etc.) for this offering as well as the dollar amount, if known, of any such subcontract or purchase.

Offerors must submit Forms 3 through 7 listed below.  Form 6 (Appendix H-5) must be completed for the Offeror and for any subcontractors or vendors the Offeror plans to use. 

Form 3       Offeror’s ID Form

Form 4       Contractor/Subcontractor Background 


Questionnaire

Form 5       See RFP Appendix H – MWBE Project Staffing 


Plan Form

Form 6       See RFP Appendix H-5 – OTDA Subcontracting


Utilization Form

Section 163 of the State Finance Law requires that contracts be awarded on the basis of lowest price or best value to a responsive and responsible Offeror.  The State and courts have determined that responsibility includes integrity, previous performance, legal authority to do business in New York State, and financial and organizational ability to perform the contract.

As part of the procurement process, Offerors, any business entity of which the Offeror is a subsidiary and Subcontractors (where the Subcontractor is known at the time of the contract award, its qualifications are a material factor in the award, and its subcontract will equal or exceed $100,000 over the life of the contract) are required to complete the Contractor/Subcontractor Background Questionnaire and submit it with its proposal.  OTDA shall conduct reviews of each vendor for responsibility and responsiveness.  OTDA may, at OTDA’s sole discretion, request additional information, including meeting with the Offeror.

If the Offeror is determined by OTDA to be not responsible, OTDA shall inform the Offeror of such ruling.  The Offeror shall have 30 days to request a meeting with OTDA to explain the ruling and to demonstrate the finding to be incorrect or to correct/resolve any issues impacting the Offeror’s responsibility.  If OTDA’s finding remains unchanged after meeting with the Offeror, the Offeror shall be removed from consideration for this contract.

The Offeror that is awarded this contract shall update Form 5, Contractor/Subcontractor Background Questionnaire whenever such information changes and prior to any contract extensions and/or amendments.  If the Offeror is determined, on the basis of new or previously undisclosed information, to be not responsible, the contract may be terminated, at OTDA’s sole discretion.

Form 7
Offeror’s Certification & Affirmation 
Form 8
Offeror Disclosure of Prior Non-Responsibility Determinations

5.5.10. Required Forms for Winning Bidder

Upon contract award, the following forms, as included in Appendix B.1-2 – Required Contractor Forms, Appendix B.2.1 - Form ST–220-CA and Appendix B.2.2 - Form ST-220-TD, will be required prior to work commencing:




Appendix B-1-2
Form 9
Certification of Drug Free Workplace

Form 10
Contractor Non-Disclosure Form

All Contractor or Subcontractor staff performing under the Contract resulting from the RFP must commit to and sign a Non-Disclosure Form, attached herewith in Appendix B-1-2, “Required Contractor Forms”.  Such signed agreements must be submitted to the OTDA Project Manager prior to staff commencing work on the project

Form 11
Form B: Contractor’s Annual Employment Report

Appendix B-2-1 – ST-220-CA – Separately Attached

Appendix B-2-2 – ST-220-TD – Separately Attached

Tax Law Section 5-a, which was added to the Tax Law under Part N of Chapter 60 of the Laws of 2004, imposes upon certain contractors the obligation to certify whether or not the contractor and its affiliates are required to register to collect state sales and compensating use tax.  Where required to register, the Contractor must also certify that it is, in fact, registered with the State Department of Taxation and Finance (DTF).  The law prohibits the State Comptroller, or another approving agency, from approving a contract awarded to an Offeror meeting the registration requirements but who is not so registered in accordance with the law.

Pursuant to Tax Law Section 5-a, the Contractor must complete, sign, and file a properly completed Form ST-220-CA (with OTDA) and Form ST-220-TD (with the Tax Department).  The Contractor must also submit a copy of the Certificate of Authority, if available, for itself and any affiliates required to register to collect state sales and compensating use tax. If Certificates of Authority are unavailable, the Contractor, affiliate, Subcontractor or affiliate of Subcontractor must represent that it is registered and that it has confirmed such status with DTF.  

5.6. Technical Section

The Offeror’s Technical Proposal must be composed and presented in the following format. The Technical Section must be placed in the Offeror’s proposal in the same order as specified in this Section.  Each page must be consecutively numbered from the beginning through appended materials.  

5.6.1. Signature Page

The Technical Section must contain a letter signed by an official who is authorized to bind the Offeror to the proposal’s provisions.

5.6.2. Executive Summary

The Technical Section of the Offeror’s proposal must include an Executive Summary that describes the Offeror’s understanding of the nature and scope of the services and requirements requested in this RFP, the Offeror’s approach, and how the Offeror can assist the OTDA BIT in accomplishing the bureau’s mission
5.6.3. Detailed Technical Narrative

The Technical Section of the Offeror’s proposal must include a detailed narrative description(s), together with any explanatory charts, schedules, plans and other required documentation, that demonstrates that the Offeror understands the services and requirements described throughout this RFP.  The proposal must fully describe the approaches, tools, and staff resources that will be utilized to provide the services requested.  Any proposed approach must reflect and demonstrate that the Offeror understands the complexities and variations inherent in providing Quality Assurance Services across such an array of projects and activities as described herein.  
The Offeror’s Technical Section should be very detailed and very clear on the approaches, activities, and benefits being proposed to meet the requirements of this RFP.  

At a minimum, the narrative description must include the following:

5.6.3.1. Technical Assumptions

A description of all assumptions made by the Offeror in preparing the technical proposal must be included.  The assumptions must not include material changes to the terms and conditions, specifications, and requirements set forth throughout this RFP. 
Offerors MUST raise any potential assumptions, exceptions, caveats, etc to the terms and conditions, specifications, and requirements during the Question and Answer phase of the procurement.  Proposals that contain material changes to the terms and conditions, specifications, and requirements set forth throughout this RFP may be disqualified.

5.6.3.2. 
QA Services Project Management Plan

The Offeror must propose a draft Project Management Plan which must encompass the requirements identified in Section 3.

Offerors must describe both the experience and proven processes of their organization and the individuals proposed to manage the Contractor project activities and Contractor teams and how their expertise will benefit the project.

5.6.3.3. 
QA Services Project Work Plan

The Offeror must describe and provide a preliminary, proposed QA Services Project Work Plan as described in Section 3 that outlines the Offeror’s plans for providing the services and requirements specified throughout this RFP.
5.6.4. Offeror Qualifications

5.6.4.1. 
Contractor/Subcontractor Qualifications Forms

Appendix D – Offeror Information, Experience and Reference Form 
Offerors must submit an Appendix D – Offeror Information, Experience and Reference Form for all experience that demonstrates that the Offeror or its proposed subcontractor (whichever entity is performing the services) meets the qualifications described in Section 4.1.  In completing Appendix D the Offeror is responsible for ensuring that ALL items of information requested are completely and accurately provided.  Offerors should be forewarned that Appendix D items that are incomplete or vague will NOT be interpreted in favor of the Offeror.  The Offeror is responsible for ensuring that the name, address, telephone, and email addresses for all references provided is current and accurate and that the Reference Contact Person provided on each Appendix D is available and willing to provide prompt response to OTDA inquiries. 
5.6.5. Contractor Supplied Resources 

Offerors must submit Appendix C – Project Team Resource Chart that describes both Contractor and Subcontractor staff who will participate in the provision of services for this RFP.  The number of hours entered in the Project Team Resource Chart must match the resource loaded proposed project work plan.

5.6.5.1. 
Contractor Supplied Resources Forms

Appendix F-2 – Project Manager Reference Form
Offerors must submit an Appendix F-2 –Project Manager Reference Form for the proposed Project.  This form must demonstrate the minimum experience as required in Section 4.2 of this RFP.
Appendix F-1 – Key Personnel Experience and  Reference Form
For all other proposed staff, the Appendix C – Project Team Resource Chart must demonstrate that the proposed staff has experience in performing their identified roles/responsibilities.

In completing both the Appendix F-1 and Appendix F-2 the Offeror is responsible for ensuring that ALL items of information requested are completely and accurately provided.  Offerors should be forewarned that Appendix F-1 and Appendix F-2 items that are incomplete or vague will NOT be interpreted in favor of the Offeror or proposed staff.  The Offeror is responsible for ensuring that the name, address, telephone, and email addresses for all references provided is current and accurate and that the Reference Contact Person provided is available and willing to provide prompt response to OTDA inquiries.  All references provided must be from client company(ies) external to the Offeror’s or Subcontractor’s organization. All references provided must have direct knowledge of the candidate’s experience and be able to validate the experience provided on the Appendix F-1 and Appendix F-2.  
5.6.6. Letter of Intent to Accept Employment

A Letter of Intent to Accept Employment (Appendix F-3) must be included in the proposal for each of the Key Personnel designated on Appendix C–Project Team Resource Chart not currently employed by the Offeror or Subcontractor.

5.6.7. Competing Commitments


The Offeror must provide a statement disclosing whether or not the proposed personnel have competing contractual obligations that require effort during the period in which these personnel will be working on the contract resulting from this RFP.  If there are competing contractual obligations, a listing of such must be provided.

5.6.8. Organizational Chart

Offerors must provide an organizational chart that depicts the functions and reporting structure of the Offeror’s proposed Project Team members listed in Appendix C – Project Team Resource Chart.  The Organizational Chart must depict the reporting structures within the Offeror’s Project Team and depict how the project team reports within the Offeror’s and/or Subcontractor’s organization.   Offerors must also provide a narrative description of the proposed lines of authority and how the Offeror’s and/or Subcontractor’s management will be involved in the administration of the project.

5.7. Financial Section

5.7.1. Signature Page

The Financial Section must contain a letter signed by an official who is authorized to bind the Offeror to the proposal’s provisions.

5.7.2. Pricing Schedules

The State has provided a complete set of Pricing Schedules and instructions in Appendix G - Pricing Schedules.  The pricing schedules must be submitted in the format found in the Appendix G- Pricing Schedules .   Any deviations necessary due to the uniqueness of each Offeror’s approach in completing the RFP requirements must be clearly explained.  If the prospective Offeror seeks to take issue with the specific format, the issue must be addressed during the question and answer phase of the procurement.

Offerors must propose an annual price for each of the projects described in Section 3.3 and as listed in the pricing schedules.  OTDA does not guarantee that all projects will be underway during the length of this agreement and reserves the right to eliminate the quality assurance needs for one or more projects during the course of this Agreement.  
Unless identified otherwise, prices quoted shall apply for the duration of the Contract executed as a result of this RFP. The Pricing Schedules must be inclusive of all costs to be incurred by the selected Offeror. 

Change orders will be based on the staff titles and the hourly rates contained in the applicable contract year pricing schedule.
If the OTDA elects to exercise one or more contract extension options described in Article 1 of the Appendix A terms and conditions, the Annualized Not to Exceed prices for each deliverable that OTDA elects to extend as well as the year 4 hourly rates to be used in Change Order pricing from Appendix G will be subject to an increase equal to the percentage increase in the Consumer Price Index (CPI) for all urban consumers (CPI-U) as published 60 days prior to the anniversary date for the preceding 12 month period by the US Bureau of Labor Statistics.  In the event the CPI reflects a negative adjustment, the hourly rates for the preceding twelve month period will remain flat.

5.7.3. Other Financial Information


An Offeror’s Financial Section must also include:

· A transmittal letter signed by an official authorized to bind the Offeror

· The bidding entity’s most recent Dun and Bradstreet Comprehensive Report.

5.8. Evaluation and Selection

5.8.1. Proposal Evaluation

The OTDA will evaluate each Contractor’s proposal based on the “Best Value” concept.  This means that the proposal which “optimizes quality, cost, and efficiency among the responsible and responsive Offerors shall be selected for award” (State Finance Law, Article 11, Section 163).

1. Evaluation of the written proposals may require any of the following methods of clarification and validation:
a. Proposal presentations

b. Telephone, e-mail, mail, etc. correspondence with authorized Contractor representatives.

2. The Technical and Financial components of the bids will be evaluated separately bearing the weight assigned below:
a. Technical component = 60%

b.
Financial component = 40%

3. Offeror’s Technical Proposal will be examined to determine its compliance with the requirements of this RFP.  Failure to meet any format or content requirement specified in this RFP may result in an Offerors removal from further consideration.  Although, the bidders will be given an opportunity to correct any error of a procedural non-substantive nature which have not in the judgment of the OTDA given them a competitive advantage.
4. Following the financial evaluation, proposals will be ranked based upon the evaluations received for the Technical and Financial components of the bid.

5.8.2. Proposal Evaluation Criteria

The following general evaluation criteria will be used to score each responsive proposal that has passed the initial proposal Submission Requirements screening.

5.8.2.1. Technical Evaluation Criteria (60% of Total Score i.e. 60 points)
The Technical Evaluation Committee (TEC) will perform the Technical Evaluation and the Technical Evaluation will be based on requirements set forth throughout this RFP. 
1.1.1.1.1. Technical Responses Evaluation
Proposals that satisfy the format and content criteria will be examined to determine whether they satisfy the mandatory specification found in this RFP.  Failure to meet any mandatory specifications found in this RFP may result in an Offeror’s removal from further consideration.
1.1.1.1.1 Proposals deemed responsive, as a result of the review specified above, will then be evaluated in detail against weighted criteria.    Offeror’s may be invited to make presentations and respond to OTDA questions during this phase of the evaluation.  Information gained from these presentations may be used to re-score the Offeror’s proposals.
The criteria against which each proposal will be evaluated are described as follows 100 Technical Points are distributed among Criterion 1, 2, 3 and the Oral Presentation.  The 100 Technical Points equal 60% of the Total Points):

Criterion 1.  20 Points - Understanding of the Project and of the Nature and Scope of Work to be Performed. 

An assessment will be made of the Offeror’s understanding of the OTDA’s needs, objectives, and of the scope of work as defined  in RFP sections 3.1.1 through 3.3.7 to be performed. Included in the assessment of this criteria is an examination of the proposed work plan and resource assignment, the detailing of tasks and how end products will be delivered, the overall project organization and administration.

Criterion 2.  30 Points - Project Staff. 

An assessment of the qualifications and experience of the proposed On-site Project Manager and project staff will be made based upon the Appendix F-1 forms submitted.

Criterion 3.  30 Points - Related Experience and Capability.  

An assessment will be made of the Offeror’s experience with projects of similar size and scope, the Offeror’s related technical experience and success, and the Offeror’s corporate capacity to assume the work.  Included in the assessment of this criterion is an evaluation of the manpower and technical resources available to support the project, the project’s reporting relationships within the corporate structure, the use of sub-contracted or in-house resources, references verifying experience and success, and the ability to meet timeframes.

5.8.2.2. Technical Evaluation Process for Receipt of 1 – 3 Proposals

If one to three proposals are received, all proposals will be scored against criteria 1 - 3 above.  The Offeror with the highest technical score will be given a score of 60 points.  The remaining Offerors’ technical scores will be derived by dividing each Offeror’s technical score by the highest technical score and multiplying the resulting fraction by 60.  A proposal that does not have a technical score within 35% of the top final technical score will be removed from further consideration.

Reference checks on the Key Personnel will be conducted for all Offerors if 1 to 3 proposals are received.   

Final Technical Scores will be determined by adding the scores from the Key Personnel Reference Checks and Key Personnel Interviews to the preliminary technical scores received.  The OTDA may adjust the preliminary technical score if deemed warranted based on additional information received during the references and Personnel Interviews. 

The Offeror with the highest final technical score will be given a score of 60 points.  The remaining Offerors’ final technical scores will be derived by dividing each Offeror’s technical score by the highest technical score and multiplying the resulting fraction by 60.

The final technical scores will be blended with the financial score as described in Section 5.7.3.

5.8.2.3. Technical Evaluation Process for Receipt of 4 or More Proposals

A Preliminary Technical Raw Score (PTRS) will be calculated against criteria established in Criterions 1, 2, and 3 of Section 5.7.2.1.2 above.  Only Offerors with a PTRS within 35% of top preliminary technical score will advance for consideration.  

The Offeror with the highest PTRS will be given a score of 60 points.  The remaining Offerors’ final preliminary scores will be derived by dividing each offer or’s technical score by the highest technical score and multiplying the resulting fraction by 60. The resulting preliminary technical scores will be blended with the corresponding proposal financial scores to determine the Preliminary Blended Raw Score (PTBS).   

Only Offerors with the top three PTBS will advance for further consideration.  The proposed Key Personnel for the Offerors achieving the top three PTBS will be required to participate in interviews with TEC members.  Personnel Interviews will be scored as part of the oral presentation scoring.
Reference checks on the Key Personnel will only be conducted for proposals achieving the within the top three PTBS.

Final Technical Scores will be determined by adding the scores from the Key Personnel Reference Checks and Key Personnel Interviews to the preliminary technical scores received.  The OTDA may adjust the preliminary technical score if deemed warranted based on additional information received during the references and Personnel Interviews. 

In the event that the technical scores are adjusted up or down based on the Personnel interviews such that the Offerors’ preliminary score is not within 35% of the highest preliminary technical score, the OTDA retains the right to include the Offeror’s proposal with the next highest PTBS  for reference checks and interviews.

The Offeror with the highest final technical score will be given a score of 60 points.  The remaining top three Offerors’ final technical scores will be derived by dividing each Offeror’s technical score by the highest technical score and multiplying the resulting fraction by 60.

The final technical scores will be blended with the financial score as described in Section 5.7.3.

5.8.2.4. Oral Presentations (20 Points)
All Key Personnel proposed by the Offeror must present their component of the approaches/project and respond to any questions or comments specific to their area of project responsibility.  The oral presentations will be scored.
Failure to participate as requested may disqualify the Offeror from further consideration by the OTDA.  Offerors must participate in oral presentations at their own expense. 

Offerors will be notified of the date, time and place of the oral presentation.  The purpose of the presentation will be for the Offeror to demonstrate its ability to provide requested services, and to provide the details as to how it will accomplish the requirements of the RFP.

Additional details with regard to the format of this stage of the evaluation will be provided to the Offerors prior to the presentations.  
The OTDA may adjust Contractor technical scoring if deemed warranted by the OTDA, based on additional information it may receive during the oral presentation and the Key Personnel interviews described below.
5.8.2.5. Key Personnel Interviews
The On-Site Project Manager proposed by the Offerors that qualify for oral presentations as described above must participate in individual interviews separate from the oral presentations.  The interviews will take place following the oral presentation.   These interviews will be scored as part of the oral presentation scoring.
5.8.2.6. Financial Evaluation Criteria (40% of Total Score i.e. 40 points)

The Financial Evaluation Committee will score all responsive proposals as follows.
· 40 Points - Only those proposals having deemed to have meet the technical evaluation criteria will receive a financial score. The financial score will be based upon the 36 month Total Fixed price Summary as submitted on Part 11 of Appendix G.
· The proposal that offers the lowest total price offer will be awarded 40 points.  Other scores will be derived by dividing the lowest price proposal amount by the total cost of the remaining proposals and multiplying the resulting fraction by 40.  

5.8.3. Selection

The proposal with the highest overall blended score (technical plus financial) will be selected for contract award.
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