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NCCSD State Lessons Learned Webinar Series 
Notes from Procurement 10/15/2021 organized by presenter 
Order of States Presenting: Oregon, Nevada, Indiana, Arizona 

 
Introduction 

Carla West, co-chair of the NCCSD committee sponsoring the webinars gave a brief background: 
 The committee spent multiple meetings coming up with the most important areas related to systems modernization projects, and then specific tasks or 

questions in each of those areas. 
 The areas were Pre-Planning, Planning, Procurement, Design/Development/Implementation (DDI) and Certification.   
 The IV-D Directors were then asked to prioritize which specific questions in which areas they would like their state colleagues to focus on. 
 Because the large number of questions would have resulted in too many webinars, only the top-rated questions were then distilled into the five 

sessions: Pre-Planning and Planning, Procurement, Certification, and two different sessions on DDI. 
The specific topics and questions for the Procurement webinar today are shown in the graphic below: 
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PROCUREMENT - Procurement Approach for Each Vendor: 
How did you procure each type of vendor that you determined was needed in earlier planning stages (e.g., use the State’s Pre-Approved 
Vendor list, do a Request for Information ("RFI") or go straight to a Request for Proposals ("RFP"), separate RFPs for each phase/module or a 
single integrator RFP, etc.)? Vendors include, but are not limited to: 
Project Management Office ("PMO") 
Quality Assurance ("QA") 
Independent Verification and Validation ("IV&V") 
Design, Development, and Implementation ("DDI") 
Training 
Organizational Change Management ("OCM") 
Staff Augmentation 

PROCUREMENT - Procurement Document Development and Evaluation of Responses/Proposals; 
Best and Final Offer (BAFO) Strategy: 
When and how did you familiarize yourself with your state’s procurement rules regarding document format, proposal evaluation and the BAFO 
process? Was it early enough? Whose responsibility was this? 
Doing the writing: resources, review process, scoring rubrics, etc. When, how and by whom was this done? 
How did you determine what your Cost Proposal would look like and how the vendors were to propose costs (e.g., Time & Materials, Firm 
Fixed Price, combination, etc.)? 
Were there rules around whether your development vendor staff could work off-site? Off-Shore? If so, who is required to be on-site and for 
what periods of time? 
What reference documents did you need the respondents to complete (and how did you conduct and evaluate the reference checks)? 
Did you require demonstrations from finalists? Why or why not? 
Did you use a vendor to assist in the procurement process also? Why or why not? 

PROCUREMENT - Contract Development and Negotiation:  
When and how did you familiarize yourself with your state’s procurement rules regarding contract negotiations? Whose responsibility was 
this? 
When and how did you identify your resources and establish great communication among them for this effort (legal, finance, IT oversight, 
subject matter experts ("SMEs"), and other contract signatories and/or approvers, etc.)? Whose responsibility was this? 
What were the key components to make sure to include in the contract (e.g., OCSE, IRS, and state standard language; whether or not to 
include penalties in the contract, etc.)? 
Who managed these contracts once done and what skill sets are needed to do so? 

PROCUREMENT - OCSE Approval of RFPs, Contracts, etc.: 
When and how did you plan for the OCSE approval requirements and time frames (pages I-12 and I-13 in the 2010 State Systems APD Guide)? 
What was your strategy for involving OCSE early and often? 
Were there any surprises? 
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Oregon 

The first presenter was Karen Coleman from Oregon: 
Karen Coleman, Business & Technical Services Chief; Oregon Department of Justice, Division of Child Support 
Karen.Coleman@doj.state.or.us 
 
Karen’s slides and her presenter notes follow: 

 

For those of you that attended last Friday’s webinar, the next two slides will be familiar to you. For 
others and to provide context, the Oregon Child Support Program is state administered by the Oregon 
Department of Justice Division of Child Support. The program is state operated and 22 of the 36 counties 
in Oregon contract with the department to provide some child support services. The application is 
managed within the Department of Justice with a Division of Child Support team dedicated to 
supporting the new system. 
 
The current caseload in Oregon is approximately 160,000. In preparation for and during the system 
modernization project, we engaged in case closure and case clean up efforts, bringing our caseload 
numbers down to the current level.  
 
The State of Oregon has an unfortunate history of troubled large-scale technology projects. That history 
has prompted both new requirements and processes, such as the requirement for independent quality 
assurance (we will talk more about that); projects over $1 million must engage in the state’s Stage Gate 
process and receive oversight from Enterprise Information Services, which is the office of the State Chief 
Information Officer, and the Legislative Fiscal Office. 

 

 

(See the Full PowerPoint for a better view of the slide) 
To recap the project timeline, Oregon conducted a full Feasibility Study with the guidance and assistance 
of Maximus starting in 2010. Ultimately Oregon decided to implement a hybrid solution, transferring the 
base system from California, and building modules that mirrored those seen in Michigan and New Jersey. 
Those modules included document generation, business intelligence, and reporting. Following the 
Feasibility Study, the Implementation Advance Planning Document was submitted and approved by OCSE. 
 
In 2012, the program engaged in a Business Process Reengineering project to develop “To-Be” processes 
to leverage the automation in the new system. During that same time period, our procurement 
workgroup began drafting four separate RFPs – for project management services, independent quality 
assurance, DDI services, and independent verification and validation. 
 
Oregon hired Maximus to provide project management, organizational change management, and staff 
augmentation services for additional business analysts; CSG Government Solutions to provide 
independent quality assurance services; SLI Government Solutions to provide federal IV&V services, and 
finally by late 2015 Deloitte Consulting to provide DDI services. 
 
During 2014 and into early 2015, the project team worked with Maximus to develop all the project 
management and governance plans. All plans required review by the independent quality assurance 
vendor. 
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Oregon had the official implementation project kickoff in October 2015, and it was full steam ahead with 
design, development, and testing. By July 2019, Oregon had conducted a three-month pilot, then rolled 
out the new system, Origin statewide in three geographical phases, and was welcoming OCSE for the 
onsite federal certification demonstration. And finally, in December 2019, Origin was federally certified 
and sailing into operations and maintenance. 

 

 

Oregon identified the need to procure four separate vendors –  
 
First-Project Management Services – We did not have large-scale technology project experience 
and knew we needed the support of an experienced project management vendor in order to be 
successful. We used the full RFP process and required vendors to have direct child support 
system modernization experience. Ultimately, Oregon hired Maximus who was no stranger to 
the Oregon Child Support Program having partnered with us on the feasibility study and 
business process reengineering projects. Our contract with Maximus also included 
organizational change management and staff augmentation for additional business analysts. 
  
Second-Quality Assurance – Because Oregon experienced a troubled past with large technology 
projects, it is required that technology projects over $1 million have independent quality 
management services and receive oversight from both the Oregon Legislative Fiscal Office and 
Enterprise Information Services (the state’s enterprise-level CIO). Because of this requirement, 
the procurement office has established a list of pre-approved qualified vendors. We procured 
the services of CSG Government Solutions, whose quality assurance team was onsite daily. 
 
Third-OCSE prescribed a semi-annual onsite IV&V review for Oregon’s modernization project. 
There was some initial confusion about the differences between QA and IV&V services. Because 
of the QA requirements in Oregon, Enterprise Information Services had created a robust quality 
management program which includes an IV&V component. Enterprise Information Services 
argued their IV&V component should satisfy OCSE’s requirements for IV&V services. After a 
meeting with OCSE representatives it was determined that a separate vendor and contract was 
needed to satisfy the federal IV&V requirements. We used the full RFP process and required 
vendors to have IV&V experience related to child support modernization projects. We procured 
the services of SLI Government Solutions to perform the semi-annual IV&V reviews. 
 
Our fourth and final procurement was the DDI vendor. We used the full RFP process and 
required vendors to have direct child support system modernization experience. This 
procurement took the longest to draft, review, receive approval to post, evaluate responses, and 
negotiate the contract. We procured the services of Deloitte Consulting to design, develop, and 
implement the hybrid transfer solution. Our contract with Deloitte also included training and 
onsite support for all child support professionals during implementation, technical training and 
knowledge transfer for our technology staff, and two years of support in operations and 
maintenance. That contract was recently amended to receive support for another year. 
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Document development and evaluation – let’s review the who, when, and how.  
In Oregon, procurement is handled by the Oregon Department of Administrative Services 
Procurement Services and all contracts are reviewed by the Oregon Department of Justice 
Business Transactions attorneys.  
 
Because this was the largest project the Department of Justice had ever embarked upon and 
because the Department is responsible for reviewing, approving, and representing state 
agencies with contract disputes, all eyes were on us to see how DOJ would structure and 
administer its contracts.  
 
I was lucky enough to be surrounded by a highly skilled team of procurement experts working 
with our Attorney in Charge of Business Transactions and one of our talented attorneys with 
extensive experience in contracting related to information technology projects. You may recall 
me mentioning Oregon’s troubled past with technology projects – although that is 
unfortunate, it does provide a truck load of lessons learned and hindsight into improved 
contract terms and conditions. Rounding out the team was a procurement analyst with over 
20 years of experience, my project manager with years of project experience including IT 
projects, our Chief Information Officer, contracts officer, and subject matter experts as 
needed from both the business and technical sides of the program. 
 
For contract negotiations, we added a couple of senior managers and our chief security officer 
to the team. 

 

 

Most contracts in Oregon are firm fixed priced and that was a must for this project. In general, firm fixed 
priced contracts are a good approach and can assist with project budget predictability. I have since learned 
from DDI vendors that because the fixed prices are attached to deliverables, it can be difficult to manage 
cash flow over a five-year project. As you know, deliverables aren’t equally spread across the project. This is 
also something to consider if you later decide a deliverable isn’t needed. The fixed price in the contract may 
not be the amount attributed to the change order to remove that particular deliverable from scope. 
 
For the Department of Justice, and generally in Oregon, off-shore work is not permitted. Because we didn’t 
have adequate space in any of our existing facilities, our DDI RFP and resulting contract required the DDI 
vendor to stand up a project facility in Salem, Oregon. All project staff – my DOJ team, the project 
management vendor, the QA vendor, and the DDI vendor were all in the same facility with an open floor 
plan throughout the project. And IV&V joined us at the project facility for each of their onsite reviews. 
 
Reference documents – The reference documents used in the RFP responses are standard reference 
documents provided by the Procurement Services office.  When we brought finalists in for orals, we were 
able to ask additional, non-prescriptive questions about their prior experience. For my team, there was no 
question whether we wanted to see demonstrations from each of the finalists in all four of our 
procurements. We found the demonstrations helpful to gain insight into the processes used by each vendor, 
to meet their proposed key personnel – to observe how team members interacted, and to get a feel for 
whether they are a good fit for the state and our organization. 
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Vendor assistance with procurement – Yes, we did have some vendor assistance during the procurement 
process. It is now a requirement in Oregon to onboard the QA vendor first so they are available to review 
your subsequent RFP documentation and in some cases, assist with the review of proposal responses. Our 
project management vendor was first to onboard and participated as subject matter experts in review of 
some proposal responses and sat in during the vendor demonstrations. We found their input invaluable. 

 

 

Rules for negotiations – when and how to get up to speed - I became familiar with 
Oregon’s procurement rules during the development of the RFP for the feasibility study 
project. As I described earlier, I was surrounded by a team of experts that were willing to 
share their knowledge and expertise. If you do not have direct experience with contract 
negotiations, you’ll want to seek assistance. I learned a great deal over the past 10+ 
years being involved in seven different procurements – each one is a little different. 
 
The Oregon Department of Administrative Services Procurement Services is directly 
responsible for the procurement process including contract negotiations. For each 
procurement we worked together to identify the negotiations team and communication 
is paramount to a successful process. As I mentioned earlier the DDI contract was the 
largest and took the longest to negotiate. The negotiations team included our 
procurement analyst, the assigned assistant attorney general, myself, DOJ’s chief 
information officer and chief security officer, and senior managers from the program’s 
field services and technical services sections. We also consulted with the Deputy 
Attorney General and our IV-D Director, who also served as the project sponsor. 
 
I’ve listed here on the slide who all needs to be involved or informed. Again, 
Procurement Services, the department’s Business Transaction attorneys, Child Support 
Program leadership, any oversight partners – for us that’s Enterprise information 
Services and the Oregon Legislative Fiscal Office. 
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Key components of a contract – As discussed earlier, Oregon has a truckload of 
lessons learned and has used those to strengthen contract terms and conditions. 
That coupled with DOJ attorneys’ experience in defending Oregon agencies in 
court surrounding vendor contract disputes has also assisted in building stronger 
contracts. 
 
Listed here are some of the general terms and conditions.  
 

 

 

Some more specific terms and conditions included in our DDI contract included: 
-Defining defect levels, as specific as possible, will help minimize downstream arguments about the 
difference between defect levels and the timeframes for remediation. 
 
-Service Level Agreements or SLAs – Consider using SLAs with specific metrics and liquidated 
damages if service levels are not met. Keep in mind however that SLAs also drive behavior – that 
doesn’t mean you shouldn’t have them – just be aware of how they may affect the give and take in 
the relationship. Let me share an example – our DDI contract includes technical training and 
knowledge transfer for Deloitte to train our technology team to manage the new system. Post 
implementation we needed to complete that training to ensure the DOJ team could take over 
operations and maintenance of the system in the next year. The contract also contained SLAs 
indicating all Level 2 defects must be resolved within 5 business days. Because of the SLA surrounding 
Level 2 defect remediation, technical training often took a back seat. Another lesson learned here – 
make sure your vendor has adequate resources to address all provisions of the contract and 
statement of work in the various project phases.  
 
-Make certain to include FTI and OCSE security requirements. 
 
-Specifically describe and outline the requirements you expect to see for testing, implementation and 
rollout, and the system stabilization period before your certification demonstration. 
 
-Also include well defined final acceptance criteria – often contracts include a holdback from monthly 
invoices – In Oregon that was 10% of the price of the deliverable. The holdback is used as an 
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incentive for the vendor to continue to focus on quality and timely deliverables throughout the 
project. Most vendors will want to negotiate when they can collect their holdback, either in part or in 
whole at certain times during the project. Final acceptance criteria is another way to ensure solid 
performance throughout the project life cycle.  
 
-And finally, warranty services – what is the term of the warranty and what do warranty services 
include. – Over the past few year, Oregon has been asked by other states to share our contract 
template. If that is something you are interested in, please reach out to me. 
 
Who managed the various contracts? In Oregon that was me. If your state offers training, I’d 
recommend attending all the training available. You’ll also need a strong partnership with your 
contract’s office or officer and the state’s attorneys. Contract management is important and if not 
done correctly and consistently could cost your program and state money, jeopardize the success of 
your project, and set precedence in future contract engagements.  

 

 

And finally, OCSE Review and Approval – Due to the cost estimates in Oregon’s 
feasibility study, the vendor support deemed necessary, and as outlined in the IAPD, all 
of Oregon’s RFPs and contracts and amendments required OCSE review and approval. 
Because we were aware of this, we factored the 60-day review process into our 
procurement planning schedule. 
 
Strategy for involving OCSE – I joke about this often by saying I didn’t know better then 
to pick up the phone and call our OCSE analyst when I had general questions. Yes, there 
is comprehensive information on the OCSE website, but I wanted to talk about it. 
Because of that practice I had formed a strong partnership with OCSE by involving them 
early and often. I provided regular updates and shared proposed timelines, so they 
could be prepared for when documents were headed their way. Although we allowed 60 
days, we often received their feedback and approval sooner. And if necessary, we’d 
jump on a call to answer questions. 
 
Surprises – I understand now that Oregon was fortunate to have OCSE analysts with 
many years of state systems experience. Dave Tabler was assigned until he retired, and 
John Cheng is currently assigned to Oregon. In fact, John worked with Oregon when our 
legacy system was certified. So, in closing, Oregon has not had any surprises working 
with OCSE. 
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Nevada 

The second presenter was Julie Green from Nevada: 
Project Director, NVKIDS; Nevada Department of Health and Human Services, Division of Welfare and Supportive Services 
jxgreen@dwss.nv.gov 
 
Julie’s slides and the note takers’ information (that is in addition to the information on the slides) follow: 
 

 

 
 Nevada has 17 counties. 
 IT Dept. mandated that the vendor use Nevada’s existing enterprise 

software, but lesson learned for your RFP: There is an expectation of 
vendor familiarity with the software. This needs to be clearly 
identified when RFP is developed, especially if your own staff aren’t 
that familiar with your software, and you are expecting the vendor’s 
support on your software.   If your staff aren’t familiar, it may be 
better to use what the vendor recommends and knows. 

 IT Dept. also mandated waterfall SDLC approach.  Waterfall approach 
can be helpful but can cause delays in approving deliverables. NV 
ended up using a hybrid approach.  

 Vendor of failed DMV system was sub-contractor of CS system and 
had to be removed 

 

 

NV has similar vendors as Oregon, but in different roles. 
PMO = CSG (they also do OCM) 
QA = Maximus 
IV&V = SLI 
DDI = Protech  
Lessons Learned: 
 When you are planning for OCM, ensure they are not just looking at field 

staff but also looking at technical side. There can be a lot of resistance 
there, and you need to look at that side early.   

 Staff augmentation clause was added to the QA contract, but other Staff 
Aug was done through a pre-approved state vendor list. 

 State resources will always be short. Always ask for more than what your 
Feasibility Study identifies. 

 NV is severely lacking in business analysts (have 5, need 15) and this 
causes a lot of problems when you get into DDI.  
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 IV&V was done through a sub-grant as they could not find another agency 
that would manage the contract.  

 

 

 

 Getting copies of other states’ RFPs is a good starting point but use 
with caution.   NV used portions of OR’s RFP, but some deliverables 
ended up not making sense for NV, were too large, and had to be 
split apart.  If using another state’s RFP, be sure to ask them for 
their lessons learned to update the document. 

 Deliverable review timeframes put into RFP were too short. You will 
be reviewing thousands of pages of documents.  Complex 
deliverables needed way more than 10 days (see examples on 
slide).  Identify the volume of documents for review, take into 
consideration how many reviewers you will have, and how much 
back and forth you expect. 

 For RFP reviews – get views from various colleagues including 
outside child support.  NV made sure to have their largest county as 
well as small counties review. 

 

 

 Similar to OR, NV was not used to large scale projects. Your 
functional child support reviewers probably have not done proposal 
reviews.    

 Make sure all of your reviewers have all the information necessary 
to make decision. Feasibility studies, appendices, SME’s, help them 
to move forward. 

 If you use any Offshore resources, OCSE must be advised. 
 NV didn’t use a vendor to assist in their procurement but think that 

would be beneficial.  
 Vendor timing: 

 PMO vendor started 10/2017 
 QA vendor started 02/2018 
 DDI RFP responses started in September 2017, contract 

negotiations ended in April 2018, and the DDI vendor started 
May 2018 
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 Make sure you give yourself ample time for negotiations 
especially on your DDI contract. Do not rush this. 

 Be sure the information is clearly defined. There was an 
expectation on the state side that the vendor would come in and 
tell them what needed to be done, but the vendor thought all the 
preparation work was completed and everything was ready to go 
when they came on board.  

 NV has a ‘no assumptions allowed’ approach to RFP’s. If 
something is put in the RFP that is an assumption and is wrong, it 
should be flagged and discussed during the contract negotiations.  

 NV holdback is 15% until project final deliverable.  Vendor will 
want to negotiate getting holdback over time instead, make sure 
to get what you need first, and be firm in your negotiations.  

 Penalty teeth are important for quality and schedule, all NV can 
do is reject deliverables. 

 
 

 

 

 

 NV had Dave Tabler, but he retired in the middle of the contract 
negotiations.  They had another OCSE analyst, but then went to John 
Cheng, who is wonderful.  

 Have the conversations with OCSE, whether the subject is good, bad, or 
ugly. You don’t want to tell them everything is good and must go back and 
tell them you are not meeting your deadlines.   OCSE wants you to 
succeed. 

 Important to remember that OCSE’s 60-day notice of approval starts over 
if additional information is needed during OCSE review. 
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 NV was juggling 4 RFPs at a time and some of those reviewers were on 
more than one.  That is not unusual; make sure to take this into account 
when estimating time to review proposals. 

 Each reviewer will be reviewing the information based on their 
experience.  

 Make it clear to the reviewers what is expected of each type of vendor. 
 

 

 

 

 They needed the 29 weeks that was removed, don’t shorten your 
timeframes too much. 

 Figure out the dates you need to hit and work backwards from there. 
 Reviewing the DDI responses takes the most time. 
 If you are looking at a response to an RFP and trying to identify gap 

analysis – it cannot be done in an hour. It takes weeks.   Be prepared 
to go into contract negotiations with any of those gaps. 
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Indiana 

The third presenter was Dawn McNeal from Indiana: 
Dawn McNeal, Interim CIO (over child support and child welfare systems) 
Indiana Dept. of Child Services, Child Support Bureau 
Dawn.mcneal@dcs.in.gov 
 
Dawn’s slides and the note takers’ information (that is in addition to the information on the slides) follow: 

 

 Indiana is currently going through two modernization projects. Child Welfare and Child 
Support 

 Prior CIO mandated a standardized approach for the two projects 
 COTS- Salesforce 
 Agile SDLC 

•      4 vendors – see slide 
 
June 2020 DDI vendor started; everyone worked virtually.  
 
June 2021: Governor mandated all state employee staff back to the office with no flexibility for 
virtual work, there was a loss in staff. Vendors, including Managed Service Provider staff (who 
augment state staff), are still virtual. 
80 State and MSP staff on the project. 
 

 

 

 
 The Procurement Plan included the IN Dept of Administration (IDOA, 

agency that handles all procurements for state agencies) timelines 
and identified roles and responsibilities. 

 QA, PMO and DDI procurements were normal RFPs.   IDOA/IOT have 
a managed service provider list of 14 qualified IV&V vendors; KPMG 
selected via that vehicle. 

 Originally planned to do PMO in-house but changed to outsourcing 
because in-house not enough experience in agile SDLC or projects 
this big.  Important to understand your team’s skills and how much 
risk you are willing to shoulder when deciding about in-house or not. 

 Important to be clear about PMO duties vs. QA duties 
 Met with IDOA regularly during all procurements so they were 

aware of any issues. 
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 State agency staff wrote all of the RFPs. 
 DDI RFP: originally mandated IBM products for ALM, but changed 

mind to go to Atlassian, Jira, Confluence.  Important to have state 
staff who understand the tools – if you don’t put the onus on the 
vendor to set them up and train you on them. 

 For DDI RFP writing, lots of discussion in-house, with county 
partners, with other states.  Invited vendors and software 
companies to come in and discuss how they would do the project 
and share what they saw currently in the HHS arena.  

 Document quite long, lots of detail in the requirements, important 
to “tell your story” so that potential vendors understand your needs. 

 DDI Evaluation: 
 Indiana Office of Technology (overall state IT) rep included 
 16 evaluators (who scored), 57 advisors (who gave input) 
 Important to have county partners as both, showed that the 

state was not bullying, helped with acceptance of selection 
 Used company called Ikaso to facilitate, very valuable given size 

and diversity of evaluation group 
 IDOA allowed change to cost points: normal 30 down to 25, 

important that cost not the main reason for choice. 
(Management/technical points were 50, others were 
minority/women owned business points). 

 Number of proposals rec’d:  DDI – 6, QA – 5, PMO – 5, IV&V – 3 
 Orals and BAFO – 2-3 vendors in Orals, BAFO for all 
 Orals very important – make sure vendors have all key resources 

present, give a management overview, show the system or at least 
key parts, give a technical overview, explain their SDLC methodology 

 Be aware that vendors will often well-known, high-level staff as 
“advisors” in their proposals, but in reality they don’t often show up. 
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 DDI contract is fixed price, deliverable-based, with SLA (but haven’t 

had to use yet) 
 Important that your attorneys helping write/review contracts 

understand your timelines  
 Timeline 4-6 months from award letter to fully executed contract 

(includes OCSE review time) 
 Contract Management – one state staff person for each contract and 

an overall manager for all contracts to have a consistent thread 
seeing things from an overall perspective. State contract managers 
determine if amendments needed, etc. 

 Weekly meetings with all vendor PMs and usually the vendors’ high- 
level sponsors.  These meetings are important when issues come up 
as the vendor management doesn’t get surprised.  E.g. PMO 
manager not working out, when state asked for a replacement, 
vendor understood why.  

  
 

 

 

• Greg Jordan is federal analyst, very helpful.   State had monthly 
meetings with over the last ten years, now down to quarterly per his 
suggestion.  Gave him a high-level graphic timeline on everything 
which we kept updated.  

• Very important to make sure all of the federal requirements and 
clauses are in your RFP, contracts. 

• Indiana has “geographic preference” in its normal procurement 
evaluation points, which is prohibited by federal regulation.  Greg 
helpful in obtaining OCSE letter to give to IDOA to make sure this was 
deleted from the INvest RFP. 

• Important to pick up the phone and call with questions or issues, be 
clear on where you are, so OCSE is not caught off guard. 

• Questions were sent to OCSE during contract negotiations. They may 
not be able to answer right away, but it documents that you 
submitted a question.  

• Vendors started prior to OCSE contract approval, at their own risk. 
• Because of Salesforce solution, ownership clause language in 

contract was key to getting OCSE approval.   
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Arizona 

The fourth presenters were Heather Noble and Tammy Fogle from Arizona.  
Heather Noble, IVD Director, HNoble@azdes.gov 
Tammy Fogle, Systems Administrator TFogle@azdes.gov 
 
Note: The AZ slides have extensive detail in them, so while they are presented here for context, they are hard to read in this size. It is recommended to look at 
the full PP slides in conjunction with the notes. 
 

 

 
AZ is about six months behind IN. 
 
Feasibility Study from 5 years ago indicated Delaware 
transfer, BUT post FS, there was a state enterprise technology 
mandate.  Delaware from 2010 was too old.  This became 
important for procurement. 
 
Ended up with hybrid – custom built front end with Delaware 
backend.  Deloitte using Salesforce.  
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 Approach: 
o PMO – Statewide contract, Grant Thornton LLP 
o Organizational Change Manager (works collaboratively 

with Deloitte) – Grant Thornton LLP 
o QA – RFP, Maximus 
o IV&V – state’s preapproved list, Public Consulting Group 
o DDI – RFP, Deloitte 
o Training – DDI Vendor Responsible 
o Staff Augmentation – leveraged state contracts 

 
 PMO office was onboarded first right after Feasibility Study 

using statewide contract.  This timing was good.  Their 
Project Director’s experience has been invaluable. 

 QA was the cleanest RFP completed of the 4.  
 For DDI, first did an RFI, then an RFP. 
 Staff augmentation – from a Business Analyst perspective, 

you really can’t have enough. AZ brought on 3 senior 
business analysts. Permanent state staff for IT Tech was 
brought on. 
o Hint: Knowing who is retiring in the next 5 years will help 

identify staff augmentation resources you may need.  
o Everyone is fighting for MF resources, and after 10 

months they are still trying to procure these resources to 
keep the lights on.  
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 Spent two years with stakeholder meetings working 

through all of the procurements. Internal team met 
weekly.  Leadership met bi-weekly.   

 Multiple leadership changes during this time period – 4 
IV-D Directors, 4 department IT CIOs, 2 state CIOs.  Lots of 
time spent orienting, but critical to do so. Make sure you 
have a plan to do this when needed. 

 AZ had a great advisor who knew other state’s 
procurement experiences. 

 Contract monitoring is going to be significant – 
clarifications, scope changes, changes requests, etc. After 
kickoff this is really heavy so staff augmentation may be 
needed depending on size of team.  

 Procurement of tools and software is enormous lift if it is 
a state responsibility. Know what is needed on the front 
end. 

 
 

 

 
RFP was written with help of CSG, who did the Feasibility 
Study. 
 
Procurement training is really important, standardized 
training for anyone involved.  
AZ was going through a modernization of their 
procurement portal which was an additional challenge. 
 
No demos from vendors were done. 
 
Original thought was vendors on-site, but now off-site 
because of pandemic.  (No offshore.) 
  

 

 



18 
 

 

 
 Had to do a second BAFO because original RFP did not ask 

for enough tech detail.  Going this route meant more 
confidence in the solution meeting the enterprise roadmap. 

 3 potential vendors at this time. 
 Provided a lot of clarity even though it delayed decision. 
 Leaving enough room in your procurement schedule for 

unexpected issues (like a second BAFO) is important. 

 

 

 
 Procurement team was embedded in project team. 
 Evaluation team had strong IT and program 

backgrounds, plus senior management, and people 
familiar with large procurements 

 They went into a 120 day “lockdown” where working 
on the procurement was all they did. 

 Hold back is recommended by OCSE, AZ has a 10% 
holdback. 

 Attention to detail and time management are key skills 
for contract management 

 Keep in mind that procurement conversations will 
continue through the project. Even when the project 
kicked off in January, they are still having procurement 
conversations.  
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 AZ’s OCSE analyst is Natalie.  Lots of Q&A back and forth.  

Remember that technically OCSE’s 60 day time clock starts 
over with their questions. 

 Surprises were not on the OCSE end -- For the state, all the 
processes are running in parallel. AZ’s APD analyst has 
APDs going simultaneously with other programs in the 
agency, and has lots of responsibilities on the 
modernization procurement, so need to make sure your 
equivalent person understands all of the timeframes. 

 AZ accepted OCSE’s assistance to prepare Navajo Nation 
during modernization process.  

 

 

 

 
 These projects are years in the making! 
 Have contingencies embedded in your overall schedule, 

make room for the unexpected.  For example, AZ is going to 
the Cloud so there were other technology procurements 
going on at the same time that took their tech resources 
away. 

 AZ’s governing bodies only met quarterly, so understanding 
their schedule to get on to their agenda and accounting for 
that in your procurement schedule is important. 

 Overall, extensive project management experience is 
needed. 
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Question & Answer segment 

Q: With the emphasis on finding contractors with CS experience were there many proposals? 

A: OR – This ended up being a limitation - they expected 4-6 but ended up with 3. 

Q: How are you managing agile in a fixed priced contact? 

A: IN – We asked them to tell us in their cost proposal response how/when they wanted to be paid – There was a sheet in the cost proposals where the vendors 
filled out their plan for how milestones would come in, when, and at what cost, i.e. what would be on their monthly invoices.  IN set out their deliverables in the 
RFP and the vendor scheduled them. When it came down to Contract negotiations there were not a lot of changes. If it is found that they didn’t hit a deliverable 
they move it to the next month. All detailed requirements were included with RFP.  However, because the functional requirements were older and OCSE had 
issued additional requirements, there was a list of about 10 additional things the vendors were supposed to provide a cost.  

A: AZ – The way the RFP was written didn’t align with Agile. If there is a way to write the RFP so it is aligned, it could help. They had to do an amendment 
recently, tasks vs sub-task. There wasn’t clarification early on when the vendor came onboard so that had to be amended.   Keep in mind vendors are dealing 
with cash flow issues.  

Q: Did you list a maximum timeframe of DDI for the RFP? 

A: NV – Yes. It is nice to have timeframes, but you need to be realistic. NV has an aggressive schedule that is going to be a challenge to meet. You don’t want to 
put yourself in a position of trying to hit a date that is not reasonable.   Important to have conversations with the vendors. 

A: OR – Yes. It was derived from their Feasibility Study’s function point analysis and a determination of how long it would take to make updates and implement it 
statewide. It did adjust during Contract negotiations, but it was close.  

A: IN – Yes, they put a 3-year timeframe on it. This is where it is critical to have a PM or someone to review the vendor’s proposed schedules and validate the 
information to make sure it is attainable and that there are no huge gaps.  

A: AZ - Yes, same.  Remember there are budget/cost factors that may influence your schedule (e.g. mainframe cost going up as other programs go off it). AZ 
knew its schedule was aggressive, but they can’t keep the lights on with the mainframe for too long. They are on schedule so far.   

Q: Regarding staff augmentation, it appears most is for IT staff. Where did you need staff for SME’s, field…? 

A: AZ – all staff augmentation has been on IT side. Business Analysts and IT staff – need more dedicated support for procurement and security.  

A: IN - all on IT side also.  

A: OR – Budget included $ to backfill state program staff who worked on project. For JADs and UAT – there were NO other projects going on at that time so 
during heavy lift times, staff in the office were divided – e.g. if SMEs were in JADs, their office staff helped cover.  

NV – Agrees with backfill strategy – it was supposed to happen for NV but didn’t.  You never have enough Business Analysts are never enough.  When you look at 
efforts you really need devoted staff for each; you can’t take 5 people and divide them up. There is never a point where you are not busy and have some VERY 
overwhelmed people and there is nothing you can do to compensate them for that. Need to make sure the support is there. Karen on OR ended up with 15 BAs, 
NV is running with 5.  
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Q: How did you determine volume for staff augmentation?  

A: AZ – Understand what you need to keep the lights on. Depending on what else is occurring and different projects happening that require changes (you can’t 
assume 100% modernization work and nothing else). These should be factored into your numbers.  AZ bringing in 3 new staff for legacy and other work. 

Q: NV – was the offshore work outside the state or outside the country and what value did you get? 

A: There is both offsite and offshore. They have no access beyond the state firewall. It’s good that you basically have teams working 24hr a day for DDI vendors, 
but you have to make sure it is well-defined what they can touch. They have a remote development environment that is in front of the state firewall and must go 
through reviews before being brought behind the firewall.  

Keep in mind the security clearance processing for adding resources – it can take anyway from 2-5 months to get background checks to get them done. If there is 
something they can do in the meantime it is very beneficial.  

Q: Can each state provide the estimated total cost to go live?  

A: OR – They are at about $140 million including back to FS, through implementation and the 2 years of O & M. 

A: NV – $125 – $130 million  

A: IN – With the 4 vendors to get this project done they are looking at $65 million, not including software. 

A: AZ – about $60 million. DDI is $38.5 but they are early in this process. Similar to IN.  

Last Comments from Speakers: 

OR spoke regarding partnerships and being a resource to another. Other states should know OR is welcome to share with you so you are not re-inventing the 
wheel and know you have a support system here.  

NV mirrors that and recommends states do so before you submit your RFP. You want to make sure you are talking with states who went through the activity you 
are completing either in parallel or just before you.  

AZ – Write questions down along the way. Document lessons learned along the way regardless of your stage. Everything described today will help other states 
later.  

Carla – We often ask for the RFP’s, but it sounds like we need contracts, amendments, etc.  also to see what lessons learned as well.  

Additional Procurement Lesson Learned from Kansas 

KS rolled out their main contractor for DDI and did not put in the contract that they had to get their Fingerprints done in a certain amount of time.   They have 
now added specific language into their contracts. 

Make sure the expectation for the DDI vendor (which may not be as up on the IRS Requirements) is adding this information into the timeline to ensure they are 
covered.  

The one page document from Kansas will be shared on the NCCSD website Committee page along with the PowerPoints and notes. 


