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Understanding of Project Scope, Needs, and Objectives/Work Plan

The State of Louisiana Department of Health and Hospitals (DHH) intends to implement the Medicaid Management Information System (MMIS) Replacement Project to better support the near-term and long-term needs of the State and its citizens.  The State desires to obtain procurement planning, procurement support, and independent verification and validation (IV&V) of this implementation effort to minimize project risk and maximize project success.  MAXIMUS provides DHH with the extensive experience, proven processes, and dedicated staff to help ensure project success.

In this section, the MAXIMUS and our partner SysTest Labs Incorporated present our understanding of the scope, needs, and objectives of the MMIS IV&V Services Project.  We then provide a detailed Project Work Plan that we developed in Microsoft Project.  Finally, the MAXIMUS Team presents our technical approach to RFP Tasks 4.1.1 through 4.1.4.
2.1 Understanding of Scope, Needs, and Objectives

RFP Section 6.2.2 (1)

To demonstrate comprehension of the project, Proposers should summarize their understanding of the project scope and what the work will entail for each deliverable.  This should include, but not be limited to, an understanding of the purpose and scope of the project, critical success factors, and potential problems related to the project and an understanding of the specific deliverables.  Proposers should include an example of the methodology to be used to prepare a cost-benefit analysis.

The MAXIMUS Team brings a national perspective to the Louisiana Department of Health and Hospitals (DHH) to support the Louisiana Medicaid Management Information System (LA MMIS) planning and implementation effort.  We possess extensive knowledge of:

· MMIS business and operations processes

· Design of legacy systems in existence

· Modifications that have taken place since many older legacy systems were implemented 

· Newer MMIS procurements and implementations

· MMIS centric Independent Verification and Validation (IV&V) and Quality Assurance (QA) support
With our long history of providing Quality Assurance (QA) and Independent Verification and Validation (IV&V) services to state agencies responsible for Medicaid Management Information Systems, the MAXIMUS Team brings extensive knowledge of MMIS applications and operations ranging from procurement planning through certification.
The MAXIMUS Team understands the two basic objectives that DHH has for using IV&V services.  First, DHH gains project experienced consultants and technical writers to prepare and develop the Solicitation for Proposal (SFP) for the MMIS Procurement for Fiscal Intermediary (FI) services and MMIS Replacement Project.  The SFP is written using information obtained by the experienced consultants and technical writers answering the following questions:   

· What are the business process and system needs of the Department?

· What resources can best achieve those needs - internal or external resources?

· What technical capabilities solutions can best meet those needs?

· Is achieving those desired need feasible?

The MAXIMUS Team has the skills and capabilities to identify the questions that must be asked and provide the answers to those questions.  

Once the SFP is written and the MMIS Replacement Project begins, those experienced consultants and technical writers can then support DHH in meeting the second objective.  This second objective includes:

· Assuring LA MMIS is developed using the best System Development Life Cycle processes

· Validation that requirements of DHH and those required by CMS for certification are addressed from the very beginning of the project and the expected results of the LA MMIS are received

· Validation that the system has been adequately tested including unit, integration, system, and user testing

· Validation of project metrics to ensure the project is being managed to approved work plan and costs

· Validation that all DDI deliverables are of the best quality and provide benefit for DHH
The MAXIMUS Team can provide DHH with the consultants and technical writers that can perform the extremely complex information technology performance evaluations and reviews for computer systems, interfaces, and processing functions desired by DHH.  

2.1.1 Understanding and Scope of the Project

The MAXIMUS Team can provide the project life cycle support that is requested in the MMIS IV&V Services Project.  Providing this support has been a MAXIMUS core competency since the start of our company and continues today.  Because of that experience, MAXIMUS has the methodologies and tools to meet the level of IV&V services required to meet the scope of the MMIS IV&V Services Project.  

The MAXIMUS Team understands the need for DHH to procure and implement a new MMIS that leverages the use of both internal and external resources and technical capabilities.  There are more recently developed MMIS systems and stand-alone components that use newer programming languages that are more easily maintained and running more robust hardware.  The MMIS of the 21st Century is very different from the model used by legacy systems.  In the current Medicaid environment, core functionality manages the payment of claims (and capitation payments in States with managed care programs), while many other applications, often developed and/or operated under separate contracts, manage other functions such as pharmacy, dental.  
Better use of resources and more advanced systems, allows Louisiana to better:

· Control ever increasing operational needs more efficiently

· Capture and maintain less redundant data

· Provide better reporting capabilities for more efficient administration of the programs and systems

Legacy systems like the DHH MMIS rarely provide the opportunities for improvements without significant changes to the myriad of applications, data locations, and/or data types that comprise the legacy MMIS.  

Over time, functional requirements of a certified MMIS have changed as well.  The loss of certified status results in less Federal Financial Participation (FFP) from the federal government.  The MAXIMUS Team recognizes the impact this loss in revenue would have on LA DHH and to those persons who are served by DHH.  The IV&V methodologies used to identify requirements to support the SFP development process include both informal and formal checkpoints throughout the system development life cycle to monitor compliance with the certification requirements.  

New initiatives such as the Medicaid Information Technology Architecture (MITA) provide further impetus to initiate improvements that promote technologies and processes that support flexibility and adaptability of systems.  Bottom line, systems must become more readily adaptable to meet changes in programs in an efficient, cost effective and timely manner.  

The MAXIMUS Team understands DHH has decided to implement a system that conforms to the MITA model.  The MAXIMUS Team can provide the support to help ensure that the implemented LA MMIS conforms to the goals of the MITA model.  

MAXIMUS possesses a strong corporate background assisting States in performing the major processes CMS identified in its sponsorship of the Medicaid Information Technology Architecture (MITA) Model.  For more than 25 years before the first draft of a MITA framework was developed and released, MAXIMUS has been assisting States in the major processes that are now documented and followed to build the framework of a MITA compliant system.  The following table provides a comparison of the MAXIMUS processes to the MITA processes.  

	MAXIMUS Process to MITA Process

	MAXIMUS Process
	MITA Process

	Assessment of a State's current capabilities in operating an MMIS application and its commitment to resources needed for an enhanced or a replacement MMIS
	Self-Assessment (SS-A).

	Verifying the existing MMIS functionality, operations and interface touch points.  MAXIMUS works with State to accurately map existing work flows, database environments and update documentation.
	Documenting the 'As-Is' system

	Identification of the new or enhanced business processes and functional requirements that are required in order to bring the State's MMIS application up to a level that improves service to all sponsors and recipients and at the same time is cost effective
	Defining, not designing, the 'To‑Be' system

	Analysis of the gap between what MMIS business functionality a State currently is operating versus what business functionality – new or enhanced – that want in the next version of their MMIS
	Gap Analysis

	Cost/Benefits Analysis (CBA) of the existing MMIS as well as research 'state-of-the-art' MMIS applications installed throughout the U.S.

MAXIMUS is a recognized leader in researching potential solutions and performing a CBA on the solution as if it were transferred to the State with which we are working.  
	Cost/Benefit Analysis (CBA)

The CBA is a long establish requirement of CMS; MAXIMUS has kept current over the years with the specific format and information CMS requires.

	Presentation of viable solutions for the 'To-Be' MMIS that our State client has defined. 

The decision on selecting a viable solution for our State client is the culmination of much effort from State staff and MAXIMUS consultants – we want to get it right!  
	Solution Assessment and Solution Selection.


Though the MITA Framework is relatively new, the major building processes it embraces have been around for many years and have been proven time-after-time – if practiced correctly.  MAXIMUS is proud of our track record supporting MMIS clients with our research and consultation to arrive at the right solution for our clients.

The current Louisiana MMIS, initially launched in 1990, has over 40 components comprised of a mixture of mainframe proprietary coding and software applications residing on client servers, computers, or web-based servers.  An average of 4.1 million claims are processed each month for approximately 30,000 providers serving 1.4 million recipients

The Medicaid operating budget is approximately $6.4 billion.  To manage operating costs, it is imperative that the Department avail itself of newer technologies that meet current needs as well as provide improved possibilities for meeting future needs and/or requirements as they are identified.  For example, DHH must ensure that the MMIS continues to meet certification requirements to prevent the loss of FFP from the federal government.  

Federal MMIS certification is the procedure by which CMS validates that State Medicaid systems are designed to support the efficient and effective management of the program and satisfy the requirements set forth in Part 11 of the State Medicaid Manual (SMM).  The certification process also addresses subsequent laws, regulations, directives, and State Medicaid Director (SMD) letters and validates that the systems are operating as described in the prior approved documents such as the APDs or SFPs.  The certification requirements are included in a series of checklists that center on six business areas including Benefit Management, Provider Management, Operations Management, Program Management, Program Integrity Management, and Care Management.  

MAXIMUS has the experience and qualifications to meet the scope of the MMIS IV&V Services Project as summarized in the following table:
	MMIS IV&V Services Project Scope of Work

	Tasks
	Subtasks

	Identify and evaluate current and future business and technological needs and services of the current MMIS using MITA standards
	· Analyze the most current MITA self-assessment completed by DHH

· Complete the gap analysis between the current environment and future business and functional needs as well as MITA standards

· Develop future MMIS requirements

	Develop and present the best solution(s) to achieve the most cost effective and administratively efficient MMIS system available to the DHH/MMIS
	· Complete an alternatives analysis to identify existing business or system processes that should be eliminated or preserved, impact statements, and recommended a plan of action

· Complete a cost benefit analysis for alternatives that provide further information to be used for identifying the best overall solution for DHH

· Complete a solutions document that identifies alternatives assessed and recommendations to DHH for use in selecting the LA MMIS solution

	Develop and produce the Implementation Advanced Planning Document (IAPD) requesting federal approval and funding to proceed with a chosen solution that best meets Louisiana DHH needs
	· Prepare all required sections of the IAPD

· Provide assistance to DHH during the IAPD review process

	Develop and produce a Solicitation for Proposal (SFP) for the Design, Development, and Implementation (DDI) phase of the project


	· Develop the SFP

· Prepare the proposal evaluation plan and providing assistance to DHH during the proposal evaluation period

· Provide assistance to DHH during the contract negotiations

	Provide QA/IV&V services and assistance in monitoring the MMIS replacement development processes and deliverable to ensure the most effective performance during the System Development Life Cycle (SDLC) and Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) certification


	· Monitor all facets of the project

· Attend and participate in project status meetings 

· Maintain the issues and risks tracking processes and change request processes

· Review all deliverables provided by the FI Contractor

· Complete Preliminary Design Reviews (PDR) and Critical Design Review (CDR)

· Focus IV&V on integration, and system test results and an assessment of whether  the system is ready for User Acceptance Testing (UAT)

· Plan and participate in UAT

	Provide QA/IV&V services to ensure the LA MMIS is certifiable by CMS
	· Complete a post implementation review identifying benefits and success of the system and suggestions for improvement

· Provide planning services outlining tools, information gathering, documentation protocols necessary to support the CMS certification process


2.1.2 Critical Success Factors and Potential Problems Related to the Project

DHH has proposed a very aggressive 36 month timeline for development of the Design, Development, and Implementation (DDI) SFP and IAPD as well as the actual DDI that allows sufficient time for CMS certification.  As such, there are several factors that will be critical for the success of the project.  These critical success factors include:

	CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTORS FOR THE MMIS REPLACEMENT PROJECT

	CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR
	RISK
	MITIGATION STRATEGY

	Available quality documentation of the existing system and business processes that allows quick assessments of the "as is" environment and identification of requirements for the "to be" system and business processes
	A complete 'paper trail' of existing functionality, data needs and interfaces is not available resulting in portions of the current MMIS operations to be unaccounted for in design and cost until the replacement MMIS is in the testing phases.
	DHH MMIS Subject Matter Experts and MAXIMUS will perform a primary and secondary walkthrough of the current MMIS operations in order to identify every existing business process and associated work flows.

	Ready access to subject matters experts to support all aspects of the project.  These persons must be visionaries that are willing to think "outside the box" and accept change
	Missed Project milestones caused by a delay in 

1. Receipt of critical information and/or 

2. Decision making 

Will impact the Project schedule if DHH Subject Matter Experts (SME) are not readily available or cannot honor the Department's commitment for their time.
	During Project Initiation meetings the DHH commitment of SME time to the MMIS Replacement Project tasks will be emphasized; MAXIMUS will closely monitor SME availability and report trends in our weekly status report.

A comparable back-up, for each SME, must be identified who the Project Team can turn to for information/decisions in lieu of the SME.

	Adherence to agreed upon review timelines
	Project delays will result if established deliverable review timelines are not honored.
	During Project Initiation meetings the DHH commitment to deliverable review timelines will be emphasized; MAXIMUS will closely monitor actual review turnaround and report trends in our weekly status report in addition to each schedule delay caused by extended reviews.

	Adherence to established design and development standards and approved SDLC processes
	Project delays can be caused by not adhering to established standards and processes; avoidance will cause rework on the part of DHH, the FI and MAXIMUS.
	MAXIMUS will closely monitor FI deliverables for adherence to agreed upon standards as well as the FI following a pre-approved SDLC.  Deviations from standards and/or approved processes will be reported in the weekly status report as well as the impact to the project caused by the deviation.

	Ongoing visibility of requirements, design and development artifacts that ensure early identification of deficiencies and/or issues that must be addressed.  Development of requirements, creation of the design, development of the code, and testing of system cannot be achieved in a vacuum
	DHH will not get the required Replacement MMIS without persistent DHH involvement in all aspects of DDI.
	DHH and MAXIMUS will be active and visible stewards over all aspects of the DDI Project and within the boundaries of the contract between DHH and the FI.

	Early solidification of requirements and business processes that will be supported by LA MMIS
	Project delay will be introduced if all parties cannot reach prompt agreement on the requirements and design of the Replacement MMIS.
	In our weekly status report, MAXIMUS will report on the status of all Design Phase bottlenecks, including their real/potential schedule impact.

	Quick resolution of issues and risks.  There must be established protocols that ensure identified issues and risks are quickly addressed, solutions identified, and solutions implemented.  There must also be a working escalation path to upper management that can be used when necessary.  
	Project delay will be introduced if there is not prompt 

· Implementation of risk avoidance strategy

· Issue tracking, management visibility and action
	MAXIMUS will continually monitor and report on the status of project risks and issues.  MAXIMUS will facilitate the Risks/Issues meetings between DHH and the FI and verify each action item resulting from the meetings is assigned and has a completion due date.

	Establishment of ongoing QA/IV&V services to ensure ongoing compliance with system development life cycle processes and identified requirements
	There could be avoidance of established standards and processes unless the QA/IV&V Project oversight responsibilities are clearly identified and acknowledged by DHH and the FI.
	During Project Initiation meetings at the start of the QA/IV&V Project and the DDI Project, the Replacement MMIS Project oversight responsibilities of the QA/IV&V Vendor will be identified and explained. 

If/when necessary, DHH and MAXIMUS will 'fine tune' the oversight responsibilities.

	Acceptance of the fact that after design, changes must be prioritized and made only when critical.  Ongoing changes to requirements while a system is in development have negative impact on quality, cost, and time lines
	'Scope creep' caused by missed requirements, new requirements and/or new legislation can introduce project delay and additional cost.
	All requests for change from either DHH or the FI must be thoroughly reviewed for need, cost and schedule impact and then promptly acted upon through the established Change Control process.

	Active change management processes that address changes to business processes to support LA MMIS and impact to stakeholders of the system
	On a multi-year project, some change is inevitable.  The project's ability to plan for and manage change coming from changes in law, policy, or project vision is a potential risk factor.


	Successful projects deal with change in a constructive manner by establishing a clearly articulated Change Control process.  MAXIMUS will verify that a Change Control process has been established and a Change Control Board constituted as part of our early project assessment.  


2.1.3 Understanding of Specific Deliverables

Through the MAXIMUS Quality Management Methodology (MAX~PMM) – which encompasses project management, Quality Assurance (QA), and IV&V – MAXIMUS stands ready to help DHH realize it's MMIS vision.  MAXIMUS has successfully performed project management, QA, and IV&V services in over 30 states and the District of Columbia.  Twelve of those engagements were specific to MMIS.  

In Exhibit 2.1.3-1:  MAXIMUS Project Deliverables, we have identified the key deliverables for each subtask whose completion is necessary for the procurement process.  A listing of those deliverables are provided in the following tables with a description that describes each deliverable.  For the DDI subtasks, MAXIMUS identified typical deliverables that a FI would be required to submit in addition to those specifically identified in the MMIS IV&V Services Project RFP.  These deliverables may change depending on the results of the SFP development process and negotiations with the FI.  

	Phase I – Planning/Pre-Implementation

	Task Order I-1:  Needs Assessment

	Subtask I-1.1:  Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) 

	Deliverable
	What, When and How

	Phase I, Task Order I-1 Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP)
	The TAP for each task order will be based on the approach in this proposal and the resources, schedule, and deliverables will be based on the revised Work Plan.  At the start of each task order, MAXIMUS will review the TAP and Work Plan with the State Project Management Team and make revisions as necessary.

	Subtask I-1.2:  MITA State Self-Assessment

	MITA State Self‑Assessment
	MITA State Self-Assessment Review deliverable documenting results of MAXIMUS review to map the DHH prepared self‑assessment to the MITA model.  

This is important for establishing a baseline for the how the current MMIS meets the MITA standards and specific areas that must be reviewed in-depth during the following gap analysis subtask.

	Subtask I-1.3:  Gap Analysis

	Gap Analysis
	Gap Analysis deliverable documenting

· an assessment of the current or "as is" business processes

· Identification of, at a high level, new business processes or changes to existing processes that are required for LA MMIS

· Findings of the gap analysis by MITA business area to ensure ongoing adherence to the MITA standards.  

· Recommendations for how gaps between the current MMIS, future needs, and MITA standards can be achieved


Exhibit 2.1.3.-1:  MAXIMUS Project Deliverable.  Our understanding of the key deliverables for each subtask.
	Phase I – Planning/Pre-Implementation

	Subtask I-1.4:  Alternatives Consideration

	Alternatives Consideration
	Alternatives Consideration deliverable documenting an assessment of the alternatives for addressing the gaps in the current MMIS and requirements of the future MMIS, including:

· Identify existing business processes that are candidates for elimination and the justification for elimination

· Describe each of the alternatives

· Provide an assessment for how each alternative addresses the desired requirements of the replacement MMIS

· Identify advantages and disadvantages for each alternative

· Provide a ranking of the alternatives to assist with focusing the cost benefit analysis and solution decision on the alternatives that more clearly meet the replacement MMIS requirements

	Subtask I-1.5:  Cost Benefit Analysis

	Cost Benefit Analysis
	Cost Benefit Analysis providing DHH with cost and benefit information for each of the identified viable solutions.  The deliverable will include:

· Detail costs of the current MMIS

· Detailed costs estimates for each of the identified solutions

· Quantifiable cost benefits and costs applied to those benefits

· Non-quantifiable benefits for each of the identified solutions

	Subtask I-1.6:  Solution Assessment

	Solution Assessment
	Solution Assessment identifying the most viable solution or a combination of solutions that will best meet the DHH needs.  

An overview of each identified solution, proposed costs, benefits, or efficiencies to be derived from the solutions. 

A recommendation as to which solution should be pursued by DHH.

	Subtask I-1.7:  Transition Plan

	Transition Plan
	Transition Plan that identifies the changes required to support each identified solution for the LA MMIS and provide a plan for addressing those changes.

	Task Order I-2:  Requirements Definition

	Subtask I-2.1:  Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP)

	Phase I, Task Order I-2 Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP)
	The TAP for each task order will be based on the approach in this proposal and the resources, schedule, and deliverables will be based on the revised Work Plan.  At the start of each task order, MAXIMUS will review the TAP and Work Plan with the State Project Management Team and make revisions as necessary.

	Subtask I-2.2:  Organizational Structure

	Organizational Structure
	Analysis of the DHH organizational structure based on our knowledge of the project scope, future business processes, and LA MMIS requirements.  Included in this review:

· Assessment of  project sponsorship

· DHH organizational structure

· Ability to support the project

· Replacement Project organization structure versus current organizational structure

· Areas of necessary change and recommendations for how to achieve those changes


Exhibit 2.1.3.-1:  MAXIMUS Project Deliverable (continued).  Our understanding of the key deliverables for each subtask.

	Phase I – Planning/Pre-Implementation

	Subtask I-2.3:  Work Flow Mapping 

	Work Flow Mapping
	Facilitated Joint Application Design (JAD) sessions with DHH staff to develop work flows that define the business functions and system requirements for LA MMIS.  These workflows will:

· Identify major business and system processes,

· Data input and outputs for those processes

· Interaction with users and/or other applications

A narrative addressing each of the workflows will be presented in the deliverable based on the required MITA business areas.  

Work flows included in the document will be produced from Casewise.

	Subtask I-2.4:  Interface Definition

	Interface Definition
	The Interface Definition will address each of the interfaces identified within the Work Flow Mapping process; included will be a narrative of changes to existing interfaces that will be required including changes to data elements, interface frequencies, and how the exchange of data will occur.

	Subtask I-2.5:  Business Process Reengineering

	Business Process Reengineering
	Business Process Reengineering illustrating the enhanced business processes to the level of the business requirements.  Each reengineered process will include a narrative overview of the process and provide an overview of the information sources that have contributed to the reengineering process, e.g:

· Assessment of the organizations structure

· Gap Analysis

· Work Flow Mapping

· Interface Definition  

High-level work flows will be presented and supported by the more detailed work flows in the Work Flow Mapping deliverable.  To ensure proper tracking of the business process changes, MAXIMUS will provide a detailed list of the expected changes and identify the impact to programs, policies, and operational processes.

	Subtask I-2.6:  HIPAA Compliance & Federal Requirements

	HIPAA Compliance & Federal Requirements
	A report identifying the processes and standards that will be used to ensure compliance with HIPAA and federal requirements, specifically related to the accurate, timely, complete, and secure transfer of data between systems and/or persons; included will be identification of the tools/checklists that will be used to monitor compliance.

	Subtask I-2.7:  MMIS Functional Requirements

	MMIS Functional Requirements
	MMIS Functional Requirements identifying all validated requirements for LA Replacement MMIS in a list format and cross‑referenced by MITA business areas.  The requirements list will be used in the DDI Solicitation for Proposal (SFP) and will also serve as the baseline for the Requirements Traceability Matrix (RTM).

	Subtask I-2.8:  Other Functional Requirements (i.e. DW/DSS, RxPOS, etc.)

	Other Functional Requirements (i.e. DW/DSS, RxPOS, etc.)
	Identification of requirements that must be addressed within the LA MMIS or in other applications that will interface with LA MMIS.  This list of requirements will be merged with the MMIS Functional Requirements in the SFP and RTM.

	Task Order I-3:  Procurement Support


Exhibit 2.1.3.-1:  MAXIMUS Project Deliverable (continued).  Our understanding of the key deliverables for each subtask.

	Phase I – Planning/Pre-Implementation

	Subtask I-3.1:  Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP)

	Phase I, Task Order I-3 Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP)
	The TAP for each task order will be based on the approach in this proposal and the resources, schedule, and deliverables will be based on the revised Work Plan.  At the start of each task order, MAXIMUS will review the TAP and Work Plan with the State Project Management Team and make revisions as necessary.

	Subtask I-3.2:  Implementation Advance Planning Document (IAPD)

	Implementation Advance Planning Document (IAPD)
	The format and the information that must be included in the IAPD as specified by CMS.  The information will have been developed during prior subtasks and will include:

· Needs Assessment

· Alternatives Analysis 

· Cost Benefit Analysis

· Identification of the MMIS requirements

· A Proposed project work plan

· A Proposed budget

	Subtask I-3.3:  Solicitations for Proposal (SFP)

	Solicitations for Proposal (SFP)
	An SFP that meets the Louisiana procurement format and content requirements and addresses all aspects of the DDI project.  The SFP will include, at a minimum:

· Administrative overview and present system summary

· Scope of work

· MMIS requirements

· Terms and conditions

· Procurement process

· Requirements for format and content of vendor's technical proposal

· Requirements for format and content of vendor's cost proposal

· Requirements for format of vendor's corporate and financial condition

· Requirements for personnel qualifications

· Proposal evaluation methodology

	Subtask I-3.4:  Proposal Evaluation Plan and Evaluation Tools

	Proposal Evaluation Plan and Evaluation Tools
	A Proposal Evaluation Plan include:

· An overview of rules that must be followed by the evaluation team

· Proposal categories or sections that will be evaluated

· The criteria that will be used for the evaluation

· A ranking of how each evaluation category will affect the final score of the technical proposal

· A scoring methodology that will be used to evaluate each of the criteria.  

Evaluation tools that will be used by members of the evaluation team to document their evaluation results.  This includes tools to document compliance with mandatory requirements as well as results of reference checks of the vendor's corporate and personnel references.


Exhibit 2.1.3.-1:  MAXIMUS Project Deliverable (continued).  Our understanding of the key deliverables for each subtask.

	Phase I – Planning/Pre-Implementation

	Subtask I-3.5:  Contract Review and Negotiations

	Contract Review and Negotiations
	Contract Review, Assessment of the FI's Proposal/Contract and Negotiation support during negotiations with the selected FI. 

The assessment will provide a narrative discussion of any comments or concerns identified during review of the FI proposal/contract or other working documents related to the negotiations.  The assessment will provide recommendations for how the issues or concerns could be addressed.  

MAXIMUS will also document concerns identified during any participation in actual negotiation meetings if asked to attend by DHH.

	Task Order I-4:  Project Management Support

	Subtask I-4.1:  Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP)

	Phase I, Task Order I-4 Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP)
	The TAP for each task order will be based on the approach in this proposal and the resources, schedule, and deliverables will be based on the revised Work Plan.  At the start of each task order, MAXIMUS will review the TAP and Work Plan with the State Project Management Team and make revisions as necessary.

	Subtask I-4.2:  FI Contractor's DDI Project Work Plan

	FI Contractor's DDI Project Work Plan
	A review of the selected FI's initial DDI project work plan to ensure the plan addresses all tasks required for the project, presents a viable schedule, identifies the critical path, and includes an appropriate level of resources. 

Focus will be on a review of the identified duration, dependencies, and resources of the tasks and subtasks, including administrative tasks such as deliverable reviews and walkthroughs that can impact the project schedule.  

A proposed format for submission of State review comments on the DDI Fiscal Intermediary's deliverable.  

	Subtask I-4.3:  FI Contractor's DDI SDLC Processes

	FI Contractor's DDI SDLC Processes
	An assessment of the SDLC processes to be used for the project.  

Validation that all processes and functions have been addressed, our understanding of the processes, the expected outcomes from the processes, and address any issues and/or risks identified including recommendations for resolving the issues or mitigating the risks.

	Subtask I-4.4:  Project Risk/Issues Tracking

	Project Risk/Issues Tracking
	A project risk/issues tracking process in place at the start of the DDI Phase.

A narrative description of the tracking process to be used, the format and media that will be used to capture those risks and issues, and the reports that will be generated for ongoing monitoring of the risks and issues.  It is important that resolution of risks and issues be assigned an owner and due date for a reasonable resolution or update of the risk status.  The deliverable will provide recommendations for periodic reviews and updates of the risks and issues as well as escalation processes.


Exhibit 2.1.3.-1:  MAXIMUS Project Deliverable (continued).  Our understanding of the key deliverables for each subtask.

	Phase I – Planning/Pre-Implementation

	Subtask I-4.5:  Monitor FI Contractor's DDI Progress

	Monitor FI Contractor's DDI Progress
	Continually monitor all aspects of the DDI project by preparing assessments and submitting weekly and monthly project status reports to DHH.  

Meet with the DHH on a regular basis to review the status of QA/IV&V work as well as the DDI project. 

Participate in project status meetings with DHH and the FI and review their project status reports and work plan updates.  

Review and assessment of the FI's deliverables identified in the SFP, to minimally include:  

· Integration and System Test Plan

· Implementation Plan

· Disaster Recovery Plan

· Training Plan

· Operations Procedures Manuals

· User Manuals

	Phase II – Design and Development

	Task Order II-1:  Design and Development Quality Assurance

	Subtask II-1.1:  Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) 

	Deliverable
	What, When and How

	Phase II, Task Order I-1 Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP)
	The TAP for each task order will be based on the approach in this proposal and the resources, schedule, and deliverables will be based on the revised Work Plan.  At the start of each task order, MAXIMUS will review the TAP and Work Plan with the State Project Management Team and make revisions as necessary.

	Subtask II-1.2:  Definition of Design Milestones

	Definition of Design Milestones
	In agreement with DHH and the DDI FI, a Definition of Design Milestones deliverable identifying:

· The design milestones that should be met

· Criteria to be used to assess progress toward those milestones

· How to determine if the milestone has been met

	Subtask II-1.3:  Design Documents and Artifacts

	Design Documents and Artifacts
	As the FI's design activities progress, ongoing IV&V assessments of the design artifacts that are created to ensure system documentation is being generated and maintained meeting established standards.  Results of the ongoing IV&V assessments will be documented in the weekly and monthly project status reports

	Subtask II-1.4:  Preliminary Design Review

	Preliminary Design Review
	A review and assessment of the FI's draft General System Design (GSD) deliverable.  The review/assessment will focus on:

· Functions and business processes to be supported by LA MMIS

· Process flows

· Identification of inputs and outputs to system functions

· Interface definitions

· Adherence to the approved format and content of the GSD

· Adherence to documentation and programming standards approved by DHH

· Compliance with all requirements included in the SFP

· Adherence to the proposed design included in the FI's technical proposal

Where deficiencies exist, these deficiencies and recommendations for corrective action will be documented.  


Exhibit 2.1.3.-1:  MAXIMUS Project Deliverable (continued).  Our understanding of the key deliverables for each subtask.

	Phase I – Planning/Pre-Implementation

	Subtask II-1.5:  Critical Design Review

	Critical Design Review
	Critical Design Review and Assessment will focus on:

· Compliance to documentation and technical standards

· MMIS requirements being addressed completely

· The ability or feasibility for the project to proceed to development, testing and implementation

· An assessment of actual versus estimated schedule

· An assessment of actual costs versus estimated costs

· Risks and Issues

· Other constraints that have been identified through the design process

The review/assessment will also focus on comparison of the detail design program specifications to the established design baseline.

	Phase II – Design and Development

	Subtask II-1.6:  Monitor Change Requests

	Monitor Change Requests
	Development and implementation of a change request monitoring process for the Project. 

The recommended process will include:

· A narrative description of the process

· A process flow defining the submission

· Review and approval process

· Examples of the change request form(s) and reports that will be generated

	Subtask II-1.7:  Requirements Traceability Matrix

	Requirements Traceability Matrix
	A periodic review and assessment of the Requirements Traceability Matrix (RTM) that will be maintained by the FI.  Minimum RTM information will be:

· Requirement number

· Requirement text

· Effective date

· Cross-reference to the location(s) where the general and detailed system design documents address the requirements

· Business area 'Owner' of the requirement

· Functional area where requirement is assigned

· Source code where requirement is satisfied

· Change tracking metrics

The review/assessment will investigate complete and accurate information within the RTM.

	Subtask II-1.8:  Unit Test Results

	Unit Test Results
	A review/assessment of the FI's unit test results when submitted for formal review and approval.  

The assessment will provide:

· An overview of the test findings during the ongoing IV&V monitoring

· An overview of the FI's unit test documentation


Exhibit 2.1.3.-1:  MAXIMUS Project Deliverable (continued).  Our understanding of the key deliverables for each subtask.

	Phase I – Planning/Pre-Implementation

	Subtask II-1.9:  Evaluation of Integration/System Test Environments

	Evaluation of Integration/System Test Environments
	A review and evaluation of the FI's integration/system test environment setup and processes.  

The evaluation of Integration/System Test Environments will provide the assessment of the FI's test environment focusing on:

· The quality of test scripts developed

· Adequacy of the script development for each of the system functions

· Process for recording test results and defect generation

· Reporting requirements

· Release management process for moving changes into the environment

· The FI's ability to perform regression testing

	Subtask II-1.10:  Assessment of Data Conversion Plan

	Assessment of Data Conversion Plan
	A review and assessment of the FI's data conversion plan 

The assessment will address the FI's approach for:

· Identifying data that will require conversion

· Process for determining whether manual or automated conversion processes will be used

· Process for assigning defaults

· Processes for identifying exception logic

· The adequacy of the plan related to testing, validation of converted data, monitoring errors, and contingency plans

	Phase III – Testing and Implementation

	Task Order III-1:  Independent Verification and Validation of LA MMIS

	Subtask III-1.1:  Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) 

	Phase III, Task Order I-1 Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP)
	The TAP for each task order will be based on the approach in this proposal and the resources, schedule, and deliverables will be based on the revised Work Plan.  At the start of each task order, MAXIMUS will review the TAP and Work Plan with the State Project Management Team and make revisions as necessary.

	Subtask III-1.2:  Analysis of Data Conversion Results

	Analysis of Data Conversion Results
	Actively monitor the progress of the FI's conversion activities from start to the conversion immediately prior to Implementation based on a series of conversion tests.  Report observations, risks/issues in the QA/IV&V weekly and monthly status report.

A formal QA/IV&V assessment report of the FI's data conversion immediately prior to:

· System Test

· User Acceptance Test (UAT)

· Implementation

Will focus on the conversion results and accompanying exception report.

	Subtask III-1.3:  Analysis of Integration / System Test Results

	Analysis of Integration / System Test Results
	On-going monitoring of the FI's testing progress and results from their Integration Test and System Test.

An analysis report containing our assessment of the results of the FI's Integration/System Test will focus on:

· Severity 1 Open defects

· Severity 2 Open defects

· Other severity level defects

· Batch reports from the tests


Exhibit 2.1.3.-1:  MAXIMUS Project Deliverable (continued).  Our understanding of the key deliverables for each subtask.

	Phase I – Planning/Pre-Implementation

	Subtask III-1.4:  Assessment of Readiness for UAT

	Assessment of Readiness for UAT
	A review, analysis and assessment of the LA MMIS Replacement Project to proceed to User Acceptance Testing including:

· An assessment of the status of development

· The condition of integration and system testing

· Status of defect correction

· The status of active change requests

· Readiness of the UAT preparations including status of test script and test data development

	Subtask III-1.5:  User Acceptance Test Plan

	User Acceptance Test Plan
	A UAT validation strategy that documents the activities required for:

· Testing preparation

· Testing execution (manual and automated)

· Defect identification and resolution

· Testing evaluation

The Validation Strategy will provide a recommendation for:

· All necessary forms and tracking documents

· Processes for review and action on suspected defects originating in the UAT

	Subtask III-1.6:  UAT Execution

	UAT Execution
	Active IV&V management of, and staffing the execution of, the UAT.  

The reporting reports for UAT Execution will document:

· The testing execution processes used

· The complete testing results

· Statistical data regarding scripts tested, test results and defects identified for each MITA business area

· Statistical data regarding scripts tested, test results and defects identified for each system function including interfaces and other applications. 

· An assessment as to whether the system has met the criteria established to determine the success of the UAT execution including recommendations for addressing corrective action

	Phase IV – Post Implementation

	Task Order IV-1:  Preparation for CMS Certification

	Subtask IV-1.1:  Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) 

	Phase IV, Task Order I-1 Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP)
	The TAP for each task order will be based on the approach in this proposal and the resources, schedule, and deliverables will be based on the revised Work Plan.  At the start of each task order, MAXIMUS will review the TAP and Work Plan with the State Project Management Team and make revisions as necessary.

	Subtask IV-1.2:  Post Implementation Review

	Post Implementation Review
	Following implementation, preparation of a Post Implementation Review providing:

· An overview of status of the system post implementation

· Outstanding defects and/or change requests that must be addressed

· A comparison of quantifiable and non-quantifiable benefits identified in the IAPD and an assessment on how well the MMIS Replacement met those expectations

· New benefits that have developed over the DDI effort

· Recommendations for short-term and long-term improvements


Exhibit 2.1.3.-1:  MAXIMUS Project Deliverable (continued).  Our understanding of the key deliverables for each subtask.

	Phase I – Planning/Pre-Implementation

	Subtask IV-1.3:  CMS Certification

	CMS Certification
	Support based on knowledge of the Medicaid Enterprise Certification Toolkit by documenting a process for capturing information required to support the CMS certification review throughout the system development life cycle.  

The process will include:

· Development of a certification repository to include all pertinent documentation required by CMS

· Development of process for tracking certification requirements to the LA MMIS

· Establishing timelines for when the repository should be updated

· A review process to track the completion of documentation by the FI

· Submission of this information in the form of the CMS Certification Deliverable


Exhibit 2.1.3.-1:  MAXIMUS Project Deliverable (continued).  Our understanding of the key deliverables for each subtask.

2.1.4 Cost Benefit Analysis Methodology

The MAXIMUS methodology for performing the Cost/Benefit Analysis is consistent with the guidance set forth in the Feasibility, Alternatives, and Cost/Benefit Analysis Handbook and subsequent Companion Guide developed by the Administration for Children and Families (ACF).  The Cost/Benefit Analysis contains a detailed evaluation of the costs and benefits associated with each alternative elected at the conclusion of the Feasibility Study and Alternatives Analysis.  

MAXIMUS will work in collaboration with the DHH project team to identify baseline costs and to identify potential costs and benefits.  Therefore, DHH personnel will participate in several meetings regarding tangible and intangible costs and benefits.

The MAXIMUS Cost/Benefit Analysis methodology is summarized in Exhibit 2.1.4-1:  Process to Complete Cost/Benefit Analysis.  The methodology is covered in more detail in Subsection 2.2.2.1.5:  Subtask I-1.5:  Cost Benefit Analysis.

Exhibit 2.1.4-1:  Process to Complete Cost/Benefit Analysis.  Our proven process for developing comprehensive Cost/Benefit Analysis.
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Work plan

RFP Section 6.2.2 (2)

The Proposer should state the approach it intends to use to achieve each objective of the project including major activities and methodologies utilized for each work statement, as well as Department involvement.  The Proposal should state how each objective of the project will be accomplished.  Microsoft Project is the standard scheduling tool for the State of Louisiana.  

This section should address the project work plan and provide a work schedule for each phase of the project.  The work plan should be presented as follows:

· Provide a written discussion of the work plan addressing process flow, time frames for each component; how findings will be addressed in the process; and the ability to maintain the work plan schedule (i.e. drawing on firm resources, training, etc.) 
· Provide a strategic overview including all elements to be provided.  

· Breakdown into logical tasks and time frames all work to be performed, accompanied by an assessment of relative difficulty for each task;

· Identify critical tasks;

· Estimate time involved in completion of tasks;

· Identify all assumptions or constraints on tasks;

· Refer to specific documents and reports that are to be produced as a result of completing tasks;

· Contain a summary, at the activity level, to show completion schedules relative to deliverables;

· Include charts and graphs which reflect the work plan in detail;

· Describe the approach to Project Management and Quality Assurance;

· Discuss what flexibility exists within the work plan to address unanticipated problems which might develop during the contract period;

· If the Proposer intends to subcontract for portions of the work, the Proposer should include specific designations of the tasks to be performed by the subcontractor;

· Document procedures to protect the confidentiality of records in DHH databases, including records in databases that may be transmitted electronically via e-mail or the Internet.

While DHH has defined a minimum set of tasks and deliverables, the Proposer is encouraged to propose additional tasks, sequence of tasks or deliverables if the Proposer deems the additional tasks meet or exceed the essential requirements described in the RFP.  

Proposers should clearly describe their approach to system development and the processes and procedures that will be used to control the tasks. A description of the tools, utilities, and methodology should be included. The creation of deliverables should be addressed and a process for the review and walk-through of the source codes relative to system development and requirements should be addressed.

The Proposer should describe in detail the actions necessary to produce the deliverables and to obtain DHH approval. In addition, the Proposer should use examples, spreadsheets, project planning, and pro forma reports to describe the format and content of the deliverables.

2.2.1 Phase I – Planning / Pre-Implementation
2.2.1.1 Task Order I-1:  Needs Assessment

2.2.1.1.1 Subtask I-1.1:  Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP)
Each Task is required to have an associated Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) that identifies the approach, resources, schedule, and deliverables required to successfully complete the task.  The delivery of this TAP is the first subtask for each Task Order.

At the start of the project, MAXIMUS will develop a Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) for each task order.  The TAP for each task order will be based on the approach in this proposal and the resources, schedule, and deliverables will be based on the revised Work Plan.  At the start of this task order, MAXIMUS will review the TAP and Work Plan with the State Project Management Team and make revisions as necessary.

2.2.1.1.2 Subtask I-1.2:  MITA State Self-Assessment
The IV&V Contractor shall review DHH's MITA assessment to ensure both current and future Medicaid related business needs have been defined and map to the MITA business process model.

The State Self Assessment (SS-A) process, as defined in the March 2006 abstract for the CMS MITA Initiative, "… asks States to compare current business operations, technical capabilities, and targeted levels of improvement to models supplied in the Framework document; e.g., Business and Technical Capability Matrixes."
MAXIMUS will use CMS MITA Framework 2.0 as the MITA/Baseline Business Process Model while reviewing the Louisiana State Self-Assessment.  MAXIMUS will review Louisiana's SS-A where DHH has defined its strategic goals and objectives, measured its current business processes and capabilities, and developed target capabilities to transform its Medicaid enterprise to a adaptation of the MITA Business Capability Matrix model that is attainable over a 10-year period; the 10-year period is a MITA Maturity Model benchmark.  

Where appropriate, recommendations for modification of the SS-A will be made based on the MAXIMUS review.  The resultant document for this subtask is an LA/MITA Baseline document that identifies the baseline of required MITA defined Medicaid business operations for DHH.  MAXIMUS will walkthrough a draft version of the LA/MITA Baseline document with DHH to assist the Department's MMIS Project Manager and other Department staff with their review and comment.  When consolidated comments have been received from the Department's MMIS Project Manager, MAXIMUS will revise the document and provide a final version for approval. 

2.2.1.1.3 Subtask I-1.3:  Gap Analysis
The IV&V Contractor will conduct an in-depth assessment of the current system's technical architecture and infrastructure, capabilities and business processes.  These critical first steps identify those planning activities necessary to prepare for procurement and implementation of a new MMIS.  This involves establishing a common understanding of DHH's rationale for replacing its MMIS, developing a project work plan, and assessment of the current system architecture, and requirements necessary for replacing that architecture with new technology in anticipation of future business and technology needs and services.

The IV&V Contractor shall begin the process of familiarization with, and planning the work to be accomplished during the planning phase of this MMIS Replacement Project.  At a minimum the IV&V Contractor shall examine and gain an understanding of the following:

· MMIS Procurement and Replacement Project intent and scope of work
· MMIS Replacement Project plan/schedule
· Identify the steps necessary to complete each task, deliverable and milestones
· Program policy/procedures manuals
· Medicaid system overview
· HIPAA
· Certification of Medicaid system regulations
· DHH organizational structures
· Medicaid program statistical information such as caseloads, claims (paper/electronic), prior authorization requests
· Internal/external data sources
· MITA
For this subtask, MAXIMUS will perform an in-depth review of the State's current MMIS system, including all supplementary business operations, such as the RxPOS and Data Warehouse, in order to identify existing business processes/operations that are not contained in the LA/MITA Baseline.  The identified differences are the "business process gap" and are the deliverable for this phase and the basis for evaluation in Subtask I-1.4 Alternatives Consideration.
MAXIMUS will perform the gap analysis by working with the State Project Management Team in a series of JAD sessions to: 

· Develop a detailed review of the overall project plan and JAD process
· Establish our understanding of the goals and objectives of the DHH
· Identify the steps and forms used to verify the current set of business processes
· Identify the steps and forms used to collect assessment information
· Develop the anticipated deliverable criteria for the 'as-is' and 'to-be' business processes and the system maturity model
The State Project Management Team will help refine the process and tools to ensure that they understand them and can assist MAXIMUS in future steps.  This will include an agreement on how project stakeholders are oriented and trained to participate in the project JAD processes.  The State Project Management Team should develop as comprehensive a list of State Subject Matter Experts (SME) on the State's MMIS who will be available to work on the project, their areas of expertise, and the level of their support effort in hours per week.  The State Project Management Team and MAXIMUS will confirm how and when the SME resources will be utilized in the project plan and specifically the Requirements Definition, Task Order I-2.  The State Project Management Team and MAXIMUS will also agree on the repository and communication mechanisms used to follow-through on JAD work results to the full documentation of requirements.  MAXIMUS will conclude this step with a refinement of the processes (with detailed responsibilities) and tools and appropriate project scheduled activities (with detailed milestones).
As identified in this RFP, MAXIMUS will review, understand, and use as components of the gap analysis the following sources of information:

· Louisiana MMIS IV&V Services Project intent and scope of work
· Louisiana MMIS IV&V Services Project plan/schedule
· The steps necessary to complete identified tasks, deliverables and milestones
· Louisiana DHH Program policy/procedures manuals
· Louisiana Medicaid system overview
· HIPAA Guidelines for Medicaid-type systems
· Current regulations for certification of Medicaid systems
· DHH organizational structures
· Louisiana Medicaid program statistical information such as caseloads, claims (paper/electronic), prior authorization requests
· Current Internal/External data sources (Interfaces)
· MITA Framework guidelines for the eight MITA Functional Business Areas
MAXIMUS will walk-through a draft version of the gap analysis document with DHH to assist the Department's MMIS Project Manager and other Department staff with their review and comment.  When consolidated comments have been received from the Department's MMIS Project Manager, MAXIMUS will revise the document and provide a final version for approval.
2.2.1.1.4 Subtask I-1.4:  Alternatives Consideration
This task is an assessment of the current MMIS system processes, business processes.  As a result, the IV&V Contractor shall deliver a report that shall include recommendations as to which business and/or system processes should be preserved or eliminated, the impact if they are stopped, and a recommended plan of action to be taken on each.  Include rationale for all recommendations.

MAXIMUS will review the Louisiana DHH business operations not defined in the LA/MITA baseline, the "business process gap" identified in the previous subtask, with a goal of determining which must be preserved or which can be eliminated.  Business Process Re-engineering (BPR) will be discussed / considered for each business process/operation contained in the gap analysis document.

If a business process is considered vital and thus must be preserved, an initial assessment will be made to ascertain its compatibility with the LA/MITA Baseline.  If a required business process also needs to be re-engineered in order to properly integrate with the LA/MITA Baseline, that information will be noted and further analyzed in Subtask I-1.6:  Solution Assessment.
If a business process is not considered vital and therefore is a candidate to be eliminated, its functionality must be deemed no longer of strategic or operational use to DHH.  Included in the justification for elimination will be a Risk Assessment of the business risks if the process is eliminated.  The decision to eliminate business processes must be approved by Project Sponsors within the time frame of Phase I – Planning/Pre-Implementation.
The deliverable for this subtask is the resultant subset of business processes from the "business process gap" that are deemed essential and are to be preserved in their current state or in a re-engineered form.  A separate list of current business processes that are to be eliminated will be presented along with justification for their elimination.
MAXIMUS will walk-through a draft version of the Alternatives Consideration document with DHH to assist the Department's MMIS Project Manager and other Department staff with their review and comment.  When consolidated comments have been received from the Department's MMIS Project Manager, MAXIMUS will revise the document and provide a final version for approval.
2.2.1.1.5 Subtask I-1.5:  Cost Benefit Analysis
The IV&V Contractor shall conduct and deliver a formula determining cost/benefit and a format for that formula.  The cost/benefit formula must take into account all the factors described in the recommendation (e.g., technology platforms, implementation, staffing requirements resulting from process changes, interface changes, and conversion).

The Cost/Benefit and Break-Even Analysis activities include:

· Utilizing the State's Workload Study results to prepare a Cost/Benefit Analysis (CBA).  The CBA will be incorporated into the State's Advance Planning Document (APD) for the LA MMIS Replacement Project

· Ensuring that the CBA adheres to federal requirements

· Preparing a break-even analysis to accompany the CBA in the APD

· Ensuring that the break-even analysis adheres to federal requirements

· Supporting the State through federal review of the APD

Prepare the CBA

This subtask of the project covers the completion of the CBA needed for the APD.  Through a detailed evaluation of the costs and benefits associated with each identified solution, the CBA contributes to the determination of which of the viable solutions that resulted from the Alternatives Analysis is the best approach for the project.  The CBA also establishes the "break-even point" when project benefits equal or exceed costs.  The CBA must be updated yearly after the APD is approved and until the break-even point is reached.

The results of the CBA drive the project strategy that will be documented in the APD and procured via the DDI SFP.  It is the "linchpin" on which federal approval of the APD, and therefore the project, rests.  It is vital that the CBA is developed with thoroughness and accuracy, and in concert with the State.  For the LA MMIS Replacement Project, the State coordination will include the use of the Workload Study results in the preparation of the CBA.  With our vast experience in this area, the State can be assured that it will meet federal expectations and provide a solid fiscal basis for the LA MMIS Replacement Project. 

Ensure that the CBA Adheres to Federal Requirements
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Financial analyses and cost/benefit analyses, including alternatives analyses and detailed cost calculations, represent projects and tasks that MAXIMUS executes frequently.  We conduct these analyses as independent projects as well as a part of assessment studies, recommendation reports, and APD preparations.  

The MAXIMUS methodology for performing cost/benefit analyses is consistent with requirements defined in the State Medicaid Manual Part 11 and has been used on other MAXIMUS MMIS related projects.  The MAXIMUS team will use the following guidelines to develop a CBA:

· Develop both qualitative and quantitative benefits

· Use dollar and other quantitative measures for benefits to establish the performance baseline and goals

· Justify acquisitions on the basis of dollar-quantifiable benefits where possible

· Develop values or measures for program improvements wherever possible

· Emphasize not only cost reductions, but also program improvements

· Identify a broad list of potential benefits, but develop values or measures for only the most critical, in terms of program or dollar impact

· Evaluate and document program benefits due to reinvested time savings

Using the information gathered during the previous phases, we will complete the CBA via the following primary subtasks:

· Perform the Cost Analysis

· Perform the Benefits Analysis

· Prepare the Break-Even Analysis

· Compare alternatives

· Select the best alternative

· Prepare the CBA document

We typically conduct cost/benefit analyses to help states identify the best of the identified solutions for their system.  Below, we examine the CBA tasks in greater detail and describe our approach for accomplishing each.

Cost Analysis

The CBA starts with an analysis of the costs of the "status quo" and each identified solution.  The status quo costs represent the cost of maintaining the current system with enhancements.  We will use the State's Workload Study as the initial basis for identifying the "Status Quo" costs.  We establish the "Status Quo" costs as a baseline against which the cost/benefit of all identified solutions is compared.  Once the status quo costs are established, we estimate development and operational costs for each of the identified solutions.  

MAXIMUS is well versed in identifying all the cost components that are involved in established operating environments, both direct and indirect, regardless of how they may appear in different financial reporting systems.  It is important to accurately identify these baseline costs because they are the basis for comparison of different alternatives.  Often organizations overlook what some might consider minor costs related to the current environment because of the way they are handled in the accounting system or because they are peripheral to the main operation.  It is important to identify these costs both in the "Status Quo" and in any alternatives to establish the true cost of ownership.

We develop annual and system life cost profiles that identify:  (1) all categories of costs that apply to the "Status Quo," and (2) each alternative in each stage of the development and operational cycles.  Cost categories include equipment, personnel, travel, training, utilities, supplies, conversion, site preparation, space, and overhead.  These costs are categorized as recurring or non-recurring costs.

In addition, it is important to consider the value of costs over time.  MAXIMUS typically uses "constant dollars" and applies the federally recommended discount factor to obtain the present value of future costs.  The use of "constant dollars" is preferred by federal reviewers, and does not require justification.

As part of our CBA process, we use automated tools such as the Constructive Cost Modeler (COCOMO II) from the University of Southern California's Center for Software Engineering (CSE).  COCOMO II is an industry-accepted tool for modeling projects that we have used to develop our cost models for planning projects in California, Georgia, New Jersey, and New York State.  We also interview stakeholders, document our meetings, and provide an opportunity for the interviewees and meeting participants to review our notes and preliminary conclusions.
Benefits Analysis

The next step in the CBA process is to identify benefits for the status quo and each of the identified solutions.  Benefits should directly relate to the LA MMIS Replacement system objectives identified in the Alternative Consideration.  

We will work closely with State staff to validate our preliminary list of benefits, refine as needed, and categorize benefits as quantitative (tangible) or qualitative (intangible).  Since quantitative benefits are traditionally easier to justify to the CMS, we will focus on identifying quantifiable benefits that make effective arguments for federal funding.  However, qualitative benefits can become an important factor in the CBA if the cost differential between alternatives is close.

We will document the value of benefits on Annual and Systems Life Benefits Worksheets.  We will include our assumptions, basis for numbers, and source for numbers; and provide narrative as needed to ensure that the valuations are clear and justified.  As with the Cost Profiles, all benefits will be expressed in terms of constant dollars.

In addition, any qualitative benefits that were identified for an alternative will be documented on the Benefits Worksheets.  These benefits are then listed in order of relative importance, linked to system objectives, and analyzed for effectiveness in meeting system objectives.  Qualitative benefits are recorded on the worksheet in terms of their effectiveness.  

During this analysis, we will verify that benefits would not be better categorized as costs and, if so, make any necessary adjustments to the Cost Analysis.  

Prepare the Break-Even Analysis

With the cost and benefit profiles completed, MAXIMUS will develop the Cost/Benefit Profiles, which provide essential data for each identified solution.  The Cost/Benefit Profiles are an aggregate of the system's life and cumulative costs and benefits for the status quo and each solution, which ultimately leads to determining the Break-Even point for each.

Compare Alternatives

We will begin the comparison of identified solutions by completing a Comparison of Alternatives Worksheet.  Using the information from the Cost/Benefit Profiles, we will use the following methods for comparing the status quo and identified solutions:

· Net Benefit (Cost):  total present value benefits less total present value costs.  A positive number indicates that benefits will exceed costs, while a negative number indicates that costs exceed benefits and, therefore, there will be no quantifiable payback on the alternative.  
· Benefit/Cost Ratio:  a relative measure of a solution's value – that is, benefits obtained per dollar spent.  As with Net Benefit, this calculation shows which solution provides the largest return relative to costs.
· Break-Even or Payback:  calculation of how many months it will take for cumulative benefits to equal or exceed cumulative costs.  Break-even is based on projected costs – not present value costs.
These calculations support the decision-making process to determine which alternative is the best.  

Select the Best Solution
Using the data on the Comparison of Alternatives Worksheet, MAXIMUS will assess the range in the numbers among the solutions and verify the numbers against the intangible benefits.  If necessary, we will evaluate the qualitative factors through ranking or weighting to narrow the field.  During this process, we may find that assumptions need to be modified and calculations redone.  MAXIMUS will verify our assessment with the Project Manager of the LA MMIS Replacement Project and incorporate any comments.

After performing this last assessment, we will meet with the State Project Manager to formalize a decision on the best solution.  Rationale supporting the decision will be documented in the CBA.

Prepare the CBA

With the completion of the previous three subtasks, we have all the information needed to develop the CBA.

Once the draft CBA has been completed, we will review it with the State Project Management Team to respond to any questions and incorporate any required comments or changes.  Other stakeholders will then have the opportunity to review the CBA, as determined by the State Project Manager.  

2.2.1.1.6 Subtask I-1.6:  Solution Assessment
The IV&V Contractor shall identify all MMIS solutions and assist DHH in selection of the best solution, or combination of solutions.  The IV&V

Contractor shall identify all cost/benefits and efficiencies for each proposed solution (claims backlog, and data entry efficiencies, etc.).  The following identifies the solutions to consider:

· Build a custom system versus acquire and modify a system
· Outsourcing of MMIS, either in whole or part
· Transfer a system from another entity and modify to meet requirements and business processes identified
· Partner with another state for MMIS operations
· Any other industry solution
· Assessment for meeting CMS Certification
MAXIMUS will work with DHH Project personnel to build an operational framework for each identified replacement solution of MITA Business Processes plus 'as-is' business operations to be preserved including conceptual options for those to be re‑engineered.  Where options exist for a business process, each option will be separately integrated with baseline requirements to form a unique MMIS replacement solution.  This results in a possible series of 'identified solutions'.

Each unique replacement solution will be evaluated against existing MMIS certified solutions and deriving a percent of compatibility; this analysis will rank possible transfer solutions.  Each unique solution will be further analyzed to determine potential cost benefits for DHH and will include factors such as develop versus transfer and integration versus re‑engineering costs.
In addition to the cost data required in the cost/benefit report, this deliverable will include our narrative describing:
· All MMIS options reviewed

· The benefits and associated cost/savings for each option reviewed

· A description of the methodology used in reviewing MMIS functional options

· Final conclusions on the information being presented

· The MAXIMUS recommendation of the most viable 2-3 State‑administered MMIS solution options for Louisiana
· The MAXIMUS recommendation of the most viable 2-3 FI‑administered MMIS solution options for Louisiana
We will include additional analysis of the most viable MMIS solutions to assist Louisiana and MAXIMUS in determining the potential vendor response to a Louisiana SFP that would be based on an individual solution.

The deliverable from these tasks is a ranking of unique MMIS replacement solutions, their estimated costs and anticipated benefits.  MAXIMUS will conduct an in-depth review for DHH on each unique MMIS replacement solution including its functional and operational pros/cons.
MAXIMUS will walkthrough a draft version of the Solution Assessment document with DHH to assist the Department's MMIS Project Manager and other Department staff with their review and comment.  When consolidated comments have been received from the Department's MMIS Project Manager, MAXIMUS will revise the document and provide a final version for approval. 

MAXIMUS will assist DHH in selection of the best solution, or combination of solutions, to arrive at the LA/MMIS Replacement 'To-Be' system.  This selection will be the focus of all activity going forward; its compatibility with evolving MITA Framework standards will be monitored and evaluated as CMS releases MITA Framework updates.
2.2.1.1.7 Subtask I-1.7:  Transition Plan
The IV&V Contractor must submit a transition / change management plan to DHH detailing all required functions for transition.

MAXIMUS will prepare a Transition Plan for each viable replacement solution where a Cost/Benefit Analysis was prepared.  The transition plan will identify the estimated effort for DHH to move from the existing MMIS systems to each of the replacement solutions.  Each transition plan will also identify the anticipated DHH changes for moving forward from the 'As-Is' business processes and operational environment to the replacement solution environment.  It is expected the transition information will be a factor in the Solution Assessment process that will ultimately identify the LA/MMIS Replacement 'To-Be' system.

MAXIMUS will walkthrough a draft version of the various Transition Plans with DHH to assist the Department's MMIS Project Manager and other Department staff with their review and comment.  When consolidated comments have been received from the Department's MMIS Project Manager, MAXIMUS will revise the document and provide a final version for approval.

2.2.1.2 Task Order I-2:  Requirements Definition
2.2.1.2.1 Subtask I-2.1:  Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP)
Each Task is required to have an associated Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) that identifies the approach, resources, schedule, and deliverables required to successfully complete the task.  The delivery of this TAP is the first subtask for each Task Order.

At the start of the project, MAXIMUS will develop a Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) for each task order.  The TAP for each task order will be based on the approach in this proposal and the resources, schedule, and deliverables will be based on the revised Work Plan.  At the start of this task order, MAXIMUS will review the TAP and Work Plan with the State Project Management Team and make revisions as necessary.
2.2.1.2.2 Subtask I-2.2:  Organizational Structure
The IV&V Contractor must show that the organizational structure supports all functions critical to project success.

Based on our experience, MAXIMUS has found that an assessment of a State's Organizational Structure involves an assessment of:

· Project Sponsorship – Project Sponsorship is critical to a project's ability to succeed.  We will schedule interviews with executive sponsors to identify their level of commitment to the project and to get their impressions and evaluation of the project and its status.

· DHH Organizational Structure – We will interview key DHH managers and review the DHH organization charts and responsibility matrices to determine if the structure supports all critical functions.
· Project Organizational Structure – MAXIMUS will assess the project's lines of reporting and responsibilities to determine if there is adequate oversight of the project.  MAXIMUS will also review other organizational functions to determine if there is support in place for training, process definition, Configuration Management, and other critical project aspects.
MAXIMUS will conduct this assessment in parallel with the identification of the project's "To Be" requirements and work flows.  As a result of this effort, we will provide the State Project Management Team with the Organizational Structure Deliverable.
2.2.1.2.3 Subtask I-2.3:  Work Flow Mapping
The following group of requirements defines the characteristics and functionality to coordinate, manage, and track work transactions through the new MMIS.  This functionality includes the ability to assign, approve and track the status of transactions, assign alerts and produce reports for each defined unit area.  Contractor should have a fully functional workflow management system that can be integrated with the new MMIS to control work activities.

The definition of user requirements for the project creates the foundation for the initial deliverables of the MMIS IV&V Services Project, Alternatives Consideration and Cost/Benefit Analysis, and also provides major input for the Solicitation for Proposal (SFP).
Our requirements approach started in Subtask I-1.3:  Gap Analysis by identifying the "status quo" requirements.  MAXIMUS will assign our MMIS subject matter experts to review these requirements.  We will schedule eight structured Joint Application Development (JAD) sessions matching the eight Business Areas of the MITA Business Process Model (BPM):

· Member Management

· Program Management

· Care Management

· Provider Management

· Contractor Management

· Business Relationship Management

· Operations Management

· Program Integrity Management

After each JAD session we will document the requirements and develop the associated work flows.  Our Subject Matter Experts will review each requirement and workflow for accuracy and determine if they accurately reflect current business practices and any new State and federal mandates.  Any obsolete federal requirements will be deleted, if appropriate.  We will then provide the documented requirements and workflows to the State Project Management Team for review.

After the JAD sessions are complete we will re-review the requirements and work flows to identify commonality of functions among processes.  This involves an analysis of the work flow diagrams to determine the extent to which the overall purpose of the process is common across multiple business areas.  If there is a need to accomplish certain overall activities among more than one program, then the potential exists for developing a standardized business process that would meet the needs of those business areas.  In turn, this standardized process will provide a foundation for more efficient automated systems support in both the near- and long-term by easing program maintenance.  At the conclusion of this activity, we will have collected the requirements and documented the work flows for all significant business processes within each business area. 

We will use the Business Process Modeling Notation with the Casewise tool to map the project's work flows.  The Casewise tool is based on the Zachman Framework methodology.  We provide more information on Casewise, Business Process Modeling Notation, and the Zachman Framework in the sections below but, in short, it is a proven way to provide different audiences with the information they need to understand and make decisions about the scope and requirements of a system.  This methodology has proven to be successful in projects requiring a holistic enterprise view while still enabling the project to meet program specific needs.  It will allow us to document work flow processes in a way that can transition to the Fiscal Intermediary's overall MMIS workflow for the Louisiana MMIS Replacement Project.

In the sections below we provide more detail about each of our methodologies and tools, including:

· The JAD Methodology – the proven approach we use to collect requirements
· The Zachman Framework Methodology – the proven approach to collecting and sharing requirements information with system stakeholders
· The Casewise Tool – the efficient means by which we store, manage, and publish requirements
· The Business Process Modeling Notation – the standard that allows us to document work flow processes in a way that can transition to the Fiscal Intermediary's overall MMIS workflow
Joint Application Design (JAD) Methodology

A JAD session is a facilitated workshop where we lead groups of approximately 15 to 20 stakeholders through a series of structured requirement gathering steps.  MAXIMUS employs a JAD methodology to efficiently and effectively identify, refine, and validate business/technical requirements for large-scale implementation projects.  JAD sessions for each core process are conducted to outline requirements, generate conceptual models, and define system requirements.  A structured agenda is followed for each JAD session.  A representative agenda might be organized as follows:

· Introduction and overview

· Analyze results of the Gap Analysis

· Define functional requirements

· Define technical requirements

· Define "To Be" work flows

The agenda will be carefully crafted for each session based on the topic and the target audience.  Exhibit 2.2.1.2.3-1:  JAD Ten Commandments below shows the principles that we follow to help ensure the success of JAD sessions.

For basic JADs, MAXIMUS prepares draft materials and templates in advance to be used as "straw models" for purposes of refinement and validation.  We prepare these materials from the foundation created to-date, and expanded and refined based on our experience and similar materials from other states.  The initial focus of our team during Requirements Definition is on research, data gathering, and preparation of these JAD materials.
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Exhibit 2.2.1.2.3-1:  JAD Ten Commandments.  They are the foundation of the MAXIMUS JAD approach.

Zachman Framework Methodology

John Zachman developed this methodology from observing how architecture and construction industries, and engineering and manufacturing industries evolved over hundreds of years to handle the construction of complex products of their respective activities.  He applied these concepts to the construction of other complex products:  the design and change of enterprises and the computer systems that support them.

The Zachman Framework enables managers, users, and IT professionals to understand the implications of key business and IT strategies that must be established for evolution to a structured and manageable IT solution.

The Zachman Framework is a logical way of classifying and organizing the descriptive representations of an enterprise that are significant to the management of the enterprise as well as to the development of the enterprise's systems.  The framework:

· Allows system stakeholders to view design products that answer questions such as:

· WHAT it is made of, 

· HOW it works, and 

· WHERE the components are, relative to one another.  

· Depicts WHO does what work, WHEN do things happen and WHY are various choices made. 

The Zachman Framework for the Enterprise Architecture, depicting Enterprise design models using Enterprise terminology.  The advantages of using the Zachman Framework methodology for the MMIS IV&V Services Project include:

· It is simple and easy to understand by both technical and non-technical.

· It addresses the enterprise in its entirety.  Issues arising within specific programs or within the technical environment can be mapped to understand where the issues fit within the context of the enterprise as a whole.

· It uses a language that assists thinking about complex concepts and communicates them precisely with few, non-technical words.

· As a planning tool, it will help the project team make better choices, since they will not be making choices in a vacuum.  This will especially assist in the alternatives analysis since the framework will allow the team to position issues in the context of the Enterprise and see a total range of alternatives.

· It is a problem-solving tool that will enable the project team to work with abstractions, to simplify, to isolate simple variables without losing sense of the complexity of the MMIS as a whole.  

MAXIMUS has successfully used the Zachman Framework methodology on similar projects including one for the State of Louisiana, Department of Social Services (DSS).  The Louisiana DSS was in the process of securing the necessary approvals to proceed with the development of a new approach in using automation to support the business activities of the Department.  We used the Zachman Framework methodology while helping A Comprehensive Enterprise Social Services System (ACESS) identify its requirements and work flows.

Casewise Tool

To support the Zachman Framework methodology, MAXIMUS proposes use of the Casewise Modeling tool.  Using the Casewise tool, we will have the ability to develop a repository of work flows and requirements information which will support the business with pertinent, consistent, and timely information to meet the challenges of ever-changing mandates and programs.

The Casewise tool is a product for developing a complete enterprise architecture data repository.  It provides for modeling enterprise initiatives like the MMIS Replacement Project.  Once sufficient information has been gathered, the Enterprise Architecture model is available for use as a source of reference data for projects or other deliverables.  Data can be represented by lists or diagrams for senior managers.  For more technical staff, we can use Casewise to represent networks, computer programs, and databases.

The graphic in Exhibit 2.2.1.2.3-2:  Casewise Tool Overview depicts this matrix nature of the Casewise tool and how it maps to the Zachman methodology.  The graphic shows how Casewise can be viewed as a table.  The top rows provide high level information and the lower rows provide greater and greater detail.  The six columns ensure that every relevant requirement is covered:  Motivation, Process, People, Place, Data, and Time.  The columns are arranged so that the most important column is on the left.  Some benefits of Casewise include: 

· Shows all the models required to develop Enterprise Architecture.

· Shows what level of detail each of these models should have.

· Provides examples and templates for developing the models.

· Framework is built in Corporate Modeler, one of the most comprehensive modeling engines in the industry.

· Provides flexible HTML generation so models can be posted to the web for review by all project participants.

· Data repository based, multi-user environment for enterprise strength.

· Provides integration with third party applications such as Rational Rose, Telelogic DOORS, Microsoft Visio, Erwin, and Sybase PowerDesigner.

· Fully integrated modeling diagrams.

· Corporate Modeler enhances the support for enterprise architecture.

These benefits make Casewise the ideal case tool for documenting the project's requirements and work flows.  Casewise has a robust reporting component that can be used to present the results is a variety of ways.  In addition to the graphical models, reports can be generated to meet the needs of administrators, managers, technicians, and end-users.  Most importantly for this project, the requirements are easily formatted for inclusion into the IAPD and SFP.
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Exhibit 2.2.1.2.3-2:  Casewise Tool Overview.  The Zachman Framework is integrated into Casewise.

Business Process Modeling Notation (BPMN)

The Business Process Modeling Notation (BPMN) is a graphical vocabulary specifically developed for business process design.  The notation was introduced by Business Process Management Initiative (BPMI) and is currently being maintained by the Object Management Group (OMG), which has absorbed BPMI and its projects.  As a standardized modeling notation, system vendors have begun to include BPMN diagram styles in business process management systems and process analysis tools.  BPMN is a purely graphical notation, and its specification outlines the vocabulary (symbols and their meaning) and grammar (legal combinations of symbols).  By using BPMN, MAXIMUS will be able to provide work flows without presupposing a solution that will be able to transition to the project's work flow management system.

2.2.1.2.4 Subtask I-2.4:  Interface Definition
The IV&V Contractor must evaluate interface test plans and procedures and verify that such plans meet industry standards and confirm that all required functions are in place for internal and external interfaces.

As part of the requirements definition and work flow development process detailed in Subtask I-2.3:  Work Flow Mapping, MAXIMUS will document the identified interface requirements and work flows.  During Design, Development, and Implementation (DDI) we will review the interface test plans and procedures address the project's internal and external interface requirements.  MAXIMUS will also determine if the interface test plans meet industry standards as part of our QA/IV&V process which we identify in greater detail in our response to Phase II – Design and Development.  

2.2.1.2.5 Subtask I-2.5:  Business Process Reengineering
The IV&V Contractor must demonstrate the approach that was taken to develop the business requirements and to re-engineer key processes.  The IV&V Contractor must also document Louisiana Medicaid's covered programs, policies, operations, and expectations regarding the replacement system.

Our Business Process Reengineering (BPR) approach is detailed in Subtask I-2.3:  Work Flow Mapping.  Due to the project's schedule constraints, MAXIMUS will conduct BPR while collecting "To Be" requirements and work flows.  At this time we will document Louisiana Medicaid's covered programs, policies, operations, and expectations regarding the replacement system.

As part of our ongoing analysis we will identify common processes that can be standardized to simplify business processes, system development, and system maintenance.  The graphic in Exhibit 2.2.1.2.5-1:  Overview of Potential Commonality among LA ACESS Processes depicts the summary of a comparable BPR that MAXIMUS completed for the Louisiana ACESS project.
	OCS AND OFS BUSINESS PROCESSES

	Category
	Child Welfare
	TANF
	Childcare

	Service Management
	· Intake Process

· Receives Report

· Record Report

· Assess Report

· Non-Report

· Investigation in Home

· Investigation Out of Home

· Legal Process

· Provide Family Services

· Child Placement

· Placement in Hospital

· Placement with Relative/Non-Relative

· Placement in a Residential Facility

· Foster Care Service Delivery

· Young Adult Program

· Change Goal/Adoption

· Conduct Adoptive Search

· Adoption Legal Process

· Adoption Petition

· Record Subsidy Pre-Finalization

· Record Subsidy Post Finalization

· Denial of Adoption Subsidy
	· Request Service

· Obtain Application

· Complete Intake Interview

· Attempt Cure

· OAD Sanction

· Reject Case

· Terminate Case

· Appeal

· Initiate Appeal

· Hearing Held

· Determine Initial Eligibility

· Drug Screen

· Find Work

· Post FITAP Services

· Manage Case

· Re-Determine Eligibility

· Time Limit Extension

· Quality Assurance


	· Request Service

· Complete Intake

· Determine Eligibility

· 30-60 Day Process

· Waiting List

· Reject Case

· Terminate Case

· Appeal

· Initiate Appeal

· Hearing Held

· Manage Case

	Provider Management
	· Initial Recruitment FH/Adoptive Home

· Initial Certification Foster Home

· Recertification of Foster Home

· Establish Residential Facility

· Establish Agreement with RF/PA

· RF/PA Investigation

· Private Placing

· Set Rates for RF
	· Provider Management

· CART

· Find Work (CART)

· Teen Pregnancy (CART)
	· Provider Management

· Select Provider

· Review Provider Packet

· Improvement Grant

· CART

· Childcare (CART)


	Financial Management
	· Determine Eligibility

· Recertification and Change

· Maintain Federal Benefits

· SSA Benefit Reconsideration and Appeal
	· Initiate Restoration or Recoupment

· Fraud and Recovery
· Initiate Fraud Case

· Initiate Recovery

· Initiate IPV
	· Provide Payment

· Initiate Restoration or Recoupment

· Fraud and Recovery

· Initiate Fraud Case

· Initiate Recovery

· Initiate IPV


Legend:
( Identical Processes ( Identical with TANF & Childcare & Similar with Child Welfare ( Similar Processes ( Unique Processes

Exhibit 2.2.1.2.5-1:  Overview of Potential Commonality among LA ACESS Processes.  The table is an example of BPR that MAXIMUS has done for the State of Louisiana.

2.2.1.2.6 Subtask I-2.6:  HIPAA Compliance & Federal Requirements
The IV&V Contractor shall review and monitor DHH and FI's compliance with all federal, state, and Department requirements.  Any reports or documents prepared by the IV&V Contractor must be reviewed and approved by DHH prior to any releases to outside parties.  The Contractor will review the MMIS controls to ensure the controls allow for provision of accurate, complete, timely, and secure information for the MMIS Section and other users of the MMIS System, and that controls are effective and will meet all state and federal program requirements.

The MAXIMUS requirements and work flow identification and documentation approach is detailed in Subtask I-2.3:  Work Flow Mapping.  As part of our requirements identification and BPR processes, MAXIMUS will help ensure that all federal, state, and Department requirements (including HIPAA) are identified.  As part of our ongoing QA/IV&V we will periodically review the MMIS controls to help ensure they conform to all federal, state, and Department requirements.  If we identify potential issues, MAXIMUS will document our findings for DHH review and approval.  MAXIMUS will not release any of our reports or documents to outside parties without DHH review and approval.
2.2.1.2.7 Subtask I-2.7:  MMIS Functional Requirements
The purpose of this step is to document the MMIS existing business processes and future requirements in preparation for a SFP for Design, Development, and Implementation of a MMIS Replacement.  The IV&V Contractor is required to provide a scribe to document meeting minutes.  Meeting minutes are to be approved by DHH.

Derived from these meetings, the IV&V Contractor shall compile the functional requirements list which shall include at a minimum, changes to existing requirements and newly defined requirements.

The MAXIMUS requirements and work flow identification and documentation approach is detailed in Subtask I-2.3:  Work Flow Mapping.  As part of this process we will document business processes and requirements collected in the JAD sessions and subsequently approved by DHH in preparation for a SFP.   
2.2.1.2.8 Subtask I-2.8:  Other Requirements (i.e. DW/DSS, RxPOS, etc.)
The Contractor will be responsible for providing requirements-based independent integration testing services covering all application systems under test (MMIS, DW/DSS, POS and interfaces to other LA systems).  Derived from these meetings, the IV&V Contractor shall compile the functional requirements list which shall include at a minimum, changes to existing requirements and newly defined requirements.

The MAXIMUS requirements and work flow identification and documentation approach is detailed in Subtask I-2.3:  Work Flow Mapping.  As part of this process we will document which systems (i.e., MMIS, DW/DSS, and RxPOS and interfaces) are impacted by each requirement.  As part of the BPR process we will recommend best practices and industry standards for system and operational improvement.
During the DDI phase of the project, MAXIMUS will assist the State with monitoring the FI's system testing.  We will use the list of requirements by subsystem to help the State verify each interrelated subsystem.  

We understand that maintaining current operations while the MMIS Replacement Project is ongoing is of paramount importance.  One of our primary testing goals when there is an existing system is to "Do No Harm."  Our testing process is presented in greater detail in our response to Phase II – Design and Development.

2.2.1.3 Task Order I-3:  Procurement Support
2.2.1.3.1 Subtask I-3.1:  Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP)
Each Task is required to have an associated Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) that identifies the approach, resources, schedule, and deliverables required to successfully complete the task.  The delivery of this TAP is the first subtask for each Task Order.

At the start of the project, MAXIMUS will develop a Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) for each task order.  The TAP for each task order will be based on the approach in this proposal and the resources, schedule, and deliverables will be based on the revised Work Plan.  At the start of this task order, MAXIMUS will review the TAP and Work Plan with the State Project Management Team and make revisions as necessary.
2.2.1.3.2 Subtask I-3.2:  Design, Development and Implementation (DDI) APD
The IV&V Contractor must develop and produce the APD needed to obtain 90/10 enhanced Federal Funding for the MMIS Replacement Project.  The APD document must be approved by DHH.

MAXIMUS has a successful track record, a 100 percent approval rating, in obtaining CMS approval for our IAPDs.  We will use this proven approach in Louisiana.  Our approach to IAPD preparation is based on the guidelines set forth in the State Medicaid Manual (SMM) and all governing federal regulations.  In the Oklahoma MMIS APD Table of Contents in Section 8, we provide a sample Table of Contents (TOC) from one of our federally approved MMIS IAPD.  The steps involved in our proven IAPD development approach for the Replacement MMIS procurement are described below:

· Validate Expectations for IAPD Format and Content:  Before we begin developing the IAPD, it is important to ensure that MAXIMUS and the State have the same expectations for the IAPD format, content, and development approach.  MAXIMUS will prepare an IAPD outline based on the State APD standards and CMS requirements.  We will present the draft IAPD outline to the State for discussion before our strategy meeting.  We will then meet with State staff to discuss the State's concerns and comments.  During this conversation, we will also review our overall approach to developing the IAPD and walk through our IAPD development schedule.  MAXIMUS will revise the outline based on State comments.  

· Involve CMS in the IAPD Planning Discussions:  After the State and MAXIMUS have reached agreement about the IAPD format and content, we recommend establishing and maintaining clear and open communication with CMS.  MAXIMUS recommends that the State hold discussions with CMS prior to and after submission of the IAPD.  

Our experience is that CMS is more likely to review the IAPD favorably, and give the State the benefit of the doubt when appropriate, if they are kept informed from the beginning.  These discussions will provide a forum to address any questions the CMS staff may have and allow MAXIMUS to incorporate CMS' suggestions into our work products as they are being developed.  This proactive approach has been successful on other MMIS projects that we have completed, including Delaware, Alabama, New Jersey, Connecticut, Maine, and several other states.

· Prepare Draft IAPD:  CMS has historically been predisposed to approve IAPD that meet the standard requirements for format, content, and reasonableness.  In developing the IAPD for State review and approval, MAXIMUS will draft the sections of the IAPD to provide the State with as much flexibility as possible, within the framework of a free and open procurement of the required functionality.  MAXIMUS adheres to the standards and contents required by the SMM and Federal Regulations at 45CFR 95.  To develop and document the necessary information to prepare the IAPD, the MAXIMUS approach includes the following activities.  

· Define Needs and Objectives:  One of the most important activities that is conducted in preparing the IAPD is the documentation of unmet needs.  We will use the information documented in the functional, technical, and operational requirements analyses as the basis for developing a list of the functional, technical, and operational enhancements needed to effectively administer and manage the Replacement MMIS processing.

· Define Nature and Scope:  The State will complete a review of the alternatives and cost benefit analysis and the MAXIMUS recommendation on approach; and make a decision on the approach to be taken for procuring the services needed for the Design, Development, and Implementation (DDI) of the Replacement MMIS component and the requirements to be included.  Based on these decisions, MAXIMUS will develop a statement of the nature and scope of the effort for the IAPD. 
· Delineate the Procurement, Design, Development, and Implementation Activities; the Operational Activities; Scheduled Time of Completion; and the Resources Needed to Support the Effort:  Using our experience with similar projects and the decisions made by the State on nature and scope, MAXIMUS will develop the work plan for this effort.  This general work plan, which will be expanded once the implementation of the component starts, will detail the tasks and subtasks necessary to complete the project.  A timeline will also be developed and reviewed with the appropriate State personnel.  

Working with the State's management team, MAXIMUS will develop the appropriate organizational structure for the effort and identify the resource levels required for the State to complete the project and support the operations.  This information will be included in the IAPD to assure CMS that the appropriate level of State effort and management attention will exist during the life of the project.

· Include the Alternatives and Cost Benefit Analyses:  MAXIMUS will include the information gathered during the Needs Assessment and the Requirements Definition Task Orders.  This will provide the alternatives considered and the factors and methodology used in completing the alternative and cost benefit analysis. 

In addition, MAXIMUS will also include appropriate language that will request a waiver from CMS that allows the full cost of any equipment, over the specified amount in 45 CFR Part 95, Subpart G, if any, to be charged to the federal government.  This request would be made in accordance with the provisions of 45 CFR 95.641.  

· Develop Costs for Approach:  Based on the decisions made by the State on nature and scope, MAXIMUS will complete any modifications necessary to costs already developed as part of the cost benefit analysis for the selected approach and nature and scope of the effort for this Replacement MMIS. 

· Finalize IAPD Deliverable and Obtain State Approval:  We will meet with the State to discuss the comments resulting from their review of the draft IAPD.  Once the State's consolidated comments have been received, MAXIMUS will update the IAPD accordingly and submit the final version of the IAPD to the State.

MAXIMUS will work hand-in-hand with the State to ensure that the IAPD reflects the planning, needs, objectives, costs, and benefits for the replacement project.  MAXIMUS will also ensure the State receives, in accordance with the SMM, the maximum funding level for each activity associated with the implementation effort.  The IAPD is a critical tool that "tells the story" to the federal partners and also is the project funding mechanism.  MAXIMUS and the State will work as a team to craft an approvable document.
2.2.1.3.3 Subtask I-3.3:  DDI Solicitation for Proposal (SFP)
The IV&V Contractor must develop and prepare a detailed Solicitation for Proposal (SFP) for the Design, Development and Implementation Phase for the chosen MMIS solution.  This task must be completed no less than six months from negotiated signed contract and an approved SFP must be ready for issuance in October 2008.  Development of the SFP shall require the IV&V Contractor to:

· Prepare draft SFP for chosen MMIS solution
· Ensure correct format, language and content of draft SFP
· Submit draft SFP to DHH for review and comments
· Discuss suggested comments and changes with DHH
· Submit revisions of SFP until final is approved by DHH
· Prepare DHH approved final version of SFP for submission to the appropriate governing entities for approval to release
· Include all items required by CMS and Division of Administration for approval
The role of the Solicitation for Proposal (SFP) is critical in every competitive procurement.  MAXIMUS understands that the quality and content of the SFP directly impact the options proposed by prospective vendors, the technical solutions proposed, and the effectiveness with which the State will be able to manage the resulting implementation contract.  The SFP must be structured in a manner that allows the State to take advantages of the creativity of the vendors while not exposing the State to unnecessary risk.  MAXIMUS possesses more experience in developing SFPs for major health and human service systems procurements than any of our competitors.  This experience, complimented by our expertise in the Medicaid program and MMIS requirements, makes us exceptionally well qualified to undertake this task.

The major activities to be performed in developing the SFP for the Louisiana Replacement MMIS procurement are described below.

· Validate Expectations For SFP Format And Content:  MAXIMUS will request agency Model SFP standards for review and inclusion in the SFP.  We will develop the SFP outline, final schedule, and approach.  We request that the outline of the SFP be approved by the State in advance of document preparation.  The Oklahoma MMIS RFP Table of Contents in Section 8, exemplifies the contents of a successful, federally approved MMIS RFP prepared by MAXIMUS.  We are flexible as to form and have used many different types of outlines over the years in response to the State's requirements and preferences.  The SFP outline and subsequent SFP will be prepared to satisfy the format and content of the State and CMS.  Regardless of the final outline, the following substantive areas will be covered in the SFP.  

· Procurement Rules and Procedures:  To complete this portion of the SFP, MAXIMUS will meet with Louisiana procurement officials to obtain appropriate information and documentation.  We will also discuss any unique procurement requirements that may affect the SFP.  

· Project Overview:  The SFP will provide a section to summarize the services to be contracted, and brief descriptions of:

· The current environment
· Project timelines
· System objectives
· System environment
· Current Environment Description:  Key features of the current Medicaid program, interfaces, program statistics, and other information about the current environment will be included in the SFP.  

· Louisiana Functional Requirements:  The SFP will describe the State's functional requirements for the Replacement MMIS.  MAXIMUS was the first firm to use CMS's new functional requirements model as an organizing principle.

· Technical Requirements:  The SFP will reflect the Louisiana specific technical requirements for developing and implementing the Replacement MMIS.  It will include system availability and response time requirements, the preferred approach to technical architecture (if any), interface specifications, and any other pertinent technical requirements. 

· Milestones and Contract Deliverables:  The SFP will reflect the project implementation plan and schedule as outlined in the IAPD.  Deliverable specifications will be designed to balance legal, regulatory, and the State's project management requirements with the need for contractor flexibility.  

· Management Plan:  The SFP will specify the roles and responsibilities of the State and contractor staff in the coordination and completion of project tasks.  The SFP will also identify requirements for project status reports and for agency review and approval of deliverables. 

· Scope of Work:  The SFP will specify the services to be contracted and the performance period of the contract, as well as estimate the size and scope of the effort.  This section will delineate fiscal agent performance standards and measurable outcomes as well as the State versus fiscal agent responsibilities.  
· Proposal Submission Parameters/Instructions:  This section of the SFP will describe the specifics of the proposal submission process, including when and to whom the proposal is submitted, other mandatory requirements, and technical and cost proposal format specifications.  

· Terms and Conditions:  This section will describe the terms and conditions under which the work will be performed.  

· Proposal Evaluation Criteria and Rating Sheet:  MAXIMUS will work with the State's officials and Louisiana procurement personnel, as appropriate, to finalize the contents of this section of the SFP.  We will review the State's requirements and preferences with regard to:

· The evaluation committee
· Evaluation criteria for the technical proposal
· Evaluation criteria for the cost proposal
· The schedule of evaluation activities
The outline will also identify any additional procurement documentation that may be called for based on the nature of the procurement.  MAXIMUS will present the proposed SFP outline, schedule, and approach for SFP development to appropriate the State's officials prior to beginning work on this deliverable.  This presentation will include a walkthrough of the outline and will solicit discussion and comments.  This will allow MAXIMUS to address any obvious State concerns as early in the process as practicable.  MAXIMUS will revise the outline as necessary and submit it for the State approval.
· Involve CMS in the SFP Planning Discussions:  MAXIMUS recommends that the State hold discussions with CMS prior to official submission of the SFP.  These discussions would be conducted based upon the following principles:

· Periodic verbal updates on SFP preparation and progress with the goal of keeping positive communication flowing between the State and CMS
· Anything "new and different" in the SFP may require detailed explanation on a face-to-face basis
· Although CMS wants to be kept informed, their reviewers are generally not interested in reviewing partial documents or drafts
As noted above, MAXIMUS has established positive working relationships with CMS staff and we will participate in these discussions, if requested by the State.
Based on our knowledge of federal procurement rules and regulations and our experience in other states, MAXIMUS will develop a draft SFP for the replacement MMIS.  The SFP will be drafted in accordance with the State-specific procurement rules and regulations and will reflect Louisiana's unique objectives, constraints, and needs.

MAXIMUS will ensure that the SFP achieves a balance among the following key objectives.

· The SFP must provide a clear statement of the State's functional, technical, operational, organizational, financial, and contractual requirements.

· The SFP must be consistent with the Louisiana MMIS IAPD and with the State's Medicaid Plan, procurement rules, regulations, and policy.

· The SFP must set forth the evaluation criteria in a manner that does not invite protest, yet protects the State's flexibility to make a decision in its own best interests.

· The SFP must encourage free and open competition, by not incorporating excessively restrictive specifications or specifications that would clearly eliminate otherwise qualified vendors.

We will use the IAPD and the results of previous subtasks as a starting point, and determine what areas need further definition or clarification.  For those areas, we will continue to meet with appropriate State or other personnel and clarify specifications.  Draft specifications will be submitted for review and will be revised as required.  Based on this input we will develop the appropriate SFP text.

As sections of the SFP are developed, we will submit drafts for State review on an informal basis, and will incorporate comments as required.  Once a complete draft SFP has been prepared, we will formally submit it to the State for review and comment.  We anticipate that Louisiana's legal staff will also review the draft SFP, and that their comments will be included in the State's consolidated comments for inclusion in the SFP.  Once the State's consolidated comments have been received, from the State's Project ManagerMAXIMUS will update the SFP accordingly and submit to the State the final version of the SFP.
The final version of the SFP will be submitted by the State to CMS for review and approval.  MAXIMUS will assist the State in responding to any questions that CMS officials may have until the SFP receives federal approval.  The SFP will be revised as necessary based upon these discussions.  The finalized SFP will then be available for release to the vendor community.

2.2.1.3.4 Subtask I-3.4:  Proposal Evaluation/Evaluation Tools (Criteria & Report)
The IV&V Contractor will be required to assist DHH in the evaluation of the proposals in an advisory capacity.  The IV&V Contractor will prepare a detailed evaluation tool for use in the evaluation of the Vendor proposals received for the SFP procurement.  The proposal evaluation methodology shall include at a minimum, a process for establishing the proposal evaluation criteria and importance; a process for evaluating the proposals; and a tool to record proposal valuations.

Critical Success Factors

1. Understanding the Scope of Work;

2. Technical Proposal/Plan for project execution;

3. Corporate Experience Relevant to this RFP;

4. Corporate Financial Condition;

5. Qualifications of Personnel; and

6. Cost Proposal

The activities to accomplish this subtask include the following:

· Review and make recommendations on procurement solicitation documents

· Verify the obligations of the vendor/contractor/external staff (terms, conditions, statement of work, requirements technical standards, performance standards, development milestones, acceptance criteria, deliver dates, etc.) are clearly defined

· Prepare the evaluation plan for conducting the MMIS proposal evaluation and vendor selection process and make recommendations for improvement

· Assist in managing the vendor evaluation and selection process

· Support the State through the contract negotiation process with the apparently successful bidder

· Support the State through Federal review of the contract with the apparently successful bidder

Procurement Support Approach

The SFP must be structured in a manner that provides an open and competitive environment.  This will allow DHH to take advantage of the creativity of the vendors, while meeting the goals and requirements of the project and not exposing DHH to unnecessary risk.

Conducting a free and open competition is much more than an admirable goal.  Part 95 of the Code of Federal Regulations requires that ''[A]ll procurement transactions shall be conducted in a manner to provide, to the maximum extent practical, open, and free competition.''  This is a state-level requirement as well.  We intend to work with the Project Manager of the MMIS IV&V Services Project and appropriate oversight review authorities to assure that the SFP meets all State and Federal regulations, including the ones for open and free competition.  Because we have assisted many states with similar procurements, we understand this process and factor these reviews into our approach and schedule.
The requirements that are incorporated into the SFP have ramifications on DHH for years to come.  The system functionality, ease of use, integration into the reengineered business process, and target technical architecture are examples of areas affected by the content and quality of the SFP.  MAXIMUS will help ensure that the appropriate array of options are considered, analyzed, and recommended. 

Review and Make Recommendations on Procurement Solicitation Documents

Our Project Work Plan is based on a series of critical reviews on the SFP prior to its release.  While this is the optimal situation, we understand that our plans may need to be modified depending on the status of the procurement processes and environment at the time.

Initial SFP Assessment

We will develop the SFP outline, final schedule, and approach; and request copies of previous State SFPs produced that have received federal approval.  By gathering this baseline information, MAXIMUS will gain an understanding of the target DHH is aiming for with the draft SFP.

SFP Assessment Work Sessions

As part of our development of the SFP, our draft Work Plan calls for us to sponsor two separate, one-day work sessions with key DHH staff.  The purpose of these sessions is to identify all of the State-specific requirements that must be met by the SFP.  In the alternative, depending upon DHH preference, this information gathering may be accomplished through individual meetings and interviews.

SFP Assessment Deliverable

MAXIMUS will develop a formal assessment of the SFP for review by DHH.  Our assessment of the SFP will assist the State to:  (1) ensure that it is drafted in accordance with Federal and State-specific procurement rules and regulations, and (2) reflect Louisiana's unique objectives, constraints, and needs.  The MAXIMUS assessment will help ensure that the SFP achieves a balance among the following key objectives.
· Requirements:  The SFP provides a clear statement of DHH functional, technical, operational, organizational, financial, and contractual requirements.

· Evaluation Criteria:  The SFP sets forth the evaluation criteria in a manner that does not invite protest, yet protects DHH flexibility to make a decision in its own best interests.

· Competition:  The SFP encourages free and open competition by not incorporating excessively restrictive specifications or specifications that would clearly eliminate otherwise qualified vendors.

To the extent that any of these items are not addressed adequately, we will make requested improvements.  We will provide guidance in making modifications during the questions and answers period or during the contract negotiation process.

Verify the Obligations of the Vendor/Contractor/External Staff are Clearly Defined

The following substantive areas will be covered in our vendor obligations development of the SFP: 

· Procurement Rules and Procedures:  To develop this portion of the SFP, MAXIMUS will meet with Louisiana's procurement officials to obtain appropriate information and documentation.  We will also discuss any unique procurement requirements that may affect the SFP. 

· Project Overview:  The SFP must provide a section to summarize the services to be contracted and brief descriptions of the current environment, project timelines, system objectives, and system environment.  

· Current Environment Description:  We will develop the SFP to ensure that it contains key features of the current MMIS, interfaces, program statistics, and other information about the current environment.

· Louisiana Functional Requirements:  The SFP must describe DHH functional requirements for the LA MMIS replacement system.  MAXIMUS will review the functional requirements contained in the SFP and make recommendations for improvement.

· Technical Requirements:  The SFP must reflect the Louisiana-specific technical requirements for implementing a new MMIS.  We will ensure that the SFP includes system availability and response time requirements, preferred approach to technical architecture as determined during the Alternatives Analysis, interface specifications, and any other pertinent technical requirements. 

· Milestones and Contract Deliverables:  The SFP must reflect the project implementation plan and schedule.  Deliverable specifications will be designed to balance legal, regulatory, and DHH project management requirements with the need for vendor flexibility.  We will carefully develop these aspects of the SFP and make suggested modifications, if necessary.

· Management Plan:  An important aspect of the SFP is to specify the roles and responsibilities of DHH and vendor staff in the coordination and completion of project tasks.  The SFP must identify requirements for project status reporting and for DHH review and approval of deliverables. 

· Scope of Work:  The SFP must specify the services to be contracted, the performance period of the contract, and an estimate of the size and scope of the effort.

· Proposal Submission Parameters/Instructions:  This section of the SFP must describe the specifics of the proposal submission process, including when and to whom the proposal is submitted, other mandatory requirements, and technical and cost proposal format specifications.  

· Terms and Conditions:  This section of the SFP must describe the terms and conditions under which the work will be performed.  

· Proposal Evaluation Criteria and Rating Sheet:  We will review the DHH requirements and preferences with regard to evaluation criteria for the technical proposal, evaluation criteria for the cost proposal, and schedule of evaluation activities.

To the extent that these obligations are unclear to State reviewers of the pre‑release SFP, we will conduct interviews focused on SFP improvement.  We will provide guidance in making modifications during the questions and answers period or during the contract negotiation process.

Prepare the Evaluation Plan for Conducting the MMIS Proposal Evaluation and Vendor Selection Process and Make Recommendations for Improvement.
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For this activity, MAXIMUS will finalize the proposal scoring criteria, train DHH staff, and make recommendations for improvements in the State's proposal evaluation process.
Technical/Scoring Criteria, Processes, and Tools

MAXIMUS will develop tools that can be used to document the evaluation and scoring of the proposals accepted by the SFP Evaluation Team.  These tools will address all functional, technical, and contractual requirements identified in the SFP.  They also will provide a weighting factor to each component to ensure appropriate emphasis is placed on specific requirements that have the most impact on operations and/or management of the project.  

To prepare the evaluation and scoring tools, MAXIMUS will identify various evaluation options that fit within the parameters of the State procurement regulations for the SFP, and provide DHH with a recommended approach for this specific procurement.  MAXIMUS will present a draft SFP Evaluation and Scoring Tool to appropriate DHH staff, discuss the resulting comments, and update the draft accordingly.  

The Sample MMIS Evaluation Criteria in Section 8, is an example of the evaluation criteria MAXIMUS has used on several successful MMIS procurement support projects.  Our experience in this area makes us well aware of the evaluation factors that must be considered.  We also are aware that the goal of the evaluation criteria is the selection of a vendor that provides the best overall solution to meeting Louisiana's procurement objectives.  To meet this goal, MAXIMUS considers the following key areas.

· Weights Given to Various Components of the Evaluation:  The written proposal does not constitute 100 percent of the information upon which the DHH bases its decision.  References from other clients and bidder presentations should be considered in addition to the written management, technical, and cost information.  Another issue for DHH consideration involves the weight of "technical versus cost."  Appropriate weights must be assigned to all of these components in advance.

· Documentation of the Evaluation Process:  The evaluation process should be thoroughly documented.  This includes the plan, scoring sheets, and instructions/training materials that are prepared in advance; as well as documentation of the actual evaluation maintained by the evaluators.

· Size and Composition of the Evaluation Team:  Portions of the evaluation process are often governed by state law and regulation.  Given these constraints, our experience has shown that it is best to set up a team that represents key stakeholders and provides a certain diversity of viewpoint, but is not so large as to be unmanageable.  Evaluators must be able to make a commitment to the full procurement cycle of multiple proposal evaluation, reference checking, and attendance at bidder presentations and debriefings.  This can be a time consuming and intense process.

· Bidder Interaction:  Bidder interaction with DHH during the procurement process must be managed formally.  It should be evident to all participating bidders that the same information is available to each of them and that the DHH dealings are even-handed.

Evaluation Methodology

Regardless of the exact approach to scoring and selection, the evaluation criteria should be built around the following general areas of capability that must be demonstrated by the bidder.  These are generic areas that we will refine to reflect Louisiana's specific needs and map to the final structure of the SFP:

· Programmatic Capabilities

· Technical Capabilities

· Management Capabilities

· Project Organization and Staffing

· Corporate Capabilities and Resources

· Business/Cost Proposal

Most importantly, the evaluation criteria must map directly to the SFP requirements and the evaluation/scoring approach must be documented in the released SFP.  These are fundamental principals of a fair and open procurement.
MAXIMUS will develop scoring and ranking procedures based on the approved evaluation approach.  This will include assigning maximum values to the evaluation criteria, determining the method for assigning points, and developing materials for use by the Evaluation Team.  The scoring methodology should translate the evaluation criteria into a quantitative score for each bidder.

MAXIMUS understands that different scoring systems have very different implications, not only in ease of use, but also in their effect on the outcome.  MAXIMUS will work closely with DHH to identify the most appropriate approach for Louisiana.  The Sample MMIS Evaluation Scoring Sheet in Section 8, is an example of a scoring system MAXIMUS has used on several successful MMIS procurement support projects.
After the Evaluation Team has scored each bidder's response, a common approach is to average the scores and obtain a composite score for each scoreable item (factor) for each bidder.  Evaluation procedures will be developed to help the Evaluation Team deal with this.  Examples will be included to illustrate the ranking scale for each evaluation criterion.  For example, on a scale of 1 to 10, what does a "1" mean; what does a "6" mean?  We have assisted in numerous projects in selecting bidders using these types of scoring systems. 

Vendor Evaluation and Selection Process Deliverable

MAXIMUS will submit an Implementation Vendor Evaluation and Selection Process containing a description of the scoring process.  Once this deliverable is accepted, MAXIMUS will conduct a timely proposal evaluation and scoring training session for the LA MMIS Replacement Project Evaluation Team.
The Kentucky MMIS Evaluation Manual Table of Content in Section 8, is the TOC of an MMIS Evaluation Plan MAXIMUS has used on several successful MMIS procurement support projects.
Assist in Managing the Vendor Evaluation and Selection Process

Following completion of the procurement documents review, MAXIMUS will assist DHH by completing the evaluation materials begun earlier, training State evaluation team members, facilitating State proposal review sessions, and assisting with contract development and review.

Provide Procurement Assistance

During the Procurement Assistance subtask, MAXIMUS will assist DHH with the following activities:
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LA MMIS Replacement System Proposal Evaluation/Scoring:  Once proposals are received, MAXIMUS begins the critical phase of proposal evaluations.  MAXIMUS is committed to supporting DHH and its Evaluation Team through every step of the process.  We have the expertise to offer assistance and advice, make recommendations about the evaluation process – without actually offering our evaluation, and make recommendations on the proper progression of events.

· Initial Evaluation of Responsive Proposals:  A number of objective and automatic evaluations take place immediately upon initial review of proposal submittals.  These deal with the predefined mandatory elements and delivery structure for all submissions, such as: 

· Does the proposal have the proper identification?
· Are the original and correct number of copies present?
· Are the Terms and Conditions accepted?
· Is the Proposal Letter/Signature Page signed and submitted?
· Is the Confidentiality Agreement signed and submitted?
· Was the proposal received by the posted deadline?

· Evaluation Team Activities:  Proposals that pass the Initial Evaluation are released to the Evaluation Team.  Upon release, the LA MMIS Replacement Project SFP Evaluation Team must shift into high gear and begin proposal review and scoring.  The MAXIMUS Team will be available to provide guidance on the methodology and/or artifacts associated with the evaluation.  We will review each proposal and identify potential issues that the State may wish to raise during oral presentations, Best And Final Offers (BAFO), or contract negotiations.  We recommend that no cost information is made available to the Evaluation Team at this point in the process.

· Oral Interviews and Product Demonstrations:  A key issue in conducting oral interviews and product demonstrations is consistency.  All qualifying vendors must be provided an equal opportunity to present information.  One mechanism to achieve consistency is the use of a detailed agenda.  Such an agenda would assign time slots to topics to be discussed and functionality to be demonstrated.  Each time slot would be further separated into a segment for a vendor presentation and a question and answer segment.  Another approach to achieving consistency that focuses on product demonstrations involves supplying scripts and sample data.

· Cost Proposal Scoring and Reference Checks:  After oral presentations are completed, DHH must open the cost proposals and apply the evaluation scoring processes to reach each vendor's cost scoring value.  At the same time oral presentations are underway, DHH may elect to initiate the reference checks for corporate and staff references provided in the vendors' proposal.  These checks also have a scoring value.

· Final Scoring, Final Proposal Negotiations, and BAFO:  Depending on the scoring practices agreed upon, the cost score is typically combined with the technical score and reference scoring to arrive at an intermediate score for each proposal.  The evaluation methodology will dictate how the "short list" of vendor proposals is determined based on a scoring comparison of all vendors.  The short list of vendors is notified and a schedule developed for proposal negotiations with DHH.  The objective of these discussions is for DHH to ask clarification questions so it can fine-tune the various proposal scores.  When appropriate, all short-list vendors are asked to submit a BAFO.  The MAXIMUS Team will assist and advise DHH with these negotiations.

· Selection of Recommended LA MMIS Replacement Project Implementation Vendor:  DHH project management, along with other project stakeholders for the LA MMIS Replacement Project, will review all evaluation scoring and arrive at final proposal scores for the short-listed vendors.  DHH project management will decide the implementation vendor that they determine offers the "best value" to DHH and will be in the best financial and technical position to move successfully forward on the LA MMIS Replacement Project.  

2.2.1.3.5 Subtask I-3.5:  Contract Review & Negotiations
The IV&V Contractor will assist Department staff and may be required by DHH to participate in actual contract negotiation sessions with selected Fiscal Intermediary and/or chosen MMIS solution.

Support the State through the Contract Negotiation Process with the Apparently Successful Bidder

Goals associated with contract negotiations are clear.  DHH must seek a contract that:

· Addresses project activities comprehensively

· Clearly identifies vendor responsibilities for both work and schedule

· Provides the most favorable pricing feasible

· Minimizes risk to DHH
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The MAXIMUS Team understands that a well-crafted contract protects all project participants and increases the likelihood of a successful project outcome.  More importantly, experience in MMIS procurement and quality assurance prepares the MAXIMUS Team to assist DHH in developing a comprehensive agreement.

Consideration of the implementation plan between vendor selection and final contract negotiations is advisable in preparation for negotiating sessions.  Consideration should focus in two areas:

· Excellent or innovative approaches to specific tasks described in rejected proposals

· Assumptions and risks associated with the implementation plan proposed by the selected vendor

First, we focus on rejected proposals to perform an analysis of implementation issues.  Even a proposal that is too weak on an overall basis to be seriously considered may include excellent or innovative approaches to some implementation tasks that DHH may want to consider.  In the event DHH decides to utilize an approach from a rejected proposal, the selected vendor should be receptive to refinements to its plan that will make implementation more efficient or more effective.

Assumptions in the plan of the selected vendor require validation.  If, for example, the vendor plans to rely on more DHH resources than will be available, some adjustment to the plan is required.  Adjustments to the plan should be to ensure that both parties are "on the same page" and should be completed before a contract is executed.

Risks in the plan proposed by the selected vendor need to be considered so that avoidance or mitigation options can be discussed and possibly built into a refined plan.  Again, to the extent possible, refinements should be addressed before a contract is executed – when DHH has the maximum leverage.

Before actual negotiations with the selected vendor begin, the MAXIMUS Team will conduct a planning session with DHH project leaders and negotiators.  The purpose of this session is to define a preliminary position for negotiations.  Priority of the topic is also considered.  The analysis of implementation issues, described above, will serve as a preliminary agenda, but DHH representatives may suggest additional items. 

After this planning meeting, the MAXIMUS Team prepares a negotiation outline and agenda to guide the process.  A second planning session with DHH representatives is conducted to refine this agenda.

As contract negotiations are conducted, the MAXIMUS Team will provide candid input to DHH negotiators on the reasonableness of the issues and points of discussion presented by the selected vendor.  We will track and document the contract negotiation process to ensure that all issues are addressed and resolved.  Finally, as topics are resolved, the MAXIMUS Team will draft possible contractual language on project management topics for approval by DHH and vendor representatives.

This activity is associated with the delivery of two reports.

· Analysis of Implementation Issues and Agenda for Contract Negotiations, designed as background for contract negotiations, this report:

· Recognizes concepts from rejected proposals that might be considered to refine the plan proposed by the selected vendor

· Identifies potentially inaccurate assumptions that may necessitate adjustments to the vendor's plan

· Discusses risks inherent in the vendor's plan, including possible avoidance and mitigation strategies

· Documents priority of items requiring negotiation, and identifies the preliminary position of DHH on each such item

· Contract Negotiations Report:  This report reflects proceedings of the contract negotiations to track and document the contract negotiation process, and ensures that all issues are addressed and resolved
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Support the State through Federal Review of the Contract with the Apparently Successful Bidder

The goals associated with the federal review of the contract include:

· Addressing questions regarding the project budget

· Responding to issues related to the quality, completeness, and organization of the Project Plan and Schedule

The MAXIMUS Team recommends a participatory approach to coordinating the contract review process with CMS.  Working with your State's assigned CMS lead analyst and sharing advance copies of the successful bidder's proposal can streamline the federal review process.  Each CMS analyst has different preferences for dealing with standard contract reviews and advance copies of proposals, so the MAXIMUS Team will assist the State in developing a strategy for working with your CMS counterparts.

The activities associated with this support function are anticipated to be relatively minimal.  By the time the contract is formally submitted to CMS, most if not all contractual issues will be resolved with the Apparent Successful Bidder.  However, we have provided for support from our Project Manager and MMIS SME to assist the State in responding to questions and issues raised by CMS as a result of their final review of the proposed Implementation Vendor's contract. 

2.2.1.4 Task Order I-4:  Project Management Support
The proposed oversight of the MMIS IV&V Services Project requires a special set of QA and IV&V skills and experience related to the definition, development, and implementation of large Information Technology programs, plus a working knowledge of MMIS.  The following key skills and experience are essential to an effective oversight effort for a project the size and complexity of this project:

· Project management planning, tracking, and reporting (for the IV&V effort and the integrated project)

· Risk Management (identification, tracking, and risk mitigation)

· Business and Technical Performance requirements management (definition, validation, tracking/tracing, change requests, testing)

· Processes and procedures management (development, implementation, auditing, and improvement)

· Oral communications (presentations, meetings, interviews, etc.)

· Written communications (status reports, deliverable assessments, project plans, etc.)

· Management flexibility (responsive to changes)

· Subject Matter Expertise of MMIS
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Projects are conducted one day at a time.  We use a multifaceted approach to project oversight in applying our IV&V techniques to IT development programs.  Our job is to ensure that each day moves the project closer to delivery of quality products and not simply closer to the project completion date.

MAXIMUS effectively integrates the QA and IV&V activities to ensure optimum use of limited resources while addressing all critical risks that could jeopardize project success.  The key to effective implementation and management of the IV&V effort is development of a detailed project work plan that accurately reflects the key project milestones and tasks that directly correlate to the effort.  Understanding the detailed project planning in terms of key tasks, critical milestones, and required deliverables/products is critical to planning the efficient use of the IV&V resources.  

Our MAX~QMM methodology considers the dependency of the IV&V effort on the outcome of other organizations such as the FI and State.  It requires planning to be flexible and tailorable to help ensure that the risk management aspect of the project oversight is pro-active and that oversight resources are used efficiently.  

From a QA standpoint, project performance is improved through day-to-day oversight of activities and related corrective actions as needed.  From an IV&V standpoint, the goal is to anticipate problems before they occur (risk identification), particularly technical issues.  By continuously assessing project progress and identifying issues (risks) that may occur in the future, we can take early cost-effective action to minimize or eliminate the impact of the projected issue (risk management/mitigation).  

In the text below we provide more detail on our QA approach which is the basis of our Project Management support.  In our response to Phase II we provide more detail on our IV&V approach which forms the basis of our support during Design, Development, Testing, and Implementation.

Quality Assurance Methodology (MAX~QA)

Our MAX~QA Methodology integrates our project experience with the applicable concepts and guidance as defined in industry-accepted standards, including:

· ISO 9000 series, specifically ISO 9000-3 applicable to QA of software

· Carnegie Mellon University's SEI Capability Maturity Model Integration (CMM) – defined key process areas and practices to be considered for all software development

· IEEE Process and Product Standard detailed in Exhibit 2.2.1.4-1:  IEEE Process and Product Standards for QA.
	Standard
	Description

	Process Standards

	IEEE 730 
	IEEE Standard for Software Quality Assurance Plans

	IEEE 1008
	IEEE Standard for Software Unit Testing 

	IEEE 1012 
	IEEE Standard for Software Verification and Validation 

	IEEE 1028
	IEEE Standard for Software Reviews

	Product Standards

	IEEE 982
	IEEE Standard Dictionary of Measures to Produce Reliable Software 

	IEEE 1061
	IEEE Standard for Software Quality Metrics Methodology 

	IEEE 829
	IEEE Standard for Software Test Documentation

	IEEE 1044
	IEEE Standard for Standard Classification for Software Anomalies


Exhibit 2.2.1.4-1:  IEEE Process and Product Standards for QA.  MAXIMUS has incorporated these IEEE standards into our IV&V approach.
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Our QA activities encompass these categories and are the foundation of how we will provide Project Management Support.  Our MAX~QA defines quality efforts in terms of three broad categories:  prevention, appraisal, and failure.  

· Prevention:  Prevention involves getting work done right the first time and avoiding quality problems.  The prevention category of QA activities is critical to reducing project obstacles.  This is not an activity that is easily planned, as accurate predictions of how much effort will be required to address prevention are not possible until a period of project progress allows historical trending and comparison with similar projects.  Therefore, the MAXIMUS approach to prevention is to include risk analysis for each project product and process review, and to adjust resource usage based on periodic determination of overall prevention needs.  The MAXIMUS Project Manager will be responsible for analyzing this information across project activities and redirecting resources and planning, as necessary, based on continuous review of risks against predicted project success or failure.

· Appraisal:  Appraisal involves reviewing deliverables and control efforts to measure whether quality goals have been achieved to some predefined level.  As such, key metrics will be identified, captured, and maintained.  The appraisal category requires active, planned involvement in key development activities that support product and process verification.  Appraisal is less selective than the prevention activities in that our planning for appraisal depends closely on the development schedule and when products will be available to review.  Process reviews are generally more flexible, dependent upon the availability of defined process documentation and indications of the FI's process implementation.  Although appraisal efforts must also be flexible as project activity planning is always subject to change, the FI's planning will be available as a baseline guide to help ensure reasonable measurability toward final project deliveries.  Therefore, appraisal is the primary QA activity throughout the System Development Life Cycle (SDLC).  The MAXIMUS approach is to continually monitor and emphasize accomplishment of appraisal activities and timely adjustment of our planning to stay synchronized with related appraisal activities addressed by the FI's project plan.

· Failure:  Failure involves defects that must be fixed followed by efforts to recover from the quality problems that arise.  The failure category is the reactionary activity required to address events after the fact.  Our QA activity includes:  (1) review of problems that are identified for impact on the project and recommending corrective actions; (2) measures for determining corrective action success; and (3) reporting recommendations for tracking problem resolution progress.  The MAXIMUS Team would normally be involved in supporting the State in reviewing the FI's problem identification, problem assessment, and recommended corrective action.  Our QA activity associated with this category of events is even more unpredictable than prevention because failure indicates the project is already being impacted and action is needed immediately.  Our approach to the failure category is to prioritize involvement based on client direction and the assessment of each failed item's impact.  This assessment is also tempered by the potential contribution the QA Team could make and a determination of our resource availability.
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The MAXIMUS methodology is to address each of these broad categories as effectively as possible.  Our focus is always directed towards project performance, schedule, and budget goals – recognizing that all development projects are highly dependent on effective prioritization of actions.  Prevention is the key to a smooth development project with minimal disruptions.  This involves the "anticipation" of issues, concerns, and problems.  The QA tasks associated with process and product reviews emphasize identification of those issues and concerns that may impact project success and the need for immediate action to avoid future problems.  Our methodology emphasizes risk assessment and analysis with an ongoing focus on risk mitigation.  This requires the development of detailed and feasible risk mitigation recommendations including specific measures to determine risk mitigation success, failure, or adjustment.  During the project, QA appraisals are conducted for all major project deliverables.  The project team works together to define the quality metrics that can be used for all deliverables.

The MAX~QA portion of our MAX~QMM process has been developed to address all aspects of a project's development processes that could impact a successful development effort.  The key activities addressed by MAX~QA include:

· Quality Planning:  Development of a detailed plan to ensure comprehensive project oversight

· Synchronization:  Ensuring the Quality activities are directly related to the State and FI planning

· Management:  Managing the IV&V effort; tracking and reporting

· QA Process/Procedure Development:  Standardizing the QA effort

· Project Process/Procedure Monitoring:  Ensuring adequate project processes and procedures exist to successfully implement and track the project development and implementation effort

· Deliverable Reviews:  Supporting to the State in establishing deliverable format, content, acceptance criteria, and deliverable quality production

· Project Progress/Status Assessments:  Determining project progress through baseline planning variance analysis for all key activities and deliverables

· Risk Management:  Identifying, analyzing, mitigating, and tracking project risks

· Tracking and Reporting:  Providing feedback to the State on project progress and risks

· Process/Project Improvement:  Identifying areas that could be improved and would increase the probability of project success
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Regardless of how one may define "quality" and "quality assurance," quality as it relates to our projects is ultimately determined by the client's satisfaction and the client's perception of the project's value.  The primary objective of QA is to help the State make timely and effective decisions by providing detailed, objective, and verifiable analysis of potential project issues early during development; and by identifying ways of avoiding the most critical issues before they manifest into project obstacles.  

States generally have limited information and decisions must often be made quickly to ensure project success.  MAXIMUS QA supports the State through effective progress (process and product) assessments and overall risk analysis.  We provide the State with a means of objectively measuring potential problems based on a measurable impact to the project, an estimate of when the problem could occur under present or projected conditions, and an actual probability or likelihood of a risk manifesting into a problem within the estimated timeframe.  Given this information, the State is better able to determine how to best apply limited resources to optimize success and minimize expenditures.  QA requires a rigorous application of approved, industry-standard methodology and tools.  However, for QA to be effective, solid knowledge of the business is mandatory.  The MAXIMUS Team possesses both general QA and MMIS specific skills and knowledge.

Although QA tends to emphasize project technically related progress and issues, the fundamentals of QA risk assessments apply equally to planning and management concerns, as well as the more qualitative and environmental issues and unknowns that prove the most challenging to project managers.  At the beginning of a project, process improvements provide the most leverage towards project success.  MAXIMUS considers a thorough understanding of the planning and management processes, activities, and products as important as the technical ones due to the significant technical impacts that will occur if planning is inadequate and management ineffective.  
2.2.1.4.1 Subtask I-4.1:  Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP)
Each Task is required to have an associated Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) that identifies the approach, resources, schedule, and deliverables required to successfully complete the task.  The delivery of this TAP is the first subtask for each Task Order.

At the start of the project, the MAXIMUS Team will develop a Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) for each task order.  The TAP for each task order will be based on the approach in this proposal and the resources, schedule, and deliverables will be based on the revised Work Plan.  At the start of this task order, the MAXIMUS Team will review the TAP and Work Plan with the State Project Management Team and make revisions as necessary.
2.2.1.4.2 Subtask I-4.2:  Evaluate FI Contractor's DDI Project Work Plan
The IV&V Contractor will assist DHH in review of the FI Contractor's DDI Project Work Plan to verify that all key functions have been addressed to increase the likelihood for a successfully completed project.

The MAXIMUS Team assumes that the FI will be presenting a detailed work plan as part of its response to the MMIS Replacement Project SFP.  The MAXIMUS Team will review the FI's Work Plan initially as part of the SFP evaluation process and then on an ongoing basis.  During these reviews, we will ensure that the work breakdown structure contains sufficient detail for the tasks and resources, deliverable completion dates, and milestones identified and monitored; and that schedule variations are monitored, analyzed, reported, and addressed for the LA MMIS Replacement Project. 

We will use our detailed understanding of the SFP as the basis for our review.  In our review we will help ensure that all the tasks defined in the SFP are tasks that can be accomplished within a timeframe compatible with the DHH's needs.  Using a building block approach, each task will provide input to a succeeding task, where appropriate.  We believe this is a logical approach and one that reflects the reality of how the project will proceed.  In our review of the FI's Work Plan we will determine if the proposed approach follows this building block approach to a successful project that is completed on time.
2.2.1.4.3 Subtask I-4.3:  Quality Assurance (QA) of FI Contractor's DDI System Development Life Cycle (SDLC) Processes

The IV&V Contractor will provide quality assurance analysis of FI Contractor's DDI SDLC processes to verify that all key functions have been addressed to increase the likelihood for a successfully completed project.

The MAXIMUS Team understands that project planning and management are the foundation stones of a quality SDLC process and a successfully completed project.  As part of our Project Management Support, we will work with DHH to verify that project planning and management produces quality results.  Project planning and management involve the establishment of project controls to manage the work effort, including those for deliverable review and evaluation; risk identification and management; change control management; and tracking project plan progress against schedule, budget, and performance. 
Part of the MAXIMUS oversight tool kit includes structured checklists.  Exhibit 2.2.1.4.3-1:  Project Planning Transition Checklist, is an example of what the MAXIMUS Team will use to ensure that the FI's planning activities have been finished, reviewed, and signed off so the project may proceed to the Project Execution Phase. 

As a standard element of MAX~QMM, this checklist, which we will tailor to this project after the SFP is detailed, establishes the baseline of our criteria for establishing our own, and evaluating others', planning documents.  The MAXIMUS Team will continue to enhance this checklist, as necessary, to help ensure the highest level of quality in the project plan and confidence from the project stakeholders.

	Item

Number
	Item
	Status
	Reference/Location
	Comments/Plan to Resolve

	1
	Planning
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.1
	Is the Project Statement – scope, definition, and objectives – the same as agreed to in the Project Statement process?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.2
	Has the Project Statement been reviewed as part of the baseline process?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.3
	Is there a baseline plan against which to measure progress?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4
	Does the baseline plan address or include the following areas:
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.1
	Project Scope, deliverables, and milestones?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.2
	Work Breakdown Structure (WBS)?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.3
	Task plans, estimates, dependencies, and leveled resource assignments?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.4
	Project Schedule with milestone dates?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.5
	Project progress tracking?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.6
	Project Organization?
	· 
	· 
	· 


	1.4.7
	Communication Plan?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.8
	Issue Resolution and Change Management?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.9
	Risk Management Plan?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.10
	Quality Plan?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	
	Other Plans (as needed)
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.11
	Facilities Plan?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.12
	Documentation Plan?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.13
	Materials Plan?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.14
	Training (Knowledge Transfer) Plan?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.15
	Backup and Recovery Plan?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.16
	Transition Plan?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.17
	Contingency Plan?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.18
	Cut Over Plan?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.19
	Warranty Plan?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	
	Others
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.4.20
	Development Methodology?
	· 
	· 
	· 


Exhibit 2.2.1.4.3-1:  Project Planning Transition Checklist.  Our checklist helps ensure that planning activities have been finished, reviewed, and signed off so the project may move into the execution phase.

	Item Number
	Item
	Status
	Reference/Location
	Comments/Plan to Resolve

	1
	Other Planning Criteria
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.5
	Is the plan for project resources adequate?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.6
	Is the original project schedule and budget realistic?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.7
	Is the plan for the organization of project resources adequate?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.8
	Are there adequate project controls?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.9
	Is there an information system for the project?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.10
	Were key project stakeholders brought into project planning?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.11
	Were potential users involved early in the planning process?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.12
	Was planning completed before the project was initiated?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.13
	Is the plan under configuration management?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.14
	Have all vendors signed off on the project plan?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	1.15
	Has the independent oversight contractor signed off on the project plan?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	2
	Organization
	· 
	· 
	· 

	2.1
	Is the project organization documented and on file?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	2.2
	Is the Project Manager qualified and experienced in Project Management?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	2.3
	Have team roles and responsibilities been documented and clearly communicated to the team, client, and stakeholders?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	2.4
	Is the organization structure appropriate for the project's size and complexity?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	2.5
	Is there an identified role of a technical leader (i.e., Project Lead, Team Lead, and Solution Architect)?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	2.6
	Is the quality function identified and assigned?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	2.7
	Is the Project Sponsor function identified and defined?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	2.8
	Does the Project Manager have adequate administrative and technical support?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	2.9
	Is there a Change Control Board?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	2.10
	Have the configuration management functions been assigned?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	2.11
	Are there backup strategies for key members of the project?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	2.12
	Other organization items
	· 
	· 
	· 

	3
	Communications
	· 
	· 
	· 

	3.1
	Is there a written project communications plan?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	3.2
	Are all stakeholder groups and key stakeholders identified?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	3.3
	Does the plan adequately identify the information requirements for each stakeholder?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	3.4
	For each information requirement, does the plan define the following attributes:
	· 
	· 
	· 


Exhibit 2.2.1.4.3-1:  Project Planning Transition Checklist (continued).  Our checklist helps ensure that planning activities have been finished, reviewed, and signed off so the project may move into the execution phase.

	Item Number
	Item
	Status
	Reference/Location
	Comments/Plan to Resolve

	3
	Communications (continued)
	· 
	· 
	· 

	3.4.1
	Method of information delivery?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	3.4.2
	Format and content criteria?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	3.4.3
	Frequency?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	3.4.4
	Feedback methods?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	3.4.5
	Who is responsible for its delivery?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	3.5
	Are regular written status reports prepared and provided to the project manager and other key stakeholders?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4
	Tracking & Monitoring
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1
	Have the following project metrics been defined and methods devised for their collections, analysis, and reporting:
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.1
	Milestone Dates?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.2
	Project Schedule?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.3
	Requirements Tested?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.4
	Reviews Completed?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.5
	Design Progress?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.6
	Test Status?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.7
	Staff Level?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.8
	Effort?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.9
	Budgeted Cost of Work Scheduled (BCWS)?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.10
	Budgeted Cost of Work Performed (BCWP)?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.11
	Actual Cost of Work Performed (ACWP)?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.12
	Budget?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.13
	Earned Value?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.14
	Cost?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.15
	Requirement?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.16
	Defects?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.17
	Peer Reviews?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.18
	Reference Maturity Rating?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.19
	Process Audit Findings?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.1.20
	Client Feedback?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.2
	Has a method of identifying and tracking the project's critical path been defined?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.3
	Is critical path a standard part of project reporting?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.4
	Are the various types of reports – including their content, frequency, and audience – been defined and communicated to the project team?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.5
	Are the input requirements from the team members clearly documented and communicated?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.6
	Have the reports to be produced, distributed, and filed been defined?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	4.7
	Has the format for tracking and monitoring schedules and costs been defined?
	· 
	· 
	· 


Exhibit 2.2.1.4.3-1:  Project Planning Transition Checklist (continued).  Our checklist helps ensure that planning activities have been finished, reviewed, and signed off so the project may move into the execution phase.

	Item Number
	Item
	Status
	Reference/Location
	Comments/Plan to Resolve

	5
	Reviewing
	· 
	· 
	· 

	5.1
	Has the deliverable review, evaluation, and acceptance criteria been established?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	5.2
	Have the various responsibilities and frequencies for deliverable reviews been defined and communicated?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	5.3
	Have the various meetings – including the purpose, context, frequency, and participants for those meetings – been identified and communicated?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	5.4
	What are the defined meeting materials?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	5.5
	Are the meetings set up to have assigned note takers who will add action items/issues to the issue list?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	6
	Issue Management
	· 
	· 
	· 

	6.1
	Is an Issue Management Process documented?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	6.2
	Is this process communicated to the client and team members?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	6.3
	Will an issue form be in use?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	6.4
	Is there regular stakeholder involvement for issue resolution?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	6.5
	Will all project issues be unconditionally tracked through the issue resolution process?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	6.6
	Will all tasks resulting from issues be entered into the project plan and tracked through the plan?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	6.7
	Are there processes in place for escalating and resolving unresolved issues within a reasonable timeframe?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	7
	Change Control
	· 
	· 
	· 

	7.1
	Will there be a Change Control Process in place?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	7.2
	Is the Change Control Process documented and on file?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	7.3
	Has this process been communicated to the client and project team?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	7.4
	Will there be a change request form in use?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	7.5
	Will there be regular stakeholder involvement in major project decisions?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	7.6
	Will all project deliverable and software configuration management be changed only through the change control process?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	7.7
	Will all change requests be unconditionally tracked through this process?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	7.8
	Will each change request be logged?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	7.9
	Will all tasks resulting from approved changes be entered into the project plan and tracked through the plan?
	· 
	· 
	· 

	7.10
	Will new change requests be acknowledged in a timely manner?
	· 
	· 
	· 


Exhibit 2.2.1.4.3-1:  Project Planning Transition Checklist (continued).  Our checklist helps ensure that planning activities have been finished, reviewed, and signed off so the project may move into the execution phase.

	Item Number
	Item
	Status
	Reference/Location
	Comments/Plan to Resolve

	7
	Change Control (continued)
	
	
	

	7.11
	Have a method and process for requirements tracking been developed?
	
	
	

	8
	Risk Management
	
	
	

	8.1
	Will the project risks be managed according to the project's risk management process?
	
	
	

	8.2
	Will the Risk Worksheet be updated on a regular and frequent basis?
	
	
	

	8.3
	Is there regular stakeholder involvement in risk identification, analysis, and mitigation?
	
	
	

	8.4
	Will the Risk Status be reported to management on a regular and frequent basis?
	
	
	

	8.5
	Will there be documented contingency plans for the top 5-10 risks?
	
	
	

	8.6
	Will the preventive plans for the top 5 risks be identified, included in the project plan, and implemented?
	
	
	

	9
	Quality Assurance
	
	
	

	9.1
	Is there a documented QA Plan?
	
	
	

	9.2
	Are the QA functions and related roles and responsibilities clearly defined?
	
	
	

	9.3
	Is completion/verification criteria defined for each task producing an output?
	
	
	

	9.4
	Is there a process (test plans, inspections, reviews) defined for verifying outputs for each task?
	
	
	

	9.5
	Will tasks be marked "complete" only after internal QA has been successfully completed?
	
	
	

	9.6
	Will there be a formal process for submitting, logging, tracking, and reporting items undergoing QA throughout the submit-test-rework-resubmit-retest cycle?
	
	
	

	9.7
	Will statistics related to QA be collected and problems established as issues?
	
	
	

	9.8
	Will the QA-related information be reported regularly as part of the status reporting mechanisms?
	
	
	


Exhibit 2.2.1.4.3-1:  Project Planning Transition Checklist (continued).  Our checklist helps ensure that planning activities have been finished, reviewed, and signed off so the project may move into the execution phase.
2.2.1.4.4 Subtask I-4.4:  Establish Project Risk/Issues Tracking
The IV&V Contractor shall review the progress of the project and identify any risks, issues, or deficiencies that might affect a successful, efficiently completed project using a project tracking tool approved by DHH.

The IV&V Contractor shall produce a Risk Management Plan for this task.

MAXIMUS has found that a key component of effective quality assurance is managing risks consistently across the project.  The key to effectively applying limited resources to mitigate or eliminate risks, while optimizing project success, is in accurately defining what constitutes an unacceptable risk to the project and measuring those impacts based on a consistent set of criteria, for example, budget, schedule, or technical (business functionality and technical performance) impacts that are unacceptable to the project.  The MAXIMUS risk management approach applies equally to the management oversight as well as the technical oversight roles.

The MAXIMUS Team will work closely with the State and the FI to ensure a consistent set of risk impact areas and impact criteria are defined that can be applied across the entire project to help analyze and prioritize risks.  As the MAXIMUS risk taxonomy is based on industry standards, primarily the work of the Carnegie Mellon University's SEI, it is robust and can be easily adapted to any State preferred methodology or can be used as the basis of the project wide risk management taxonomy.

The MAXIMUS Team will, in consultation with the State, document our approach in a Risk Management Plan.  As part of our plan we will identify a DHH approved project tracking tool.  While we have found that dedicated project tracking tools have many useful features, on most projects we have found that these tools are more complex and require more management overhead than necessary.  Therefore, we believe that Microsoft Excel offers the best blend of flexibility, portability, and reporting capability for this project.

The QA portion of the risk management effort will focus on the risks associated with:

· Project planning and related variance analysis and schedule risks

· Process and procedure auditing to determine conformance and product/deliverable risks

· Deliverable quality and accuracy to determine risk to compliance and performance of the resulting products

· FI resource utilization to determine risks to schedule and product acceptance

The IV&V aspect of project oversight emphasizes the technical risk to the project, and it is the technical aspect that permeates throughout the various development phases, and resulting products, and causes the most system performance impact.  The initial major risk concern for any development effort, and the foundation for the project, is the definition, validation, and tracking of requirements.  A critical part of our IV&V risk management is our review of the Requirements Traceability Matrix (RTM) throughout the project lifecycle.

The MAXIMUS risk approach establishes responsibility for risk identification and analysis to everyone on the project.  Although each participant group may have different project responsibilities and internal agendas, ultimately everyone is responsible for ensuring the project meets the performance requirements of the program within the existing project constraints of budget and schedule.  We base our determination of the risk areas to expend project resources on:  
· A continuous identification of potential risks; 

· A consistent application of detailed risk analysis to determine the significance of the risk's potential project impact (measured against pre-established project impact criteria); 

· When the impact is likely to occur on the project; and, 

· The likelihood or probability the impact will occur.  

We can help prioritize how risks should be addressed on the project by categorizing each risk as "significant" (based on the magnitude of the impact and the strong likelihood it will occur) or "insignificant" (low or no impact and/or small likelihood of occurring) and determining the actions and resources required to minimize each risk.  We can also establish a baseline of risks to continue to monitor as risk impacts and probabilities of occurrence can and will change over time and require additional risk analysis.

The actual classification categories of risks will be determined mutually between the MAXIMUS Team, the State, and the FI to ensure consistency in risk presentation throughout the project.  In many of MAXIMUS previous efforts, a high, medium, and low risk classification was adopted with very specific definitions of what constituted each category based on impact (using predefined impact criteria, for example, what constitutes a significant, moderate, or low cost or schedule impact to the project).  Other projects preferred five levels of risk classification:  insignificant, low, medium, moderate, and high.

2.2.1.4.5 Subtask I.4.5:  Monitor FI Contractor's DDI Progress
The IV&V Contractor shall be responsible for monitoring the performance of the selected FI along with DHH and the requirements set forth in the MMIS procurement SFP and the selected FI's proposal.

The IV&V Contractor shall monitor and evaluate the project progress and shall identify and report any deficiencies or issues needing to be resolved along with recommended solutions in the form of weekly project status reporting.  The IV&V Contractor shall meet with DHH on a regular basis, as determined by mutual agreement between the MMIS Project Manager, and the IV&V Contractor.

The IV&V Contractor shall continuously monitor all facets of the project including, but not limited to:  work plans, implementation plans, general system design, detail system design, system testing, system interfaces, conversion, acceptance testing phase, pilot operations, and statewide implementation plan.

The IV&V Contractor shall be responsible for assessing each deliverable and recommending corrective action when activities or deliverables fail to achieve the standards or timelines established in the MMIS SFP, the Fiscal Intermediary's proposal, and the FI Contract.

As detailed in the description of our MAX~QA methodology, the MAXIMUS Team will monitor all facets and phases of the project including planning (i.e., work plans, test plans, implementation plans, etc.), processes (i.e., design sessions, coding, unit testing, etc.), and deliverables (design documents, test results, conversion results, etc.).  If we find an issue we will document the issue, recommend corrective actions, and bring the issue to the attention of the State.  The cornerstone of this process is communication.

Our experience has proven that project reporting includes many facets, such as both formal and informal means to communicate the MAXIMUS Team and project efforts to all participating organizations.  The MAXIMUS Team evaluation of project reporting will be based on this experience and proven methodology. 

For informal communications, the typical methods used are telephone calls, e-mails, and personal contact.  When informal communication yields important decisions, issues, or data, the MAXIMUS Project Manager documents the information for the MAXIMUS project files and/or distribution, as required.  The formal means of communicating concerns or inputs to the project effort consist of:

· Conducting formal reviews

· Participating in State and Contractor meetings

· Participating in weekly and monthly status meetings

· Participating in technical working groups

· Preparing weekly and monthly status reports

· Preparing and presenting briefings to advisory groups

· Preparing special Memorandums for the Record (MFRs) if a critical issue is identified that cannot wait for a regularly scheduled report

In addition to reporting progress through continuous monitoring and updating of the QA Work Plan, MAXIMUS uses the following methods to report and communicate project status.

· Developing Weekly Status Reports:  MAXIMUS produces the Weekly Status Report that addresses key milestones and activity accomplishments, significant risks identified and mitigation actions developed, and identification of any new problems.  MAXIMUS will use the State-approved report format or provide a viable format for State consideration. 

· Developing Monthly Status/Assessment Reports:  The MAXIMUS Project Manager produces a monthly report that will summarize the highlights of task accomplishments, delays, issues, variances against the work plan and schedule, staffing actions/concerns, products developed and delivered, status on all documented deficiencies and recommendations for issue resolutions.
· Participation in Ad Hoc and Steering Committee Meetings:  The MAXIMUS Project Manager will participate, as requested by the State Project Manager or Executive Sponsor, in project-related, ad-hoc meetings.  Presentations will be prepared using Microsoft tools, such as PowerPoint.  

· Memorandum for the Record (MFRs):  As needed, the MAXIMUS Project Manager will prepare MFRs for instances that require immediate communication to the State Project Manager or are outside of the normal status/progress reporting mechanisms mentioned above.  For example, an MFR would be prepared for the findings and recommendations from an IV&V assessment of a Change Request that requires special attention.  

· Reporting Risk Assessments:  Reporting status on risk is included separately as risk is constantly monitored and could be reported in several ways.  As part of the MAXIMUS Project Manager's risk management program, continuous risk assessments are performed and discussed in internal weekly MAXIMUS Project Team meetings.  The results of the weekly risk assessments are raised in the weekly status meetings; documented in the Weekly Status Report; or if it is significant enough and requires timely action, documented and submitted via an MFR.

Included in the risk assessment are:

· The status of risk mitigation actions

· Identification of new significant risks

· The likelihood of risk occurrence and the potential impact if the risk occurs

· Risks that have been successfully reduced or eliminated

As the development effort progresses, the MAXIMUS Project Manager reviews project processes to identify potential improvements including quality, services, applications, or techniques.  Many of these improvements are a result of QA and IV&V reviews, audits, meetings, and interactions between groups.  Problems, risks, and issues are a standard discussion topic in every weekly status meeting.
The MAXIMUS Team understands the importance of communicating project status in a clear and factual manner, as well as on a timely basis.  Our communication channels provide continuous updated information to all project stakeholders.

Much of what we do includes research, assessment, evaluation, and documentation of findings and recommendations.  In order to be efficient and consistent in our approach, we frequently use a variety of checklists to assist in our activities.

The approach described above will be used by the MAXIMUS Team to evaluate project reporting for the FI.  As part of this evaluation, we verify whether the status report processes for both internal and external stakeholders are adequately documented, followed, and remain effective.  If there are deficiencies identified during an evaluation, the MAXIMUS Team will provide recommendations to eliminate the deficiencies.
2.2.2 Phase II – Design and Development
The Louisiana MMIS Replacement Project, with excellent advance planning, has designated requirements gathering to begin with the Phase I Pre-Implementation work.  Our Phase I effort will build a firm foundation for the Design and Development phase.  The extensive work flow mapping and requirements definition tasks that we will execute in the preparation of the SFP will provide not only business knowledge within the team but a solid set of requirements which can be built upon during Phase II.  

The Design Phase is based on the system requirements and the solution architecture.  The process and methodologies defined at the beginning of the FI's project effort impact the quality of the code delivered.  These critical design activities include detailing design standards, documentation standards, design walkthrough processes, and review processes.

The requirements gathering tasks that continue throughout Phase II are critical to the future viability of the system.  Industry research shows that 43 percent of problems with software applications can be traced back to faulty or absent requirements.  It is a commonly held belief that the earlier a defect is found the less expensive it is to fix.  Application defects found post-release can be a hundred times more costly to fix than those discovered in the Requirements Phase.

Best practice assumes all of the requirements are captured in an electronic form where they can be stored and traced through the development lifecycle.  In addition, although software testing is designated to Phase II, testing actually begins during the Requirements Phase.  During design, testers work with the code developers to determine what aspects of the design are testable and the parameters for doing so.

Once the requirements are gathered and business process flows understood, the general systems design is accomplished.  Our experience with early verification of the appropriate design methodologies and processes, with periodic follow-up review, helps you uncover and address risks, issues, and problems before significantly impacting your project's scope, timeline, and cost.

This section details the MAXIMUS IV&V methodology and the deliverables for the Phase II - Design and Development Phase.
2.2.2.1 Task Order II-1:  Design & Development QA
MAXIMUS has based our IV&V methodology (MAX~IV&V) on the guidance and structure provided in IEEE STD 1012-2004:  Standard for Software Verification and Validation.  This IEEE standard supports the complete SDLC from acquisition through operations and maintenance.  It effectively defines the key IV&V tasks that should be addressed and the life cycle products that must be evaluated to help ensure development success at minimum risk.  MAXIMUS IV&V focuses on two major questions:

· Is the system built right?  Verification to determine whether or not the products of a given SDLC phase fulfill established requirements.

· Did the right system get built?  Validation to evaluate software at the end of the SDLC to ensure that it complies with all user requirements and performs as expected.

At the heart of MAX~QMM is the verification of each phase of the SDLC relative to itself and adjacent phases.  This verification activity enhances our ability to assess future risks and suggest redirection.  In addition, it allows us to ensure we have the means of validating all testable software requirements.  Each IV&V phase is designed to determine whether development products of a SDLC activity conform to the requirements defined for that activity and if the software satisfies its intended use.  These determinations include a variety of activities, such as:

· Assessment

· Analysis

· Evaluation

· Review

· Inspection

· Testing Review
Validation Services are designed to ensure that all business issues have been satisfactorily addressed.  This is distinctly different from Verification Services, which focus on the new Medicaid System's construction and performance.  

Validation is an activity that ensures the system as developed will meet the current and planned needs of DHH, including any changes to the business operations and, specifically MITA compliance.  Validation supports your goal that the new Louisiana MMIS meet all certification requirements established by the CMS.

Verification focuses on ensuring that the requirements are prioritized according to business functions and overall or specific risks.  Verification assumes that the requirements have been validated, approved, and allocated to the MMIS, DSS/DW, and POS systems and associated interfaces to other Louisiana systems and thus seeks to verify that these requirements and specifications are met in the final product.  Verification services, taken in this focus, must include:

· Review of key project deliverables to identify and prioritize testable requirements

· Verify various test artifacts (test scenarios, test runs, test scenarios, and test scripts)

The effectiveness the MMIS IV&V effort is measured by the amount of requirements and specification coverage that can be achieved.  To determine if full coverage can be achieved or to what degree coverage can be achieved requires a means to establish the basis for all subsequent Verification activities.  Our IV&V methodology establishes a traceability matrix that tracks all User, system, integration, interface, hardware and performance, training, implementation, and operations requirements to the following:

· Applicable test requirements

· Design specifications

· Use cases

· System interface specifications

· Detailed design elements

· Data models

· Schemas and dictionaries

· Data conversion and migration specifications

· User interface design specifications

· Test Scenarios and manual and automated test procedures

· Issue and defect reports

MAXIMUS also realizes that independent verification is not and cannot be limited solely to technical deliverables because business rules and practices require continual revamping as a result of the application build process.  Therefore, our IV&V services always include assessments of the Business Process Reengineering (BPR) aspects of the project.

Whether the phases occur once as in a traditional "waterfall" SDLC or multiple times using an "iterative" approach, such as the Rational Unified Process (RUP®) methodology, our IV&V methodology delivers the same high quality results.
Our V&V activities are performed concurrent with each SDLC phase, providing timely feedback to the software development team to enable the development and implementation of a quality software product.  The major V&V phases include:  
· Requirements verification (requirements validation and RTM evaluation) 

· Design verification (requirements traceability and sufficiency of design)

· Construction (code verification and software unit/component testing)

· System validation (functional, performance, technical, conversion, and data cleansing validation)

· System implementation (readiness for production roll-out)

· Operations and support (requirements management, system modifications)

MAX~IV&V mirrors the iterative nature of the development process where requirements should be fully defined prior to creating the design; the top-level and detailed designs should fully implement the approved requirements prior to construction/coding; and construction/coding is tested at each level of component build and integration prior to final system validation and acceptance testing.  

As most software development projects encounter various requirement changes throughout the development process, often entailing some level of rework of previously accomplished development effort, the MAXIMUS Team will work in real-time to address the impact of Change Requests on work already accomplished as well as benefits and/or risks of each proposed change to the project.  Exhibit 2.2.2.1-1:  MAXIMUS V&V Phases depicts the primary activities of verification and validation accomplished during the SDLC process.  It should be noted that concurrent with the primary development effort is the formal test planning that must be accomplished to ensure that each business and technical requirement has been effectively addressed and can be formally demonstrated to the client. 

Exhibit 2.2.2.1-1:  MAXIMUS V&V Phases.  The MAXIMUS V&V Methodology includes proven verification and validation processes and procedures for every step of the SDLC.

In Exhibit 2.2.2.1-2:  MAXIMUS IV&V Activities Sample, we present a concrete example of how the goals, input documentation, and principal activities would be conducted during requirements definition, design, and construction.  The MAXIMUS Team will customize these activities based on the details of the FI's work plan.

	
	Goal
	Input Documentation
	Principal Activities

	REQUIREMENTS 
VALIDATION
	To provide a high level of confidence that the system in development is defined with sufficient clarity to enter into the General System Design (GSD) phase
	· JAD session documentation

· User requirements specifications documents

· Technical requirements specifications documents

· Interface requirements specifications documents

· Testing requirements, planning, and strategy

· Conversion requirements specifications documents

· Requirements traceability plan 
	· Verify that software and interface requirements specifications documents are consistent with system requirements specifications documents

· Verify that software and interface requirements specifications documents are unambiguous, complete, consistent (internal and inter-relational), testable, and traceable

· Verify that the software development plan is comprehensive and its implementation viable

· Review testing requirements, planning, and strategy

· Assess requirements traceability approaches and tools 

· Participate in all reviews and meetings that impact the system development effort

· Document findings

	DESIGN 
VERIFICATION
	Help ensure, with a high degree of confidence, that the software development process is ready to move into the coding phase
	· All requirements specifications (for traceability purposes)

· General System Design (GSD) documentation

· Software Design Document (SDD)

· Technical architecture blueprint

· Interface design document

· Software test plans and test description

· Data requirements document

· Detailed System Design (DSD) 

· Report layouts

· Screen layouts

· Input/output data requirements

· Algorithms
	· GSD Verification

· Verify interfaces between hardware and software, including a high-level data flow verification 

· Verify SDD

· Verify requirements tracing and cross-referencing between the SDD and software requirements specification document

· Verify interface design document

· Verify software test plan 

· Document findings

· DSD Verification

· Begin verification of software test description

· Participate in all reviews and meetings that impact the system design effort


Exhibit 2.2.2.1-2:  MAXIMUS IV&V Activities Sample.  Each phase of a project's lifecycle requires a structured review of specific artifacts.

	
	Goal
	Input Documentation
	Principal Activities

	CODE VERIFICATION
	Code verification activities are designed to:

· Identify coding errors before the software moves from the development to integration testing environment

· Ensure that sound coding and system and unit test practices are being employed

· Ensure that the software design is accurately reflected in the code
	· All requirements specifications (for traceability purposes)

· Software development plan

· SDD

· Coding standards document

· Code

· Data dictionary

· Input/Output data
	· Verify consistency between code and SDD

· Verify approved standards and practices are followed

· Verify logical structure and syntax

· Verify data dictionary terms 

· Verify input data (including types and formats)

· Verify output data (including types and formats)

· Verify completeness and correctness of algorithms

· Verify that development activities are proceeding in accordance with the software development plan

· Participate in all reviews and meetings that impact the system development effort

	VALIDATION
	Validation activities confirm that:

· Requirements are addressed via observation of demonstrations, analysis, and inspection

· Performance and functional requirements are adequately tested

· Test results demonstrate  software requirements specifications and system test description document

Validation activities do not incorporate testing of all requirements and software components.  Emphasis is placed on a series of pre-selected, critical items.
	· All requirements specifications (for traceability purposes)

· Software Test Plans

· Unit

· Component

· System

· Performance and Stress

· User Acceptance

· Use Case Documentation

· Software Test Scripts

· Software Test Scenarios

· Test Data

· Test Results
	· Monitor software development vendor testing by analysis of test results

· Review requirements traceability to Use Cases and Test Script/Scenarios 

· Assess Security, Accessibility, and Performance Testing results

· Review Stress/Load Testing results

· Assess Boundaries Condition Testing

· Assess use of created and converted data in test planning and execution

· UAT development, execution, and validation


Exhibit 2.2.2.1-2:  MAXIMUS IV&V Activities Sample (continued).  Each phase of a project's lifecycle requires a structured review of specific artifacts.

The MAXIMUS Team recognizes the enormity of this effort to Louisiana and the role we play as your IV&V partner in assuring that the software developed for this project performs according to specifications and requirements.  In executing our tasks in accordance with industry standards and best practices, the MAXIMUS Team is confident we can assist DHH in monitoring the MMIS Replacement Project design and development process and ensure the effective performance throughout the System Development Life Cycle and CMS certification.

DHH seeks a partner to provide IV&V services, covering all application systems comprising the new MMIS Replacement Project (MMIS, DSS/DW, POS, and interfaces to other Louisiana systems).  IV&V is defined as a quality control measure used to assure that the software developed by the DDI Contractor performs according to specifications and requirements. 

Our involvement in requirements analysis activities and Verification preparation ensures that we have the opportunity to both identify and affect, in a proactive manner, potential issues, problems, and changes to help to ensure quality.  These activities include, at a minimum, the following:

· Technical Walkthroughs and Design Reviews

· Review of the FI's Unit, System Testing

· Review of the FI's Integration Testing and Support for Interface Testing

· Review of the FI's System and Functional Testing

· Review of the FI's Acceptance Testing

· Review of the FI's Performance Testing

· Database Conversion Validation

This section details the application of this methodology to the specific requirements of the MMIS IV&V Services Project.
2.2.2.1.1 Subtask II-1.1:  Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP)
Each Task is required to have an associated Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) that identifies the approach, resources, schedule, and deliverables required to successfully complete the task.  The delivery of this TAP is the first subtask for each Task Order.

At the start of the project, the MAXIMUS Team will develop a Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) for each task order.  The TAP for each task order will be based on the approach in this proposal and the resources, schedule, and deliverables will be based on the revised Work Plan.  At the start of this task order, the MAXIMUS Team will review the TAP and Work Plan with the State Project Management Team and make revisions as necessary.
2.2.2.1.2 Subtask II-1.2:  Definition of Design Milestones
The IV&V Contractor will assist DHH in defining design milestones to be met.

The MAXIMUS Team will assist the State in defining design milestones for the MMIS Replacement Project and updates to the proposed work plan in the Solicitation for Proposal (SFP) to include each milestone and proposed delivery date.  

After the Design and Development phase gets underway, we will work with the State and the FI to identify the final list of mutually agreed upon milestones and the specific dates for each milestone.  After Design Milestones are established, the MAXIMUS Team will work with the State and the FI to establish the dates, processes, and procedures for review of the associated deliverables.
2.2.2.1.3 Subtask II-1.3:  Quality Assurance of Design Documents and Artifacts
The IV&V Contractor shall verify system documentation is being generated and maintained and complete, accurate and meeting SFP requirements.

Conducting reviews and inspections of deliverables and sub-deliverables is a key part of our IV&V approach.  MAX~QMM includes a comprehensive approach to reviewing and inspecting deliverables.  To be most effective, the State's staff must be actively involved in the review process, particularly in validating the MAXIMUS Team deliverable review process and criteria, and then in reviewing and accepting the IV&V Deliverable review reports.  Our role is to provide comprehensive assessments of all the key development deliverables to ensure that the planning, status/progress, design, development, and transition documents and their resulting products, are accurate, complete, and validated.

In order to minimize the effort on the State, the MAXIMUS Team will work directly with the FI to resolve deliverable issues/deficiencies prior to State involvement in actual formal deliverable reviews.  For critical and complex deliverables, the MAXIMUS Team recommends some level of iterative draft reviews including walkthroughs with the FI to minimize rework on the deliverables.  The MAXIMUS Team will work with the State and the FI to determine where iterative/walkthrough reviews would be most beneficial in the review and acceptance of formal deliverables.

The interim preventive review or walkthrough differs from the final inspection review in the completeness and correctness of the deliverable, and the breadth of feedback provided.  The key to this activity is appropriate planning to ensure enough time is available to perform early reviews without impacting the FI's deliverable production time.  The normal sequential review of deliverables with final results provided to the vendor is usually the initial process, but the time required to go through a one-time only formal review may be unacceptable to both the State and the FI for approval and payment for the deliverables.  When the review cycle is changed to include sit-down meetings with the FI as part of the initial IV&V deliverable review process, the MAXIMUS Team has found that there is less conflict and confusion over comments and resolution of issues is significantly expedited.  This results in a quick vendor turnaround and approval of the deliverables by the MAXIMUS Team for State review.  Face-to-face resolution has always proven to be faster and more effective in resolving issues, particularly for complex or critical deliverables.

This interim preventive review approach is a value-added analysis of a deliverable-in-process, where the vendor receives beneficial input during the actual development of a deliverable.  In an interim preventive review, there is an increase in the mutual understanding of purpose and quality of a deliverable.  The result is that the State and the IV&V Team become clearer about the expectations of the deliverable, and the FI better understands what the State wants and needs to be delivered.

An inspection review is an examination of a complete deliverable where the developer receives approval from the State.  Anything found wrong during the final inspection review is considered a defect.

The MAXIMUS Team documents the procedure to be used in the review of deliverables.  The procedure describes the flow of the review process, the responsibilities of staff involved, the criteria for acceptance of each deliverable, and the timeframes for deliverable review.  We will work with our State counterparts to ensure that we have a coordinated review of all contractual deliverables.

The MAXIMUS Team will identify areas of review and proposed timeframes for those reviews based on information in the SFP, our experience, State input, and FI suggestions.  The MAXIMUS Team is sensitive to the impact to the schedule of lengthy and prolonged review processes, which is why we recommend the interim preventive review process.  Additionally, in most instances, our team members are involved in most of the functional and technical meetings/discussions that lead to the preparation of a vendor deliverable.  We also review a deliverable based on criteria established for its "type," for example a document versus source code.  This allows us to proceed through the review process in an organized and efficient manner.  

MAXIMUS believes that we are partners with the State.  Our partnership focus goes beyond striving for "no surprises."  We believe that in order to best meet the requirements of this RFP and to ensure an ongoing communication and knowledge transfer, we must work with our State counterparts, and any other support vendors, as we are planning, developing, and reviewing deliverables.

Exhibit 2.2.2.1.3-1:  MAXIMUS Deliverable Review Process, illustrates a review cycle that we have found effective on a number of projects and that we propose for this project.  The process emphasizes these elements:

· A partnership with State participants

· Structured, repeatable, and iterative reviews for consistency, clarity, and accuracy

· Well-defined schedule and milestones to facilitate staff planning for review

· Central repository for change control and version control during the deliverable development and review process

· Up-to-date Project Plan that reflects the status of deliverable reviews, as well as deliverables accepted

· Management control – a process that works!
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Exhibit 2.2.2.1.3-1:  MAXIMUS Deliverable Review Process.  Our deliverable review process is collaborative, well-defined, and controlled.

As part of our deliverable review process, the MAXIMUS Team will:

· Conduct initial meetings with staff to discuss the deliverable review process

· Work with the State to refine and confirm acceptance criteria for each deliverable

· Make recommendations to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the deliverable review process including adding interim preventive reviews

· Prepare a schedule of all deliverables including target completion dates by the FI and the target date to complete the review

· Assign IV&V work effort to all major deliverables and sub‑deliverables

· Participate in conducting interim preventive reviews and walkthroughs for complex/critical deliverables

· Conduct detailed review and walkthroughs of major deliverables and sub‑deliverables

· Provide the initial review of FI deliverables and resolve issues with the FI prior to formal State involvement in deliverable acceptance review

· Prepare a Deliverable Analysis Report outlining actions taken to complete the deliverable and identify any issues that could not be resolved with the FI that the IV&V Team believes could negatively impact the project

In most instances, MAXIMUS requires a maximum of five business days for review of deliverable documents.  Some deliverable reviews, such as large design documents, may require 10 business days.  Preparation, review, and deliverable submission timeframes will be included in the QA Work Plan.  The MAXIMUS Team assumes that the FI will provide specification documents that will include a basic outline and individual components of deliverables in draft for review.

It is clear to the MAXIMUS Team that the State wants the IV&V vendor to help ensure the FI deliverables are quality products (complete, accurate, and comprehensive), and the MAXIMUS Team intends to use the approach of early involvement in the FI deliverable development process to do just that.  There may be instances where the FI disagrees with critical findings of the IV&V Team, at which point the State will be appraised of the disagreements and the MAXIMUS Team will request State involvement for discussion and resolution.  The MAXIMUS Team and the FI will then incorporate the State's decision into the deliverable causing the conflict.  It is our intent to minimize the need for and use of this deliverable resolution process to the maximum extent possible.

In order to maximize the benefits for an early involvement in the deliverable review cycle, the MAXIMUS Team recommends a three-stage deliverable review process as depicted in Exhibit 2.2.2.1.3-2:  MAXIMUS IV&V FI Deliverable Review Process.  We anticipate reviewing two draft versions of each FI deliverable before we receive the final version.  The MAXIMUS Team will provide direct feedback to the FI for each draft deliverable.  This three-stage review process should ensure that by the time the final deliverable is provided to the State for review, the MAXIMUS Team and the FI will have confirmed that the format and content of each deliverable meets the expectations established between the State and the FI.


Exhibit 2.2.2.1.3-2:  MAXIMUS IV&V FI Deliverable Review Process.  Our three-stage deliverable review process for the MMIS IV&V Services Project.
Our IV&V deliverable review methodology includes checklists for key deliverables and a standard format for all deliverable review responses produced by our team.  The Deliverable Review Report (DRR) is the format that we will use to provide all our written deliverable reviews.  The four main sections of a DRR, and a summary of the contents of each, are shown in Exhibit 2.2.2.1.3-3:  MAXIMUS IV&V Deliverable Review Report Summary.

	DRR Section
	DRR Section Contents

	Deliverable Identification
	All vital statistics of the delivered item are recorded here.  This includes but is not limited to the document name, author, title, version number, date.

	Checklist Results
	This section reports the results of our checklist survey.  The appropriate checklist is filled out by the IV&V team and included.  Also, a thorough analysis of the deliverable is made by reading it and a few summary paragraphs are written by the IV&V analyst to address the quality of the document in terms of the items required on the checklist.

	Findings
	This section reports the items which IV&V has noted for the State's consideration.  This can include either portions of the deliverable that were exceptionally completed or portions that were missing or poorly done.  This section of the report is where discrepancies are itemized and where Issues or Action Items are addressed.

	Summary Statement
	This is the complete summary of the IV&V review and includes recommendations for mitigating the findings, where applicable.


Exhibit 2.2.2.1.3-3:  MAXIMUS IV&V Deliverable Review Report Summary.  A summary of the contents of our Deliverable Review Reports.
As your IV&V partner, the MAXIMUS Team ensures that the quality standards that deliverables are judged against are well understood by the FI so that expectations are clear.  Further, when we do identify discrepancies, they are clearly defined and formatted in our DRR.  This ensures the FI has all the information required to either clarify a point or make corrections.

The IV&V role may often be seen as adversarial with the FI; however, the MAXIMUS Team seeks to minimize this possibility beginning with its initial contact with the project.  The expertise of our personnel, the openness of our processes, and the ability to put both the State and the FI at ease with our procedures, brings a level of confidence to the project team.  Based on our years of experience, our IV&V Team understands how to confront without being confrontational.  That is to say, we fulfill our obligation to confront project risks and issues without making the concern a personal confrontation.

By applying objective, verifiable measurements made throughout the project lifecycle, the MAXIMUS Team presents to you, the owner of the system, a tool to view the progress of the project and the soundness of the product.  This evaluation of overall project performance on a regular basis provides confidence that the project will satisfy the established quality standards.

2.2.2.1.4 Subtask II-1.4:  Preliminary Design Review (PDR)
PDR is conducted after preliminary design efforts, but before start of detail design.  This review is the first opportunity for DHH to closely observe the DDI Contractor's hardware and software design and is to include the DDI Contractor's description of all design changes made with respect to the original design disclosed in the technical proposal and to provide rationale for the changes.  The IV&V Contractor will assist DHH in this review.

During the Design Phase of the project, the valid requirements are translated into the system design.  First, the overall system architecture is defined establishing the hardware platform that will process data and operate based on the programmed functionality.  Often times the basic system architecture and functional implementation approach are fairly well defined in a FI's proposal.  The hardware platform will include the implementation of most of the performance requirements of the program, although processing efficiencies for actual user productivity can be impacted by the coding methodology and skills of the FI code development team.

Next, the top level design is provided by the FI where the business requirements are assigned to specific functional modules associated with the 
"to-be" built system.  This top-level design is then matured to implementation level modules that can be assigned, coded, tracked, and tested at the lowest implantable level.

The Preliminary Design Review subtask is designed to provide DHH with an opportunity to review the FI's preliminary hardware and software design.  The PDR reviews should address not only the original requirements included in the SFP, but all design changes made to the original design in the FI's Technical Proposal.  This includes a summary of all the Louisiana specific requirements that impact the original design and a rationale for the change. 

The MAXIMUS Team will be actively involved in top-level and detailed design walkthroughs conducted by the FI to demonstrate that their proposed design accurately and completely implements the approved requirements.  We will perform an extensive analysis of the design specifications produced by the FI to ensure that all requirements have been designed and that each design specification meets the minimum set of quality factors.  

During the design walkthroughs, we will help to ensure that only approved requirements are included in the design, particularly any design aspects that require FI customization or new development.  Many times a transfer system or development framework provides additional functionality beyond the project's baseline requirements.  It will be the State's decision as to whether any such additional functionality is approved for implementation.  The MAXIMUS Team will work with the State and the FI to determine if the value of any "additional" functionality warrants the impact on project budget, schedule, development resources, training resources, and maintenance resources.

A number of technical deliverables are produced during the Design Phase that establishes the physical baseline for the MMIS.  Most of the technical documents resulting from this phase of activity are critical to the configuration control of the "To Be" built system and must be placed under formal configuration control once they are approved by the State.

Exhibit 2.2.2.1.4-1:  MAXIMUS QA Design Phase Checklist, is a tool MAXIMUS has designed to help ensure that design activities have been finished, reviewed, and signed off so the system design may move into the Development or Construction Phase.
	Design Phase Checklist

	Criteria
	Question(s)

	Completeness
	· Are all the items listed in requirements addressed in the design documentation? 

· Are the requirements fulfilled? 

· Is there enough data (logic diagrams, algorithms, storage allocation charts, and so on) available to help ensure design integrity? 

· Are algorithms and equations adequate, accurate, and complete? 

· Are requirements included for the support and test software and hardware to be used in the development of the product?

· Does the design implement required project behavior with respect to each program interface? 

· Are all program inputs, outputs, and database elements identified and described to the extent needed to code the program? 

· Do the design documents describe the operational environment into which the program must fit? 

· Are all required processing steps included? 

· Are all possible outcomes of each decision point designated? 

· Does the design take into account all expected situations and conditions? 

· Does the design specify appropriate behavior in the face of unexpected or improper inputs and other anomalous conditions? 

· Do the design documents reference all desired programming standards?

	Consistency
	· Are standard terminology and definitions used throughout the design documentation?  

· Are the style of presentation and the level of detail consistent throughout the design? 

· Does the design configuration help ensure integrity of changes? 

· Is there compatibility of the interfaces? 

· Is the test documentation compatible with the approved test requirements? 

· Is the design documentation free of internal contradictions? 

· Are the models, algorithms, and numerical techniques that are specified mathematically compatible?

· Are input and output formats consistent to the extent possible? 

· Are the designs for similar or related functions consistent?

· Are the accuracies and units of inputs, database elements, and outputs that are used together in computations or logical decisions compatible?

	Correctness
	· Does the design documentation conform to design documentation standards? 

· Does the design implement only that which is specified and approved in the requirements specifications, unless additional functionality is justified? 

· Is the test documentation current and technically accurate? 

· Is the design logic sound?  Will the program do what is intended? 

· Is the design consistent with documented descriptions and known properties of the operational environment into which the program must fit? 

· Do interface designs agree with documented descriptions and known properties of the interfacing elements? 

· Does the design correctly accommodate all inputs, outputs, and database elements whose format, content, data rate, and so on are not at the discretion of the designer?


Exhibit 2.2.2.1.4-1:  MAXIMUS QA Design Phase Checklist.  This checklist helps ensure that design activities have been finished, reviewed, and signed off so the system design may move into the Construction Phase.
	Design Phase Checklist

	Feasibility
	· Are the specified models, algorithms, and numerical techniques accepted practices for use within this application? 

· Can they be implemented within the constraints imposed on the system and on the development effort? 

· Are the functions, as designed, 'implementable' within the available resources?

	Modifiability
	· Are the modules organized such that changes in the requirements only require changes to a small number of modules?

· Do the functions and data structures that are likely to change have interfaces insensitive to changes in individual functions? 

· Is the functionality partitioned into programs to maximize the internal cohesion of programs and to minimize program coupling? 

· Does each program have a single function?

	Predictability
	· Does the design contain programs that provide the required response to identified error conditions? 

· Does the design schedule computer resources in a manner that is primarily deterministic and predictable rather than dynamic? 

· Does the design contain a minimum number of interrupts and event driven software?  Is justification given for uses of these features? 

· Is plausibility checking performed on the execution of programs to uncover errors associated with the frequency and/or order or program execution and the permissiveness of program execution?

	Robustness
	· Are all approved software requirements related to fault tolerance and graceful degradation addressed in the design?

	Structure
	· Does the design use a logical hierarchical control structure?

	Traceability
	· Does the design documentation show mapping and complete coverage of all approved requirements? 

· Are all functions within the scope of the approved requirements identified? 

· Are all functions identified so they can be uniquely referenced by the code? 

· Does the design documentation contain or reference a revision history that identifies all modifications to the design and the rationale for these changes? 

· Does the design documentation reference the design notes that have documented design decisions relevant to the software design? 

· Have safety and computer security functions been flagged?

	Understand-ability
	· Does the design documentation avoid unnecessarily complex designs and design representations?

· Is the design documentation written to allow unambiguous interpretation?

	Verifiability/ Testability
	· Does the design documentation describe each function using well-defined notation so that it can be verified against the requirements specifications and the code can be verified against the design documentation? 

· Are conditions and constraints identified quantitatively so that tests may be designed?


Exhibit 2.2.2.1.4-1:  MAXIMUS QA Design Phase Checklist (continued).  This checklist helps ensure that design activities have been finished, reviewed, and signed off so the system design may move into the Construction Phase.
As you can see from the checklist items, we typical verify that the following topics are being addressed properly in the design document:

· Coding Standards

· Operating System and Platform

· Security

· Error Handling

· Backup and Recovery

· Hardware Environment plans for Development, Testing, and Integrated Testing 

· Network services

· System Performance and Sizing

· Documentation Standards

· System Maintenance 

· Version Control

As part of assessing the PDR process, we will use the established project traceability matrix to track requirements to all elements of the design:  software design, hardware design, database design, interface design, test design, and deployment and maintenance.  The design elements are assessed per a set of quality factors that are based on industry standards and measurable quality criteria.  These include, but are not limited to, Completeness, Ambiguity, Correctness/Accuracy, Feasibility, Testability, Traceability, Maintainability, and Consistency.

In detail, the MAXIMUS Team contributes to the PDR process by:

· Assisting the State in assembling Change Requests approved to date for the Architecture and software subsystems

· Working with the State to identify and develop the metrics for the assessment of the quality and completeness of the PDR

· Participating in walkthroughs of the design to ensure completeness, correctness, technical integrity, and quality

· Assisting the State in assessing and validating the DDI Contractor's PDR both for the Technical Architecture as well as a PDR for each software functional subsystem included before proceeding to the Critical Design Review Phase 

· Preparing a formal written report on results of PDR efforts

The MAXIMUS Team will work with the State and the FI to ensure that the Preliminary Design Reviews are structured and timed to optimize the use of all staff and resources involved and minimize development risk.

2.2.2.1.5 Subtask II-1.5:  Critical Design Review
The Critical Design Review (CDR) is a multidisciplined product and process assessment to ensure the system under review can proceed into system fabrication, demonstration, and test, and can meet the stated performance requirements within cost (program budget), schedule (program schedule), risk, and other system constraints.  Generally this review assesses the system final design as captured in product specifications for each configuration item in the system (product baseline), and ensures that each product in the product baseline has been captured in the detailed design documentation.

MMIS is a complex system, where as the CDR may need to be conducted for each subsystem or configuration item.  The IV&V Contractor will assist DHH in these incremental reviews which would lead up to an overall system CDR and provide recommendations to move forward or not move forward with reasoning.

As DHH is well aware, modern MMIS systems are too complex to review all at once.  We fully expect that the PDR and CDRs are performed incrementally on both the architecture and each software subsystem.

In order to help define the approach for the design and development of application builds with the FI, the MAXIMUS Team will help ensure that our planned scope and approach to preparation and testing in an incremental development environment are aligned with the resulting definition for the application build processes.  The MAXIMUS Team has a demonstrated ability to validate the CDR processes based on industry standards and what is acceptable to the State.  We use the field tested design criteria and checklists detailed in Section 2.2.2.1.4, Subtask II-1.4:  Preliminary Design Review (PDR) to evaluate each design deliverable for this critical review.

The MAXIMUS Team contributes to the CDR process by assisting the State in:

· Working with the FI to identify the contents, format, and schedule for the CDR

· Assembling Change Requests approved to date for the Architecture and software subsystems.  

· Identifying and developing the metrics for the assessment of the quality and completeness of the CDR

· Assessing and validating the FI's CDR both for the Technical Architecture as well as a CDR for each software functional subsystem included before proceeding to the Implementation Phase

As detailed in Section 2.2.2.1.3, Subtask II-1.3:  Quality Assurance of Design Documents and Artifacts, the MAXIMUS Team applies a detailed, tested process for reviewing deliverables tailored to the LA MMIS Replacement Project requirements.  We will use this structured process as we prepare formal written reports on results of the incremental CDR efforts.  

Based on the results our CDR reviews, the MAXIMUS Team will provide DHH with our recommendations for a Go/No Go decision to the next phase of the project.

2.2.2.1.6 Subtask II-1.6:  Monitor Change Requests
The IV&V Contractor will implement a change request process to manage the project scope.  The objective of the change request process is to ensure that:

· Requests for changes to the scope, schedule, or budget of the project are documented and approved by the DHH Executive Steering Committee.

· Requests for change are effectively tracked and managed from initiation through resolution.

· The impact of a proposed change is thoroughly analyzed and documented before the decision to approve or deny it is made.

· The project adheres to the MMIS's rules governing changes to approved information technology projects.

Change requests will be required whenever there is a request for a significant change to the project scope, schedule, budget, or requirements as stated in 1) the Feasibility Study Report for the Project, 2) the requirements as listed in the Project SFP, or 3) baselined versions of the project schedule.  Using this policy as a guideline, the MMIS Project Manager will be responsible for determining which requested changes require a formal change request.

The control of requirements 'scope creep' is critical to project success and is a primary focus of all our IV&V engagements.  The ability of the project to tightly define its product is directly linked to the success of the project.  Along with the project knowledge gained in reviewing the Requirements Traceability Matrix, described in the next section, our experience in analyzing and determining the limitations of a project schedule to support further changes, allows the MAXIMUS Team to bring pertinent and timely recommendations to the impacts caused by scope of work changes. 

Our proven Change Control Process helps ensure that the project adheres to rules governing changes to approved information technology projects.  The MAXIMUS Change Control Process assesses the impact of changes being proposed to:

· The Feasibility Study Report for the Project,

· The requirements as listed in the Project SFP, or

· Baselined versions of the project schedule during the Design Phase and throughout the Contract 

Our Change Control Process consists of a technology component and a process component.  There are several excellent Industry Standard Change Control Management technologies available.  Beginning early, in the SFP development phase, the MAXIMUS Team will work with the State to identify the State Change Control Management preference consistent with published project standards, State standards, and the State technology profile. 

The MAXIMUS Change Control Plan documents the process of Change Control, which is basic to managing the project scope.  The following outlines our approach to implementing and monitoring the process of Change Control to manage the project scope:

· A Change Request is generated by the FI describing the change and why it is important that the requirements change(s) be made and forwarded to the State MMIS Project Manager.  Using the policy detailed in the SFP as a guideline, the State MMIS Project Manager is responsible for determining which requested changes require a formal change request.

· Assuming that the State MMIS Project Manager has determined that the proposed change request requires a formal change request, the FI provides an impact statement on how the change will impact the MMIS project (summarizing the impact to functional, technical, quality, and implementation [e.g., cost/schedule] requirements and how the change affects work already completed). 

· After determining the area of functionality or technology that is affected, the MAXIMUS Team will assign the Change Request to the appropriate MMIS IV&V Team member(s) to review the request and provides an assessment of the analysis provided by the FI in the previous step.  The change requests are reviewed for the thoroughness of the analysis of the functional and technical assessment of the FI.  Additionally an assessment is made of the necessity and timing of the change request as well as the impact on the overall project schedule.

· The State MMIS Project Manager will review the Change Request, the FI's impact statement, and the MAXIMUS Team assessment and makes a recommendation to the DHH Executive Steering Committee.

· The DHH Executive Steering Committee reviews and formally approve/disapprove the request.

The MAXIMUS Team will help ensure that the defined change request process is effective and that its implementation conforms to the defined process.  As part of our reviews we will help ensure that the Change Request and/or impact statement:

· States the purpose and need for the Change Request

· Describes the impact of not implementing the Change Request

· Identifies the criticality and priority of the Change Request

· Details what it will take to implement the Change Request from a resource (personnel and budget) and schedule standpoint

· Identifies options that may exist for incremental or reduced implementation

It is important that any produced Change Request be detailed in its justification, impact, implementation costs, and implementation schedule.  It is also important that any Change Request proposed by the FI include impact on the existing development effort if the Change Request is approved.  For example, if no additional budget is approved, what trade-offs are viable to compensate for implementing the Change Request or how additional qualified DHH resources will be made available to meet additional concurrent efforts not originally included in the baseline work plan.

The above will all be factors in our assessment of the Change Request benefits, impacts, and risks as well as our recommendations for disposition.

For every approved Change Request, the MAXIMUS Team will review the revision of the work plan to accommodate the additional effort and revision of the RTM to address new/changed requirements.

2.2.2.1.7 Subtask II-1.7:  Requirements Traceability
The IV&V Contractor shall conduct an initial assessment of requirements and associated business processes and develop a Requirements Traceability Matrix for managing the requirements and processes throughout the project life cycle.  This task will verify that design modules trace back to the requirements and vice versa.

Requirements management is a systematic approach to eliciting, organizing, and documenting the requirements for the new MMIS.  Requirements management is the process that establishes and maintains the requirement framework necessary to ensure agreement between the DHH stakeholders and the FI.  As an integral part of the Project's early stages, the MAXIMUS Team will work with the DHH Project Team to review the requirement framework in areas such as:

· Requirements Types.  Identifying requirement classes such as high-level requirements (e.g., business rules, vision statements, project goals), design requirements (e.g., use cases, business modeling), software requirements, and test requirements.

· Traceability.  Defining, documenting, and working with DHH Project Management on the cross-functional teams involved in or impacted by the requirements process and providing for the traceability of requirements across multiple project areas is critical to success.

· Multi-Dimensional Attributes.  Establishing requirement characteristics such as priority, owner, team or sub-team responsibility, degree-of-difficulty, or software release are attributes that need to be defined in order to effectively manage requirements and communicate information to stakeholders and the Project Team.  This compendium of requirement characteristics provides management a tool for managing the scope of the system and the Project Team a tool for understanding the elements of work that must be accomplished, including their interdependencies to other requirements.

The Requirements Traceability Matrix (RTM) associates requirements with the design modules that satisfy them.  Further, as the project progresses, the tests and test results that are based on the requirements also become part of the RTM as they are produced and executed.

For the LA MMIS Replacement Project, the FI is responsible for creating the RTM, and, the MAXIMUS Team will conduct IV&V reviews that validate the RTM.  Our aim in doing this is to ensure that all State and Federal Requirements are mapped to design, carried out in development, and finally properly tested and executed before implementation. 

The MAXIMUS Team will first review the business and technical requirements as they are defined and logged in the RTM.  We will then define a review process that seeks to ensure accuracy, clarity, and achievability within the parameters of the MMIS Replacement Project schedule and budget.

The MAXIMUS Team will be able to effectively complete this analysis because we will begin with a level of comprehension of the requirements gained by performing an in-depth analysis of the MMIS requirements during SFP development. 

Our major goals during software requirements analysis process are to verify the system and software objectives, to verify the adequacy of the system and component level requirements, and to assure that complete, consistent, correct, and understandable requirements are provided for the software design.  For completeness of requirements, the MAXIMUS Team will also assess each requirement for testability.  If the requirement is vague, contains undefined parameters, and/or does not provide the information on how the software should react, it is deemed an incomplete requirement.  

The MAXIMUS Team relies on the RTM when we provide verification of the system design deliverables.  First and foremost, the design must meet all requirements but, in addition, the design documents should be structured in such a way that requirements provide for easy identification and cross-referencing.  We will compare the design documents and deliverables to the requirements to ensure that all requirements are properly traced and accounted for in the design.  

MMIS IV&V Team reviews the RTM, which provides the tracking of requirements through design, implementation, test, and maintenance.  Overall, the MMIS IV&V Team approach to requirements analysis is as follows:

· Review any previously completed gap analysis of the requirements

· Identify the system and software objectives that the software must meet

· Define the criteria to be used for assessing whether the software requirements are met by the system and software

· Check that each system requirement allocated to software is testable (can be fully implemented in the software)

· Verify that all system requirements that should be allocated to software have been allocated

· Establish the link between the system requirements, software requirements and software documentation

· Identify other software requirements based on analyses of the system requirements, system interfaces, and required functions for verifying system and data integrity

· Identify all interfaces between components and external interfaces to legacy systems

· Verify that each software requirement provides sufficient information to design each component

· Analyze each software system requirement for correctness, testability, consistency, and completeness

· Confirm that the software requirements are consistent and do not conflict with other requirements (e.g., time responses) for other system components

· Identify and report on any outstanding problems with the software requirements back to the system requirements process

· Evaluate use cases, models and software Test Scenarios and procedures back to the requirements to ensure test coverage

· Identify any open issues between system and software requirements

· Relate and document any ambiguities, inconsistencies, and incomplete and insufficient system or component level requirements to the proper source for correction

This process uses the user requirements, data flow and entity diagrams, system requirements (including the interfaces to legacy systems, software, and user interfaces to software) and system design constraints (including any safety-related and security-related requirements), the initial project management plan, and software requirements standards.  The software requirements encompass functional, performance, interface, safety, security, and quality requirements.  

The MAXIMUS Team will submit a formal report of our analysis of the RTM to DHH.

2.2.2.1.8 Subtask II-1.8:  Unit Test Results
The IV&V Contractor is required to conduct System Development in accordance with the approved System Design deliverables.

The IV&V Contractor must verify and validate unit test results of all program modules and processes before they are integrated and system tested and ensure results of the unit tests are fully documented.

The IV&V Unit Test tasks that occur in Phase II set the stage for continued code and test results review processes that will provide validation of the FI's procedures for testing throughout the project.  Based on our IV&V experience on other large software development projects, the transition from development to test is a continuous one that occurs hand in hand with requirements management and data verification.  

For the LA MMIS Replacement Project, the FI has responsibility for Unit Test while the MMIS IV&V Team independently evaluates and tests the application during the development phase using a sample of the Unit Test cases developed by the FI.  As the testing and implementation of the system progresses, the MAXIMUS Team will analyze the final Integration/System Test results and the Data Conversion test results to ensure completeness.

Whether we execute IV&V tests or analyzes test results, the MAXIMUS Team has found that two key concepts are critical to project success:

· First, the testing must be planned from the beginning of the project.  Not only in timelines and milestones but by ensuring that the Test Manager has the information on requirements and design decisions that are made throughout the early portion of the project.  Testing is a fast paced activity that must be accompanied by detailed planning in order to maximize its effectiveness.

· Second, the execution of data conversion and testing cannot be separate activities.  It is crucial that live data, that is data resulting from the conversion process, is used in the later testing phases.  Ideally, even developers in the early stages should have converted data to run unit tests with, but often that is impossible on a large scale project.  By the time the project reaches UAT, however, a solid set of test data derived from converted data should be available and loaded, and in actuality should already have been used throughout Integration and System test as well.

A quality implementation is a joint product of high quality code and careful testing.  The MAXIMUS Team will help ensure this for the Louisiana MMIS Replacement Project by code walkthroughs and inspections during the development phase, and verification that stringent, well planned test cases, which are mapped in the RTM to the requirements, are executed during the testing phase.  Therefore, for the Unit Test portion of our test support, the MAXIMUS Team proposes not simply verifying the end result of the development process, but, in addition:

· Participating in a sample of code walkthroughs

· Inspection of code samples

· Evaluate Unit Test documentation

· Assessment of Unit Test results

By rigorously analyzing samples of the code design, the coding process, the Unit Test design, and the final test results of both individual systems and the total system, we will help ensure that the MMIS Replacement System is constructed consistently with the approved design, as well as to project and State standards.

The MAXIMUS Team understands the investment the State is placing in the FI to produce a singular deliverable, the source code, whose quality will impact DHH and the State for many years.  To support this goal, we will participate in FI led walkthroughs of the code and verifies with updates of the design to ensure completeness, correctness, technical integrity, and quality.  This helps support the ability of the project to identify quality improvements to the code at an early stage, thus lowering the overall complexity and maintenance costs of the software in the long run. 

This is why our methodology provides an independent assessment of the overall quality of the source code by conducting sample inspections of the code.  A code inspection, sometimes called a code review, consists of reading the written lines of code for consistency and adherence to standards.  This review is led by a technician who is very familiar with the technologies used to develop the software and with the latitude to access additional resources if necessary. 

We expect that the FI will publish Code Development Standards which will become the primary document that drives the code review.  The MAXIMUS Team will use industry standards and lessons learned from other projects when reviewing the code and unit testing.

Additionally, the MAXIMUS Team will conduct a walkthrough of test documentation to verify that it is comprehensive and addresses the full scope of testing required for the effort.  Some but not all of the items considered in a walkthrough include:

· Entrance and Exit Criteria clearly defined for all test phases

· Test Readiness Review occurs before each test phase

· Test Case templates are formatted for ease of statistic gathering

· Defect tracking is tightly controlled so that reporting is verifiable

Finally, each test validates a single module that, based on the technical design documents, was built to perform a certain task with the expectation that it will behave in a specific way or produce specific results.  Unit tests focus on functionality and reliability, and the entry and exit criteria can be the same for each module or specific to a particular module.  Unit testing is done in a test environment prior to system integration.  If a defect is discovered during a unit test, the severity of the defect will dictate whether or not it will be fixed before the module is approved.

The MAXIMUS Team will document our findings as part of our ongoing status reporting during the coding and unit testing phase of the project.  We will provide DHH with a final report at the end of the phase to help the State make a Go/No Go decision on moving to the next phase of the project.

2.2.2.1.9 Subtask II-1.9:  Evaluation of Integration/System Test Environments
Testing of the system is a critical step in the overall development of any system.  In many development projects, system testing is coupled with the development tasks.  The State of Louisiana is placing major emphasis on the testing of the system prior to acceptance testing and implementation activities and for this reason has broken out testing to be conducted by the IV&V Contractor.

In-depth, process-driven, and fully documented testing is required for the MMIS Replacement Project.  The IV&V Contractor must certify and demonstrate, as required, the system is free from defects; functions per the approved system design; has validated requirements; and is ready for User Acceptance Testing prior to the completion of the Integration and System Testing Tasks.

The MAXIMUS Team has extensive experience evaluating software and system testing procedures.  Our IV&V team members have seen many testing strategies, their successes, and their failures.  In addition to providing a critical eye toward the evaluation of test planning documentation, the MAXIMUS Team is able to make use of our test automation experts, when required, to ensure that performance and load testing is executed properly and with testing statistics provided to DHH. 

As Louisiana is aware, modern MMIS are extremely complex.  In order to facilitate the transition of a monolithic application into enterprise-wide, services-oriented components, Louisiana envisions an incremental approach will be applied to the design reviews, and we expect the same incremental approach will be applied to testing.

Our test preparation processes fully prepares our IV&V Team to implement testing on an as-needed basis.  Since test cases are developed from requirements and design specification, the test artifacts are being built as the design proceeds.  The MAXIMUS Team will be involved in the test activities as integral members of the team, helping the State and the FI define the test approach.

The Evaluation of Integration/System Test Environment subtask, as described by the DHH for the IV&V of the Replacement MMIS, consists not only of evaluating and reporting on the multiple test environments that will be under construction for the testing phase of the project, but also includes the execution by the MAXIMUS Team of independent testing of a sample subset of test scripts to accompany the testing required by the FI.  

Throughout the design and development processes for Louisiana's MMIS Replacement Project, the MAXIMUS Team will evaluate the FI's deliverables to help ensure that the project is positioned to proceed to the next phase.  This is a core concept in the preparation for verifying, through test, that the system is built to meet its specifications.  Thus, when the project arrives at the inception of testing, the MAXIMUS Team has analyzed, documented, and traced the requirements such that the expectations for the execution of testing are clear.

In addition to being fully prepared to analyze the results of the testing, the MAXIMUS Team independently tests the system during integration and system testing.  Thus, this two pronged approach provides an independent evaluation to ensure that the project is ready for the User Acceptance Test Phase.  

As the components of the Louisiana MMIS Replacement Project are incrementally developed, a common definition for what is meant by the various types of testing within the IV&V effort is established.  The illustration shown in Exhibit 2.2.2.1.9-1:  Standard "V" Model helps show the various software testing activities as they relate to software development.  This exhibit expands on our earlier Exhibit 2.2.2.1-2:  MAXIMUS V&V Phases.  Note that each major development activity has an associated test activity.  This "V" Model shows that System Testing relates to the Requirements and High Level Design Activities, and that Component Testing relates to Detailed Design activities.  Component Testing is intended to ensure that as components are developed, they can be integrated into a functioning system.  System Testing ensures that all discrete functions for each component specified in the requirements and design documentation are present and work as intended.  This includes testing of all components, user interfaces, user guides, help documentation, and the reporting process and report outputs.

Exhibit 2.2.2.1.9-1:  Standard "V" Model.  Each major development activity has an associated test activity.
The "textbook" System Testing protocol calls for a fully integrated system, including the target database populated with test data (a snapshot of production data).  Testing a fully integrated system or testing in a "true end-user environment" where the business functions and processes are used as the basis of test execution is referred to as System Testing.  The goal of System Testing is to demonstrate that a system performs its job following the exact set of processes and steps that would be applied by the target customer or end-user.  Thus, System Testing ensures that all requirements and specifications are met, the performance of the system meets expectations, data integrity is maintained, and so forth.  

Once System Testing has been successfully completed, the MMIS, DSS/DW, POS Systems and interfaces would be ready for User Acceptance Testing, Simulated Production Testing or Pilot, and/or Parallel Operations.  

We are fully prepared to deal with this challenge based on our experiences with other large, complex applications.  We understand, for example, that in this type of environment Test Scenarios and test procedures for components based on requirements and designs must:

· Allow for rapid changes and updates in both requirements and specifications

· Be flexible in that "defects" encountered may not represent bugs, but changes in the design not previously reported

· Recognize that not all functionality and features currently exist, and that lack of certain functionality may or may not result in a defect

As the spiral of incremental development completes several cycles, integration of components into some semblance of an integrated system can be performed.  This allows us to focus on both component functionality and integration testing.  As these components become more complete, the System(s) should be in a state to allow for system testing.  Again, the same challenges apply in that during system testing, prior to all functionality being "completed", defects encountered may, in fact, represent merely the absence of certain functionality as opposed to a true error of functionality.  

Exhibit 2.2.2.1.9-2:  Incremental "V" Model for MMIS, POS, and DSS/DW Verification Testing, illustrates how the "V" model appears for the MAXIMUS Team in an incremental development approach.

Exhibit 2.2.2.1.9-2:  Incremental "V" Model for MMIS, POS, and DSS/DW Verification Testing.  Each incremental development activity has an associated iterative test activity.
As clarified by the State in the Q&A responses to the IV&V RFP, the testing that takes place during the Design and Development phase is to shore up and support the testing being done by the FI by focusing on in-depth process driven paths in the application.  Based on this clarification, our focus will be to develop and execute testing paths that match the business process requirements for Louisiana.  Our test cases will not be the same at the test cases that the FI creates.  In some cases, the IV&V business process tests may need to wait to be executed until sufficient functionality is built into the application.  However, in developing our test cases we will build on our analysis of the component, integration, and system level test cases developed by the FI.  This means that the iterative process of requirements tracking, business process definition, and test case development that we will go through serves the goals of DHH by bringing all facets of the development effort together into a comprehensible and understandable set of verifiable results.

2.2.2.1.10 Subtask II-1.10:  Assessment of Data Conversion Plan
The IV&V Contractor will conduct an initial assessment of data conversion plans, procedures, and software including:

· relevant data conversion deliverables, giving particular attention to parallel

· testing

· procedures for reviewing converted data for completeness and accuracy

· monitoring errors

· contingency plans

Data conversion efforts on projects of this magnitude are as critical as the quality of the requirements to the overall success of the project.  Conversion of legacy data from multiple sources is a project unto itself, within the larger MMIS Replacement Project, and is often not accorded the early and detailed attention it needs and deserves.  Some of the complexities and issues that may pose a challenge to Louisiana with the MMIS Replacement Project data conversion include the following:

· Phasing of conversion between and among the multiple components that the new MMIS is replacing

· Synchronization issues with incoming data

· Metadata management

· Mapping incompatible data types between the new and legacy systems

· Multiple systems identified as the system of record

· Age, volatility, and general quality of the existing data in the legacy systems

· Resource demands required for any manual conversion activities

The MAXIMUS Team is very sensitive to data conversion issues because the data not only drives the application; it is the output and purpose of the application.  Our experience is a key factor in ensuring conversion is well planned, with a thorough and comprehensive Data Conversion Plan that supports the application development tasks.

The MAXIMUS Team will verify that the FI develops a Data Conversion Plan that addresses, at a minimum, the following areas:

· A description of all data sources and data targets, including the requirements for converting legacy data to required formats.  This also includes Data Conversion Business Rules, Data Mappings between Legacy Sources, Physical & Logical Data Models, and detailed descriptions of Data Conversion Procedures.

· Field mappings, tools, data validation and cleansing methods/algorithms, and any other software programs that will be used or will need to be written to support data conversion. 

· A Data Conversion Test Plan detailing how converted data will be validated to be correct before use in the new production system.

· A description of the approach to synchronizing the data between the new system and legacy systems, including any plans required to support delivery of data to the pre-production and production environments in phases.

· A description of how data anomalies and errors will be handled and how the data reconciliation process will work.

· Schedule of deliverables and resources needed to complete the conversion effort.

Once the plan is in place, the MAXIMUS Team will monitor progress to help ensure that data conversion tasks are completed.  One of the most important tasks of the FI Data Conversion Team that we will evaluate is the amount and type of converted data that is available to the development and test teams.  Ideally, the data conversion tasks should be structured so that programmers and testers have access to initial samples of converted data.  This helps the data conversion team by supporting some of the data conversion testing and aiding in verification of the correctness of the conversion process.  And it also supports the programming and test teams so that they understand the true nature of the MMIS data.  Test data created by development teams is necessary and has its place, but the converted data often provokes code changes that could not have been anticipated until a programmer can see all the moving parts interact with the code.

2.2.3 Phase III – Testing and Implementation
2.2.3.1 Task Order III-1:  Independent Verification and Validation of LA MMIS
2.2.3.1.1 Subtask III-1.1:  Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP)
Each Task is required to have an associated Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) that identifies the approach, resources, schedule, and deliverables required to successfully complete the task.  The delivery of this TAP is the first subtask for each Task Order.

At the start of the project, the MAXIMUS Team will develop a Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) for each task order.  The TAP for each task order will be based on the approach in this proposal and the resources, schedule, and deliverables will be based on the revised Work Plan.  At the start of this task order, the MAXIMUS Team will review the TAP and Work Plan with the State Project Management Team and make revisions as necessary.
2.2.3.1.2 Subtask III-1.2:  Analysis of Data Conversion Results
The IV&V Contractor shall analyze all Data Conversion results documentation to ensure concerns, issues, risks, and recommendations

have met the requirements of Data Conversion Plan and to ensure data integrity is maintained.

The conversion effort for any major automation implementation, such as a replacement MMIS, is an evolving set of tasks that begin early in the Design Phase of the Project; Louisiana's Replacement MMIS Project is a classic example of this.  The MAXIMUS Team will actively monitor the FI's conversion progress from the beginning and will continually report concerns, issues, risks, and recommendations in our IV&V status reporting.  The MAXIMUS Team expects the following tasks to be part of the FI's Conversion Plan.

	Task
	Purpose

	Meetings to Discuss Conversion Requirements
	During the Design and Development Phase frequent meetings will be held to identify what legacy data is to become the basis for the Replacement MMIS.

	Meetings to Discuss Conversion Rules
	During the Design and Development Phase frequent meetings will be held to identify the conversion rules for the legacy data.

The set of rules will expand as conversion logic is developed and tested.

	Data Conversion 

Testing
	The DDI's Conversion Team will implement all identified Conversion rules,  convert legacy data and produce an exception report

	Discussions on Conversion Testing Exception Reports
	Each Conversion test will further refine the success of the conversion task.  The exception report produced for a Conversion test will be reviewed and action items assigned based on the identified resolution, e.g.; refinement of conversion rule and/or additional legacy cleansing.

	DHH Legacy MMIS Data Cleansing
	Each Conversion test could identify legacy data that is not within the boundaries of the conversion rules; this data will have to be modified to bring it into compliance with the conversion rules or purged from the conversion input.


The MAXIMUS Team will evaluate the MMIS proposed plans, procedures, and software for data conversion.

· We will monitor and evaluate the data migration, conversion, and cleansing process to confirm the process is operating smoothly and that key issues are being resolved in a timely manner.

· We will verify the adequacy and thoroughness of the evaluation of all existing data needed to identify duplicate or common data elements and the strategy for combining these elements into a single, unified data model that adheres to database normalization standards.

· We will verify that the data conversion/migration strategy accounts for the precedence of data accuracy where duplicate data elements are identified before and during the data conversion/migration.

· We will verify that data interfaces are the same as in the requirements of the MMIS system.

· We will assess the adequacy and thoroughness of data conversion testing.

· We will evaluate the performance of DHH in regard to the Agency's responsibilities for data migration, conversion, and cleansing; and will provide written reports making recommendations for changes and improvements.

· We will verify that procedures are in place and are being followed to review the completed data for completeness, accuracy, and data clean-up as required.

· We will determine conversion error rates and determine if they are within parameters established by the Project Team.

· We will evaluate the DDI Vendor's Conversion Plan and make recommendations to make the process more efficient. 

· We will evaluate the processes proposed to maintain data integrity and make recommendations to improve the process. 

· We will monitor and assess the execution of the conversion plan.
Our data conversion assessment, including our additional focus areas, ensures that the following data conversion deliverables and processes will result in data stores necessary to fully operate the new system, and meet other data access and reporting requirements:

· Data Conversion Plan and Schedules

· Data Mapping

· Data Cleansing

· Data Enrichment

· Conversion Execution

· Data Archiving and Access

The MAXIMUS Team will monitor, evaluate, and report on the technical accuracy and completeness of all data conversions associated with this project.  The following processes will be used to ensure data conversion effectiveness:

· Anomaly Evaluation

· Critical Analysis

· Migration Assessment

· Retirement Assessment

A baseline data conversion checklist will be provided at the beginning of the data conversion planning effort.  This checklist will be enhanced and expanded to meet the specific needs of the project.

The MAXIMUS Team will submit our Data Conversion Assessment Report to the DHH MMIS Project Manager during the development and testing phases of the project for the data conversion immediately prior to System Test, UAT and Implementation.
2.2.3.1.3 Subtask III-1.3:  Analysis of Integration/System Test Results
The IV&V Contractor shall analyze all Integration/System results documentation to ensure concerns, issues, risks, and recommendations have met the requirements of Integration/System Test Plan.

The MAXIMUS Team will use the following criteria to assess the MMIS DDI Vendor's Component Integration Test and System Test results.

· Test Planning:  The Test Phase Test Plan is based on the requirements, feature sets and functionality, Design Specifications, and Test Traceability Matrix, and follows a standard test plan outline.  A Test Plan defines the specific and detailed test objectives; the test approach; the types of tests; test requirements and associated pass/fail criteria; required test data types; the test environment; and a detailed schedule of tasks, resources, personnel, and durations.  As the FI's Integration Test Plan and System Test Plan are submitted for approval, the MAXIMUS Team will assess their use and effectiveness.

· Test Case and Test Procedure Development:  We will review specific test cases for each type of test activity.  Each test case should describe the test objective, the requirements satisfied in the test case, test environment, test data, and contains one-to-many test procedures and associated expected results.

· Test Data Development:  We will review the process for developing and using test data.  We will also assess the target production databases or existing development/test database along with data dictionary and relationship diagrams to see if they are available for system testing.

· Test Environment Setup:  The MAXIMUS Team will help determine that an appropriate test environment has been established and configured in accordance with physical hardware and operating system requirements.  

· Test Execution:  We will review a sample of the test results that are recorded from each test phase.

· Defect Reporting:  We will review that the process and results for defect reporting and tracking include, at a minimum, the following:

· Status (Number of Open, Closed, In-Work, In-Test, and Deferred Defects)

· Severity and Priority of Defects

· Trending of Defect Resolution

These defect metrics will be a tool in the decision process for assessing the adequacy of testing for each test phase and determining readiness to proceed to the subsequent test phase, or application release to production.

Testing will be considered adequate for each functional test phase, e.g. Integration/System, upon successful completion of documentation reviews and accomplishment of the Test Completion Criteria.

All test execution must be governed by the Test Phase Test Plan and subsequent test plans for each test activity, and associated Test Cases and must be performed on all platforms and environments planned to be supported by the MMIS System.  The MAXIMUS Team believes that the types of tests for the MMIS System should include the following: 

· Component Integration Testing:  Component Integration testing is the testing of a partially integrated application to identify defects involving the interaction of components.  These can be custom developed software or COTS applications.

· System Testing:

· Requirements Based/Design Specification Based Functional Testing:  The MAXIMUS Team will monitor execution of the selected test cases to demonstrate that requirements and design specifications have been implemented in the system and that all functionality performs as intended.

· Failure Injection Testing:  These tests are designed to force the system to respond to invalid data entries, exception conditions, and valid but extreme data conditions (boundary conditions).  These tests should be executed on a wide range of supported End User platforms, operating systems, browsers, and settings.  

· Run-Time Errors:  Test Cases that will validate whether or not the run-time errors have been eliminated

· Application Freeze:  Test Cases that will validate whether or not the MMIS System freezes during specific activities

· Data Driven Testing:  Tests to ensure that all applicable data types can be used across the application.  The goal of this testing is to validate the use of every data element designed for the application.  This requires the use of an equivalence class of input data values that will trigger all unique/independent actions within the application. 

· Referential/Data Integrity Testing:  Based on the Master Test Plan and the Test Cases for database integrity testing, these tests will ensure integrity of all data entered and used across the application, and that the MMIS database does not experience any database corruption in a multi-user environment while performing various functions and sharing the same data files.

· Interface Testing:  Tests on all interfaces to external or legacy systems to ensure that they can communicate and transfer the required data, that the interfaces are secure, and that the timeframes for data transfer and transaction processing meet requirements for both the MMIS and the external or legacy systems.

· Security Testing:  Tests to ensure that all levels of application security have been implemented based on security requirements and design specifications.  In addition, tests to assess the vulnerability of the MMIS System to external threats.

· End-to-End Testing:  Execute tests designed to simulate (as close as possible) actual workflow/operational conditions.  End-to-end testing will require a fully integrated application environment.

· Usability Testing:
· User-Friendly Assessment:  Perform a usability assessment and provide appropriate feedback regarding adherence to the MMIS System requirements and standard user interface and workflow design

· Consistency Check:  Perform a Consistency Check and provide appropriate feedback regarding adherence to MMIS System requirements

· Performance Testing:  Based on the Test Phase Test Plan and performance related Test Cases, these tests will measure the response times for various user actions in a multi-user situation for up to a predetermined number of connected and concurrent users.  The Load Test Cases should reflect the production equipment, user scenarios, required test data, performance test scenarios, load test objectives, test execution schedules, and test script debug efforts.

· Regression Testing:  Provide regression testing on all areas that have been modified by changes/fixes to defects or bugs encountered during the course of testing.  All regression tests will be evaluated by the MAXIMUS Team and DHH and ultimately need to be approved by DHH.
Test Deliverables

Component Integration Testing and System Testing should result in the following deliverables:

· Test Phase Test Plan:  Defines the specific and detailed test objectives, test requirements and associated pass/fail criteria, the test approach, the types of tests, required test data types and test data, the test environment, and a detailed schedule of tasks, resources, personnel, and durations.

· Project Test Schedule:  A detailed project test schedule using Microsoft Project.  This schedule should include all tasks and resource assignments, required predecessors, durations and work effort, and anticipated start and end dates for each task.  

· Test Case Specification:  This should include all Test Case requirements, objectives, pre-requisites, expected responses, etc. for each type of test defined in the methodology.

· Test Procedures:  Detailed test procedures that define the specific sequence of steps required to perform the test case should be an integral part of Test Case.

· Test Results:  Defect reports, actual versus expected test results.
Test Completion

The duration and extent of software application system testing is often heavily influenced by project cost and schedule limitations.  However, from the IV&V perspective, testing will be considered adequate for each test phase upon meeting the following Test Completion Criteria:

· General Metrics

· All test case requirements have been traced to test procedures

· 95 percent of the test case requirements have completed testing successfully

· There are no open severity 1 or 2 defects
· Component Integration Test results will be analyzed to:  
· Determine that the software components are integrated properly based on reported results. 

· Validate that the software satisfies the test acceptance criteria.  The MAXIMUS Team will verify that discrepancies between reported and expected test results have been documented and properly resolved.
· System Test results will be analyzed to verify that the software satisfies the system requirements based on reported results and to validate that the software satisfies the test acceptance criteria.  The MAXIMUS Team will verify that discrepancies between reported and expected test results have been documented and properly resolved.
· Review and assess testing of critical requirements such as safety, security, integration, interfaces, and privacy.
· Through close inspection and on-going monitoring, determine if the associated software releases are ready for the next testing stage.
The MAXIMUS Team will submit periodic Testing Assessment and Recommendations Reports during the testing phases of each functional release.  We will submit monthly Accessibility Testing Assessment and Recommendations Reports during the testing phases of each functional release.  We will submit monthly Security Testing Assessment and Recommendations Reports during the testing phases of each functional release.

The MAXIMUS Team will submit our Analysis of Integration/System Test Results Report to the DHH MMIS Project Manager at the completion of the System Testing phase of the project.

2.2.3.1.4 Subtask III-1.4:  Assessment of Readiness for UAT
The IV&V Contractor shall document and report concerns, issues and risks and recommendations as to the readiness for User Acceptance Testing.  The intent of this task is to verify that the Test Plan was followed and the criteria used to test the scenarios for each deliverable has been reviewed and documented according to the processes developed.

The major goal of User Acceptance Testing (UAT) is to test and then to certify that the new system is functional within the revised operational environment of DHH.  Organizational change will be inevitable given the scope of the Replacement MMIS.  How well trained and prepared the DHH staff is will strongly influence the success of UAT and ultimately the success of implementation.  The FI's testing and test results must instill confidence within DHH that the Replacement MMIS functionality has been adequately tested at the requirement level and at the MITA Business Process Level.

The MAXIMUS Team will focus on the documented test results and the status of open defects from the Integration/System testing tasks.  As previously stated, progression to UAT cannot be a recommendation until there are no open Severity 1 or Severity 2 defects.  Additionally, all open Severity 3 defects must be reviewed and prioritized by DHH and the MAXIMUS Team for the FI.  The goal will be to have the bulk of Severity 3 defects resolved, tested and incorporated before implementation.

The MAXIMUS Team will continuously inspect and ultimately verify that the FI has followed, without deviation, the approved Test Plans unless DHH approves any deviation.  In preparation for the UAT Phase of the project, the MAXIMUS Team activities will include:

· Verification of the system performance to meet the approved functional and technical requirements (does the system meet performance requirements?)

· System performance is validated in an operationally representative environment (is any pilot test completed successfully?)  

· Demonstration that the infrastructure is available to support the new system (help desk, training, supportability documentation)

There are many critical activities during the Acceptance Test Phase that will help navigate the MMIS products to implementation.  In addition to detailed planning of the implementation activities, there is the formal validation of the MMIS functionality and performance in a realistic operational environment.  The checklist in Exhibit 2.2.3.1.4-1:  MAXIMUS Testing Checklist is a tool MAXIMUS has designed to help ensure that testing activities have been finished, reviewed, and signed off so that tested software is ready for UAT.  The MAXIMUS Team will tailor the checklist to the MMIS IV&V Services Project.  

	Testing Checklist

	Criteria
	Question(s)

	Completeness
	· Are all test activities planned and documented?

· Have the resources, project team responsibilities, and management activities needed to plan, develop, and implement the testing activities that will occur throughout the life cycle been identified?

· Have the test products at each test phase been specified?

· Has the test environment (hardware, software, test tools, and data) needed to conduct the tests been determined?

· Has a schedule for executing the test activities been established?

· Have unit, integration and system tests with appropriate data been developed to exercise and validate all specified application requirements, functions, and objectives?

· Are final test results accompanied by a completed test results/error log form?

· Have the integration tests been defined at each element level, stating objectives, and what is to be tested been verified?

· Have all aspects of the formal interfaces that must undergo formal integration testing been defined?

· Have the test tools and software that must be developed to adequately test the required functionality been planned?

· Has a final review been conducted for the integration and testing stage?

	Consistency
	· Have the occurrence and timing of the test phases in the life cycle and the entrance and exit criteria for each test phase been identified?

· Have criteria for evaluating the test results of each test phase been established?

· Does each type of test use controlled computer generated or live data as specified?

· Has a definition of, and the objectives for, each test case been provided?

· Have detailed test scripts been prepared for each test case?

	Correctness
	· Do testing materials conform to project standards?

· Are discrepancies identified, added to the problem report, and problems resolved?

· Do the test methodologies include the types of tests required, test documents, test methods, and test data collection?

· For each type of test conducted, are the test results compared with the expected results?

· Do the test scenario(s) including the step-by-step procedure, the number of processing cycles to be tested or simulated, and the method and responsibility for feeding test data to the system been defined?

	Traceability
	· Has mapping occurred to identify which requirements are verified in what test phase?

	Understandability
	· Is there a glossary of terms?


Exhibit 2.2.3.1.4-1:  MAXIMUS Testing Checklist.  This checklist helps ensure that testing activities have been finished, reviewed, and signed off so that tested software is ready for UAT.

	Testing Checklist

	Verifiability/Testability
	· Are system and acceptance testing of the software planned and performed to demonstrate that the software satisfies its requirements?

· Has the necessary testing been established to validate that the project requirements have been met? 

· Is retesting required to verify that the problem solution eliminates the problem and does not introduce new errors?

· Has a test report, which documents test results and lists any discrepancies, been written at the completion of each level of integration testing and placed in the project file?

· Was a final test report generated at the completion of integration testing and placed in the project file?

· Have all system test materials been placed in the project file?

· Was a test report generated at the completion of system testing and placed in the project file?

	Accuracy
	· Has the Test Plan been reviewed with the system owner prior to conducting any tests?

	Adequacy
	· Is the testing adequate to verify the functionality of the software product?


Exhibit 2.2.3.1.4-1:  MAXIMUS Testing Checklist (continued).  This checklist helps ensure that testing activities have been finished, reviewed, and signed off so that tested software is ready for UAT.
In preparation for the UAT activities, we will provide the State with our readiness assessment for the User Acceptance Testing.  The readiness report will include our final findings on the correctness of predecessor testing activities with supporting testing documentation.

2.2.3.1.5 Subtask III-1.5:  Preparation of UAT Plan
The IV&V Contractor shall prepare a User Acceptance Test (UAT) Validation Strategy to ensure that the new technology meets the current and planned business needs of Louisiana MMIS.

Early into the FI's System Test tasks the MAXIMUS Team will conduct a series of JAD sessions with DHH for the development of a UAT Validation Strategy.  The strategies addressed in this document will ensure that when executed the Department and the MAXIMUS Team, as the IV&V Vendor, are prepared to move forward with confidence into the UAT Phase.  Major strategy areas for JAD session are:

· Develop Test Plans and Scripts:  What tools and procedures will be used to create UAT centered testing artifacts including test scripts.  We will leverage the FI's System Test scripts as a basis and may also leverage their testing tools and processes.  However, the focus of UAT is the testing of the Replacement MMIS in the revised DHH operational environment so there will be a significant difference in the test performed between System Test and UAT.

· Testing Tool Automated Script Testing:  Automated testing tools will be used in UAT for two purposes: (1) to introduce a simulated work load on the application and/or (2) to implement regression testing when a new version of the system is built and installed.  There are a number of automated tools that will accomplish both of these tasks.  The pros/cons of appropriate automated testing tools will be presented in the JAD sessions.

· Manual Testing:  Smart manual testing will be required in UAT because of the goals and timeline involved with the Replacement MMIS.  The JAD sessions will introduce the recommended process for identification, initiation (check-out), execution, and documentation of a test script that is to be manually tested.  During UAT a 'triage team' will review all suspected defects and move forward with recording those that are considered system issues versus user error; this negates the need for the entire test team to be trained on the defect reporting process.

· Preparation for Organizational Change:  The organizational change within DHH brought on by the Replacement MMIS is expected to be significant.  Preparation for the change in the processes for DHH State Staff, providers and recipients must be addresses as soon as the new work flow is identified.  This area cannot be understated.

· FI's Role in Establishing Test Data to Support UAT:  The FI's test environments must be separate from the UAT environment for both the application code and application databases.  The FI will be on-call to refresh the UAT data environment with either a new conversion or a roll-back of a baseline conversion database.

· DHH and IV&V Staffing Needs, Roles and Responsibilities:  As stated in Subtask III-1.6 of this RFP, the MAXIMUS Team as the IV&V Vendor will have a major responsibility in execution of the UAT.  The MAXIMUS Team IV&V staff will be on-site to contribute and participate in all JAD sessions.  Ultimate approval of UAT testing will be the responsibility of DHH with the MAXIMUS Team making every effort to help ensure the UAT results are accurate, properly documented, and presented.

· Identifying Defect Corrections or Change Requests to the UAT Environment:  During UAT suspected defects will be identified, evaluated, and documented for FI action by the UAT Triage Team.  Some of the suspected defects will ultimately be identified as new requirements for the Replacement MMIS – Change Orders.  These must be evaluated by both DHH and the FI.  All Change Orders must be sized for time and cost by the FI and prioritized by DHH.

· Recording and Reporting Test Results:  Regardless of the process used to execute a UAT test, automated or manual, the results must be accurately documented for review and either approval or rejection.

· Criteria to be used to Evaluate Success of UAT:  The cumulative criteria/metrics to be gathered during UAT and then evaluated to determine the status of UAT will be identified by the Project Sponsors, the DHH Project Team, the FI, and the MAXIMUS Team.  Only when all criteria have been achieved can UAT be declared a success.

In preparation for the UAT activities, the MAXIMUS Team will provide the State with the User Acceptance Testing (UAT) Validation Strategy document.  The strategy document will identify critical areas that will require preparation for UAT and accurate reporting during UAT.  The success of UAT will hinge on proper preparation of and execution of UAT tasks. 

2.2.3.1.6 Subtask III-1.6:  Execution of UAT
The IV&V Contractor shall participate in the implementation process and execution of UAT test artifacts.

The decision by Louisiana DHH to use the MITA Framework as its model for the Replacement MMIS is the right direction at the right time.  The commonality of MMIS business processes identified in Framework 2.0 provide the right platform for UAT test script development, review, execution, documentation and evaluation.
The MAXIMUS Team is experienced in UAT testing processes and is prepared to perform a lead role for UAT.  The major focus of the MAXIMUS Team participation in UAT will be the following tasks:
· Develop UAT Test Scripts:  The MAXIMUS Team will work with DHH to identify the correct test scenarios for the Replacement MMIS using the MITA Framework and then developing the necessary test scripts.  We will conduct reviews of the test scripts developed and we will monitor and report on the status of test script development.

· Execute UAT Testing:  The MAXIMUS Team will develop and then execute test scripts for the MITA business processes that are developed in the Replacement MMIS for the MITA Business Areas, specifically:
· Member Management

· Program Management

· Care Management

· Provider Management

· Contractor Management

· Business Relationship Management

· Operations Management

· Program Integrity Management, also
· Other Applications

· Interfaces

· UAT Reports:  The MAXIMUS Team will accurately document the results of both automated and manual test scripts executed.  It is anticipated that DHH Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) will review test result reports as well as perform on-line verification in the UAT environment of testing tasks.  Optionally, State SMEs can participate in test script development and execution.

The MAXIMUS Team will manage the assignment of IV&V testers for the business process testing and will report the overall status of UAT testing tasks as documented in the IV&V portion of our Project Plan.

As was previously indicated, the MAXIMUS Team expects to be part of the Triage Team that will review all suspected defects.  The Triage Team will make an initial determination of 'real application' defects, tester error, and possible application changes.  The Triage Team will verify that adequate documentation is provided to the FI for real application defects.  The Triage Team will instruct the tester where an incorrect decision was made and have the test rescheduled.  When a testing issue is identified as a possible application change/enhancement, the Triage Team will verify that adequate documentation is available to DHH as well as the FI.  The FI must first verify the testing issue is a possible Change Request and then must document its assumptions and sizing, cost and time, for a Change Request.  DHH then would need to evaluate the information and prioritize a Change Request.

The MAXIMUS Team will report on the status of UAT testing tasks in the weekly written status report and more frequent verbal updates if requested by DHH.
2.2.4 Phase IV – Post Implementation
2.2.4.1 Task Order IV-1:  Preparation for CMS Certification
2.2.4.1.1 Subtask IV-1.1:  Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP)
Each Task is required to have an associated Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) that identifies the approach, resources, schedule, and deliverables required to successfully complete the task.  The delivery of this TAP is the first subtask for each Task Order.

At the start of the project, the MAXIMUS Team will develop a Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) for each task order.  The TAP for each task order will be based on the approach in this proposal and the resources, schedule, and deliverables will be based on the revised Work Plan.  At the start of this task order, the MAXIMUS Team will review the TAP and Work Plan with the State Project Management Team and make revisions as necessary.
2.2.4.1.2 Subtask IV-1.2:  Post Implementation Review
Once the LA MMIS is implemented, it is important to complete a post implementation review while the experience is still fresh in the minds of the project staff and other stakeholders.  The MAXIMUS Team will conduct a post implementation review of the system and implementation to identify benefits of the system and areas for improvement.  The subtask will include the following activities:

· Facilitate Sessions with DHH to Identify Benefits and Areas for Improvement:  The MAXIMUS Team will conduct a series of work sessions for each of the MITA business areas to obtain input from project staff and other stakeholder regarding the benefits of the system and recommendations for improvements.  To better guide the discussions, the MAXIMUS Team will prepare a work document that lists the quantifiable and non-quantifiable benefits that were included in the IAPD.  Work session participants will be asked to provide feedback for how well the system support achieving those benefits.  Participants will also be asked to identify new benefits as well as identify areas where there is a need for improvement.  

· Document Results of the Post Implementation Assessment:  Following the facilitated work sessions, the MAXIMUS Team will document the results of the sessions and prepare a Post Implementation Assessment document that identifies benefits of the system, progress toward meeting those benefits, and recommendations for improvements.  It is important to assess the progress toward meeting the quantifiable benefits as DHH will be asked to demonstrate how the dollar savings identified in the IAPD were met.  Where corrective action is needed to address the benefits and/or improve the system, recommendations will be provided in the document.  

The draft Post Implementation Assessment Deliverable will be submitted to DHH for review and comment allowing a 10-day review period for DHH.  Once comments from DHH are received, the final Post Implementation Assessment Deliverable will be submitted to DHH for approval.  

2.2.4.1.3 Subtask IV-1.3:  CMS Certification
The MAXIMUS Team is keenly aware of the need to obtain CMS certification of the LA MMIS and maintain continuous enhanced FFP for the system.  Once implemented and operational, enhanced FFP for the MMIS can be claimed retroactively to the start of operations and is maintained throughout operations.  The MAXIMUS Team will complete the following activities:

· Develop Methodology to Collect Documentation Required for CMS Certification:  In developing the methodology, the MAXIMUS Team will work with DHH and the Fiscal Intermediary to determine the best location for a repository that can be used to store the certification documentation.  The repository should be set up to includes folders or tab that match the high-level certification categories to allow better monitoring, maintenance, and location of the documentation.  

The methodology will also address required formats and contents for the documentation that must be captured.  The methodology will also identify key milestones where the certification documentation should be created and/or captured.  

· Develop Work Plan for CMS Certification Preparation:  The MAXIMUS Team will develop a work plan for preparing for the certification using input from the Fiscal Intermediary.  The work plan will address the key milestones for documentation preparation, review processes that will occur to document progress as well as assist DHH to become familiar with the documentation and prepare for the onsite certification interviews.  

The discussion of the methodology and work plan will be submitted to DHH as the CMS Certification Methodology Deliverable.  

· Implement CMS Certification Methodology Plan:  Once the methodology is approved, the MAXIMUS Team will work with DHH and the Fiscal Intermediary to establish the repository that will be used to store the documentation.  As an ongoing task, the MAXIMUS Team will also monitor the updates to the repository and provide reports regarding the quality of the documentation and progress in the weekly project status reports.

During this activity, the MAXIMUS Team will also facilitate review sessions of the completed documentation with DHH and the Fiscal Intermediary.  The purpose of the review sessions is to prepare for the CMS certification visit in acquiring knowledge about documentation that has been created, location of the documentation, and discuss any issues that may be highlighted in the documentation.  

· Develop CMS Certification Review Summary Deliverable Documenting Key Points from Review Sessions:  Once review sessions have been conducted between DHH and the FI, the MAXIMUS Team will prepare a deliverable that summarizes the key factors regarding the documentation as identified in the review sessions.  These summaries will provide a quick reference document for DHH during the reviews.  

2.2.5 Work Plan Approach

MAXIMUS has developed a detailed, preliminary Work Plan in conformance with the deliverables we identified and the requirements of the RFP.  We recognize that the Work Plan is a dynamic document and must be continually updated to reflect, and directly relate to the most current project milestones, activities, deliverables, and schedule.  The QA Work Plan will be updated weekly to reflect progress and revised as necessary to address State approved task/milestone changes.  Exhibit 2.2.5-1:  MAXIMUS Summary Work Plan, presents an overview of our preliminary Work Plan that has been developed using Microsoft( Project and will be maintained using the tool's tracking capabilities as part of our weekly status reporting.  

In Section 8 we present a more detailed version of our preliminary Work Plan.  The work plan details our proposed schedule for completing each deliverable.  After the work plan we present a short summary of our understanding of the specific deliverables followed by our technical approach to completing each task and subtask.  The initial deliverables are focused on the procurement process while the remainder is focused on the DDI project.  Having supported states in both the procurement and DDI processes, MAXIMUS understands what is needed for these deliverables and what should be included in these work products to ensure the success of the project.

Exhibit 2.2.5-1:  MAXIMUS Preliminary Work Plan.  Detailed plan for completing the MMIS IV&V Services Project.


Exhibit 2.2.5-1:  MAXIMUS Preliminary Work Plan (continued).  Detailed plan for completing the MMIS IV&V Services Project.
2.2.6 Project Management

In the previous subsections we described our understanding of the project scope, detailed our project work plan, and highlighted our understanding of the specific deliverables for each subtask.  In the remainder of this section we will describe our approach for each subtask.  The foundation of our approach is proven processes.  The cornerstone of our proven processes is project management.

Louisiana can rely on the proven MAX~QMM Methodology, covering Project Management, QA, and IV&V to help ensure the project success.  MAX~QMM is based on accepted industry standards and best practices as promulgated by the PMI in its PMBOK®.  Our MAX~QMM has been developed and continuously refined over the past 20 years.  Our approaches have been honed on literally hundreds of engagements conducted for government agencies, including our engagement on similar MMIS projects.

MAXIMUS understands that a project's success depends on strong planning and the ability to identify and mitigate risks.  This premise is true throughout the project lifecycle from the project planning and procurement phase through the deployment and certification of the final system.  Our approach to project management focuses on helping the State balance the Project Triple Constraints of Time, Cost, and Scope to meet the Quality requirements of the MMIS IV&V Services Project. 

2.2.6.1 Ten Critical Management Tenets

Through the many projects performed for clients over the past 32 years, MAXIMUS has come to recognize that both a successful project and a satisfied client require that we fulfill the following ten critical management tenets:

· Ready Access to the MAXIMUS Project Director and Project Manager

· Ready Access to MAXIMUS Corporate Management, as Necessary

· Detailed "Up-Front" Planning of the Project

· Timely Delivery of Products and Services 

· High Quality Products and Services

· Effective Budgeting and Control

· Flexibility in Responding to Client Requests for "Mid-Course" Corrections

· Quality and Continuity of Staff

· Responsiveness to Client Concerns

· Effective Management of Subcontractors

2.2.6.1.1 Ready Access to the MAXIMUS Project Director and Project Manager

Government managers expect to have ready access to our Project Director and Project Manager at all times and be able to communicate with these individuals on an "as-needed" basis to obtain fast answers to questions and concerns.  In addition, key stakeholders expect to be kept informed on a regular basis about the progress of the project.  Clients expect contractors to be flexible in accommodating these desires.  MAXIMUS proposes Mr. Dan Sisco as our Project Manager.  Mr. Sisco has over 20 years of Project Management experience on large state systems.  Ms. Margaret Martins has been assigned as the Project Director.  Ms. Martins is an accomplished MMIS specialist with a long history of state service.  The MAXIMUS Team will be co-located in Baton Rouge.  We will be easily accessible and will work cooperatively with DHH, the FI, and any other project vendors.

2.2.6.1.2 Ready Access to MAXIMUS Corporate Management as Necessary

You can be assured that, if necessary, you can speak directly to a corporate officer to discuss any concerns about the project.  If the Project Manager or Project Director is unable to address your concerns, we will provide access to Executive Management.  Our corporate officers will always be available to you as they have been on our past and existing contracts.  

We always provide our clients with access to the highest levels of MAXIMUS corporate management.  Our designated Project Director reports directly to the Division President, Mr. Gary Ahrens, and can call upon additional corporate resources as necessary to secure the success of our efforts.

2.2.6.1.3 Detailed "Up-Front" Planning of the Project

MAXIMUS clients have traditionally placed high priority on detailed up-front planning as a key indicator of successful management.  We subscribe to the axiom "failing to plan is planning to fail."  We will create a detailed Work Plan and Task Accomplishment Plan (TAP) describing all phases, tasks, activities, assignments, and deliverables.  This will baseline the project scope and identify the complementary roles that DHH and the MAXIMUS Team will play.  

Plans will also include complete lists and descriptions of deliverables, as well as staffing schedules that reflect the day-to-day commitments of all project personnel.  We fully understand that you want to understand the detailed plans and schedules for completing each major task and subtask, and that there must be no surprises or delays.  MAXIMUS takes steps to ensure all project staff have a complete understanding of all the plans and schedules.  We then use the plan as a baseline against which we report progress.  We will also update the plan, subject to your approval, to reflect changes in the environment or other salient factors.

2.2.6.1.4 Timely Delivery of Products and Services

Timely completion of project deliverables of the highest quality is of paramount concern to all our customers.  We understand this and provide early warning of any potential delays or other problems that may occur in the completion of specific tasks.  This is accomplished by regular status reporting, the frequency of which is determined by the requirements of the project.  Status reports are focused on the Work Plan, attendant issues, and action items, while also providing the opportunity to declare and celebrate project accomplishments.  

Clients also wish to know if the problems are internal to their own organization.  These activities are important to all project staff that must plan their work accordingly.  We are sensitive to the need to meet ambitious schedules and we provide timely materials and services to support on-time completion of products and services.  We will communicate plans and schedules so that staff know when their involvement is required.  We will adhere to our schedules.  If adjustments become necessary, we will inform State Project Management Team.

2.2.6.1.5 High Quality Products and Services

Clients rightfully expect to receive the highest quality products and services available within the allowable project resources.  Products and services must be excellent, not merely "acceptable."  We understand quality products and services.  Our first priority is to provide our own quality products and services, and our project management approach helps other associated project participants develop quality products for you.  As part of our approach to delivering quality products, The MAXIMUS Team will work with DHH to identify a document tracking tool and we will develop the related document control procedures which we will use for all project reviews and reports.

It is imperative that project team members, be they client staff or contractor personnel, understand what is expected and how the products will be evaluated.  Our reviews will be timely and we will provide high quality feedback.  We pride ourselves on being an integral part of the solution.  We are part of the team.  We align ourselves to be agents of success, not a bureaucratic roadblock to the completion of the project.  Our planning and quality assurance methods, tools, and techniques assure the State that the deliverables we prepare are of the highest quality.  Our methods are mature and allow us to focus on the unique aspects of getting the work accomplished.

2.2.6.1.6 Effective Budgeting and Control

Inadequate attention to the budget can pose serious obstacles to effective project management.  If the available resources are not applied carefully, clients will not receive the best possible products and services for their investment.  In addition, excuses for cost overruns are totally unacceptable.  

An essential part of budget control is scope control.  MAXIMUS institutes a scope control mechanism as part of our ongoing project management responsibilities.  We continually review the scope of work, both for ourselves and associated project participants, to ensure that all entities remain focused on the objectives of the project.  We are aware that the scope of projects can change as more detailed information is developed during the initial planning of the project.  We will immediately notify you of any potential scope changes and determine the most effective approach to address the scope change. 

2.2.6.1.7 Flexibility in Responding to Requests for "Mid-Course" Corrections

It is not uncommon for our customers to request "mid-course" changes in project direction in response to unforeseen developments.  In addition, customers may wish to "fine-tune" specific tasks and subtasks as the project progresses.  MAXIMUS is known for its flexibility in accommodating these desires, even if a contract amendment is required.  

Our approach empowers the Project Manager to authorize modifications in the scope or schedule of a project in response to client requests.  In addition, our Project Manager has ready access to our Project Director in order to accommodate more significant changes in direction with minimal disruption.

2.2.6.1.8  Quality and Continuity of Staff

Clients are understandably concerned about the qualifications and continuity of the staff assigned to the project team.  Clients do not want to see any replacements of senior-level staff during the project.  They also do not want their project used as a "training ground" for junior-level staff.  Some degree of staff turnover is inevitable on long-term projects and it may happen to our project team, but you can be assured that departing staff will be replaced with staff who are equally or more qualified and knowledgeable.  

MAXIMUS integrates proven quality assurance methods with sound project management techniques to ensure proper and stable staffing for projects.  We will not reassign staff to another project until their duties and responsibilities to this project have been satisfactorily fulfilled.

2.2.6.1.9 Responsiveness to Your Concerns

You expect our Project Manager to respond immediately to your concerns about the project; and you expect our response to be constructive and effective in resolving the problem.  The MAXIMUS Team provides an extensive depth and range of experience that provides clients a confidence level that is unmatched by our competitors.  We are able to respond with effective, constructive information due to the experience level of our Project Managers and Project Directors, and the ready access you will have to other experienced individuals within our organization.

2.2.6.1.10 Effective Management of Subcontractors

Clients want subcontractors to be managed and coordinated, and do not want to have to deal with a multitude of separate contacts.  MAXIMUS treats our subcontractors as if they were our own employees, and we run our project teams as a single cohesive unit.  Before relying on the services of subcontractors, MAXIMUS will obtain the approval of the client.  Once approved, the subcontractor's performance and products become the responsibility of MAXIMUS.  

We manage and coordinate subcontractors' activities and assume responsibility for their results.  You can be assured that the MAXIMUS Project Manager has effective procedures for ensuring the quality and timeliness of all products and services delivered by subcontractors.  

2.2.6.2 MAXIMUS Project Management (MAX~PM)

The MAXIMUS "10 tenets" of project management establish the baseline of our management approach on every project we conduct.  Building on this foundation of understanding client expectations, MAXIMUS crafted a Project Management approach derived from the best practices and guidelines – as adapted by our extensive experience – promoted by the PMI in its PMBOK Guide.  The MAXIMUS Project Management (MAX~PM) component of MAX~QMM provides standard methods and guidelines to ensure that projects are conducted in a disciplined, well managed, and consistent manner.

MAX~PM covers the entirety of a project, from initiation to closeout.  Our work is organized into five phases, which equate to the five PMI Process Groups:

· Initiation

· Planning

· Execution

· Control

· Closing

Exhibit 2.2.6.2-1:  MAXIMUS Project Management Phases presents the five phases in which our project management activities are generally performed.  Although there can be significant overlap, the phases are essentially consecutive.  The only exception being the Control Phase, which runs concurrent through the Execution Phase and for at least a significant portion of the Planning and Closing Phases.  The PMBOK model execution phase represents the primary MMIS project involvement and incorporates the primary development phases:  requirements validation, design, construction, acceptance testing, and implementation.  The PMBOK model initiation and planning phases are addressed primarily by the MAXIMUS preparation activities associated with the initial planning activity accomplished during proposal preparation and the initial project activity immediately after contract award. 
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Exhibit 2.2.6.2-1:  MAXIMUS Project Management Phases.  Project management involves five critical phases from beginning to end.

For nearly every project, the Initiation, Planning, Control, and Closing Phases will involve the same types of management activities.  Only the Execution Phase will be dramatically distinctive for a particular project, and this is where we rely on our experience and our insight to tailor our approach to your needs. 

The PMBOK catalogs the inputs, tools and techniques, and outputs/deliverables for the project management process.  In the PMBOK, these crucial elements are classified into nine Project Management Knowledge Areas:

· Integration Management

· Scope Management

· Time Management

· Cost Management

· Quality Management

· Human Resources Management

· Communications Management

· Risk Management

· Procurement Management

In PMI's PMBOK Guide, Third Edition, 2004, the major project management deliverables are classified by both Knowledge Area and Process Group.  This sorted classification is recreated in Exhibit 2.2.6.2-2:  Deliverables by PM Phase, a matrix that provides a high-level view of the MAX~PM, and which is in exact conformance and alignment with the PMI PMBOK Guide.


Exhibit 2.2.6.2-2:  Deliverables by PM Phase.  Each phase of a project's lifecycle has a clearly defined set of deliverables.

The MAXIMUS Team will work with DHH to verify that project planning and management produces quality results.  Project planning and management involve the establishment of project controls to manage the work effort, including those for deliverable review and evaluation; risk identification and management; change control management; and tracking project plan progress against schedule, budget, and performance.

2.2.7 Flexibility of Work Plan

The Work Plan presented in this proposal has been based upon the DHH intent to complete the full MMIS Replacement Project in 36 months.  The following table provides the assumed timeline of the SDLC process used as a guide for development of the work plan.

	Life Cycle Process
	Duration

	APD and SFP Development
	6 months

	Procurement Support
	6 months

	DDI
	18 months

	General Design
	3 months

	Detailed Design
	3 months

	Development
	3 months

	System Test
	2 months

	UAT
	4 months

	Implementation
	2 months

	Preparation for Certification
	6 months

	Total Project Duration
	36 months


To meet the project timelines, MAXIMUS reviewed the dependency between tasks and planned and staffed for parallel work streams during all four phases of the project.  MAXIMUS believes that there is minimal flexibility in the Work Plan given the 36-month timeline, our experience on similar projects, and the planned parallel work efforts.

The following Exhibit 2.2.7-1:  Workflow for Task Orders 1 and 2 provides an example of how the completion of tasks for both task orders are so dependent.  As such the work plan was developed to reflect parallel work streams.  

Exhibit 2.2.7-1:  Workflow for Task Orders 1 and 2.  Reflects that activities for both Task Orders must occur in parallel to complete the Solution Assessment.   

MAXIMUS, with DSS support, will reassess the Work Plan at project start and throughout the four phases of the project.  During these Work Plan reassessments MAXIMUS will review the assignment of resources, the opportunity to conduct work in parallel, and the identification of any schedule flexibility.

2.2.8 Tasks to be Completed by Subcontractors
MAXIMUS will be using subcontractors to perform work as a part of the project. Exhibit 2.2.8-1:  Tasks to be Completed by Subcontractors, identifies the subtasks where subcontractors will be used and identifies the names of those subcontractors.  

	Phase/Task Order/Subtasks Where Subcontractor Will be Used
	Subcontractor

	Ongoing Project Management
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman) 

	Phase I – Planning/Pre-Implementation
	

	Task Order I-1:  Needs Assessment
	

	Subtask I-1.2: MITA State Self-Assessment
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman) 

	Subtask I-1.3: Gap Analysis
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman), Gary Wright 

	Subtask I-1.4: Alternatives Analysis Consideration
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman) 

	Subtask I-1.6: Solution Assessment
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman) 

	Subtask I-1.7: Transition Plan
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman) 

	Task Order I-2:  Requirements Definition
	

	Subtask I-2.2: Organizational Structure
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman) 

	Subtask I-2.3: Work Flow Mapping
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman), Gary Wright 

	Subtask I-2.5: Business Process Reengineering
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman) 

	Subtask I-2.7: MMIS Functional Requirements
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman) 

	Task Order I-3:  Procurement Support
	

	Subtask I-3.2: Implementation Advance Planning Document (IAPD)
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman) 

	Subtask I-3.3: Solicitations for Proposal (SFP)
	SysTest (Don Moore) 

	Subtask I-3.4: Proposal Evaluation Plan and Evaluation Tools
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman) 

	Subtask I-3.5: Contract Review and Negotiations
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman) 

	Task Order I-4:  Project Management Support
	

	Subtask I-4.2: FI Contractor's DDI Project Work Plan
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman) 

	Subtask I-4.3: FI Contractor's DDI SDLC Processes
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman) 

	Subtask I-4.5: Monitor FI Contractor's DDI Progress
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman) 

	Phase II – Design and Development
	

	Task Order II-1:  Design and Development Quality Assurance
	

	Subtask II-1.3: Design Documents and Artifacts
	SysTest (Joe Goolsby) 

	Subtask II-1.4: Preliminary Design Review
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman), SysTest (Joe Goolsby) 

	Subtask II-1.5: Critical Design Review
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman), SysTest (Joe Goolsby) 

	Subtask II-1.7: Requirements Traceability Matrix
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman) 

	Subtask II-1.8: Unit Test Results
	SysTest (Joe Goolsby) 


Exhibit 2.2.8-1:  Tasks to be Completed by Subcontractors.  Subcontractor participation in the MMIS IV&V Services Project.
	Phase/Task Order/Subtasks Where Subcontractor Will be Used
	Subcontractor

	Subtask II-1.9: Evaluation of Integration/System Test Environments
	SysTest (Joe Goolsby) 

	Subtask II-1.10: Assessment of Data Conversion Plan
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman), SysTest (Joe Goolsby) 

	Phase III – Testing and Implementation
	

	Task Order III-1:  Independent Verification and Validation of LA MMIS
	

	Subtask III-1.2: Analysis of Data Conversion Results
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman), SysTest (Joe Goolsby)

	Subtask III-1.3: Analysis of Integration / System Test Results
	SysTest (Joe Goolsby) 

	Subtask III-1.4: Assessment of Readiness for UAT
	 SysTest (Eric Zimmerman), SysTest (Joe Goolsby)

	Subtask III-1.5: User Acceptance Test Plan
	SysTest (Joe Goolsby) 

	Subtask III-1.56:  Execution of UAT
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman), SysTest (Joe Goolsby) 

	Phase IV – Post Implementation
	

	Task Order IV-1: Preparation for CMS Certification
	

	Subtask IV-1.2: Post Implementation Review
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman) 

	Subtask IV-1.3: CMS Certification
	SysTest (Eric Zimmerman) 


Exhibit 2.2.8-1:  Tasks to be Completed by Subcontractors (continued).  Subcontractor participation in the MMIS IV&V Services Project.
2.2.9 Procedures to Protect the Confidentiality of Records
Because we provide services to government agencies, MAXIMUS routinely has access to sensitive or confidential data.  MAXIMUS enforces a strict Information Security Policy regarding the use and disclosure of confidential information that applies to all MAXIMUS employees, contractors, consultants, or other persons working at MAXIMUS worksites, accessing MAXIMUS or client systems.  These policies apply to both paper and electronic data.  

Our intent is that DHH confidential data would continue to reside within the DHH controlled environment when the MAXIMUS Team is performing tasks for the MMIS IV&V Services Project.  As such, the MAXIMUS Team will be required to abide by DHH security policies, disclosure requirements, and information safeguarding rules.  Our Project Manager will routinely review the MAXIMUS Team's access and use of confidential data to ensure all requirements are met.  
2.2.10 Deliverable Format and Content

To provide examples of the deliverable format and content that will be provided as a part of the LA MMIS IV&V Services Project, MAXIMUS provides copies of sample deliverables in Section 8 of the proposal.  

In Section 2.1.3, Exhibit 2.1.3:  MAXIMUS Project Deliverables, details the content of each deliverable by subtask.
Section Organization





Understanding of Scope, Needs, and Objectives


Work Plan








Over the years, MAXIMUS has participated in numerous vendor selections, using a wide variety of evaluation approaches and scoring methodologies.








A rigorous CBA guides your decision making and lends support for the decision with your federal partners.








The MAXIMUS Team understands that we are not members of the Evaluation Team.  Our role is to provide assistance and objective advice to ensure the State receives the best value solution for the LA MMIS Replacement Project.








During negotiations, MAXIMUS will assist DHH to ensure that your contract goals are achieved.








MAXIMUS has worked extensively with states seeking federal approval for their system implementation contracts.  We understand federal expectations and processes and are prepared to assist DHH with its contract approval.








Our job is to ensure that each day moves the project closer to delivery of Quality Products and not simply closer to the project completion date.








MAXIMUS defines quality efforts in terms of three broad categories:


Prevention


Appraisal


Failure








QA allows for early identification of potential issues before they become obstacles.








Quality is determined by the client's satisfaction and their perception of the project's value.








MAXIMUS will work with the State and the FI to ensure a consistent set of risk impact areas and criteria are defined.








MAX~IV&V mirrors the iterative nature of the development process.








In order to minimize the State's effort MAXIMUS will work with the FI to resolve deliverable issues/deficiencies prior to the State's formal deliverable reviews.








An interim preventive review process will improve the overall completeness and correctness of the deliverable.








MAXIMUS employs a standard process for managing deliverables.








In most instances MAXIMUS requires a maximum of five business days for review of deliverable documents.
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