IE Evaluation Followup Meeting Notes

1. HPTi

a. We thought they presented the best, most detailed training plan, specifically geared toward different types of users and administrators.

b. Added some XML discussion, but it was only perfunctory.

c. They provided more details on the team and outlined the mapping of roles to necessary skills, which was reasonably done.  They did not provide detailed resumes of the people actually doing the development.

d. We still are concerned that the project manager does not have sufficient technical background to lead the project.

e. We are also still concerned that the personnel did not address the fundamental flaw in their development plan, which is distributed between HPTi and NACSE.  We did not specifically ask for a clarification here, but they should have recognized that managing a distributed development effort needed careful thought without our prompting.

2. NetworkCS

a. We found that their clarification of how they would handle installation outside of Minnesota undermined their training plan.  In particular, they expect to receive travel expenses to handle training at various centers as a separate reimbursement, over and above the contract costs.  They should instead figure these travel costs into their cost proposal.

b. Their discussion of multiple versus single DB architectures was irrelevant.

c. We also found that their attitude that the software was so great that no user training would be required to be cavalier.   Their plan for training systems people at the various sites was vague.

d. We are concerned that they do not have sufficient plans for developing their XML data model in conjunction with the centers.  It appears that they expect to be able to do all of this from Minnesota.

3. Logicon

a. They corrected some of their assumptions to be in agreement with the RFP.

b. They deleted several assumptions (10, 18, 23) but did not explain the impact of these deletions.  #10, for example, stated that they assumed they would be given previously developed prototype tools, which may not be true.  They may be required to develop all tools from scratch.  They did not say how this would impact their proposal.
c. They still have not addressed the fundamental security uncertainty, that Kerberos will work with Novell.  The revised assumption 18 is meaningless.
d. Their personnel plan was the weakest of the three.  They did not list specific skills that each would have.  We have a concern that they do not have a large enough development team, or at least they have made no attempt to convince us that the development team is the right size.
e. Their training plan remains vague.  They seem to be tying this into the Online Knowledge Center, which does not exist yet, which is a separate contract award, and which can very likely go to another bidder.
4. General 

The process by which the “Uniform Data Model” is defined needs to be explicitly spelled out.

