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Executive Summary

The Oregon Department of Administrative Services (DAS) strives to provide excellent and efficient service to its employees, the executive and legislative branches, and the citizens of Oregon. DAS is at a disadvantage in meeting these business objectives due to the outdated and inflexible human resource (HR) systems used to manage state HR business processes. In response to these challenges with its current HR systems, DAS has initiated a project to plan for the modernization of its human resource systems. It is anticipated that the proposed Human Resource Information System (HRIS) will be a major improvement for Oregon state government by providing an integrated human resource information system that is scalable, maintainable, and upgradeable in order to serve the state for years to come.
Dye Management Group, Inc. was engaged by HRSD to assist with pre-implementation planning for the new HRIS. As part of this pre-implementation planning effort, Dye Management Group, Inc. evaluated several alternatives for addressing the state’s HRIS requirements. This document analyzes potential alternatives for replacing the current HR systems; recommends a strategy for proceeding with the replacement of the current HR systems and the rationale for this recommendation; documents the return on investment from the proposed replacement of the human resource systems and identifies the anticipated intangible benefits from a new human resource system.

Challenges with Current HR Applications
The existing human resource (HR) applications, the Position Personnel Database (PPDB), the Position Information Control System (PICS), and the Applicant Certification System (APPL/CERT) lack the needed functionality and flexibility to allow DAS and the other state agencies to deliver HR services as effectively and efficiently as possible. Likewise, due to age and the number of changes that have been made to these systems over the years, these applications are increasingly difficult to operate and maintain. 

Although these systems generally meet their original objectives of maintaining employee and position management records and providing for basic reporting needs, there are a number of issues that have been identified by agency HR managers and staff. These are issues and challenges that directly impact the ability of DAS and other agency staff to respond to requests for critical information, impact team productivity, and place HR staff at a disadvantage when asked to provide value-added analysis and reporting. 

These are challenges which impact agency budgeting processes and place an excessive burden on human resources and budgeting staff in their efforts to obtain and analyze information needed to satisfy the requests of their customers – agency managers and employees. 

These issues include: 

· The inability for job applicants to apply online 
Due to the large volume of paper created by the current manual employment application process, agency recruiters spend significant time processing applications and sending critical communications to job applicants.
· An increased risk of compromising sensitive employee information in disparate shadow systems 
PPDB is the system of record for state HR data. As the data in PPDB is replicated out to the many shadow systems across various agencies, the risk of compromise of this sensitive employee information increases. 
· Difficulty in obtaining timely information for policy makers 
Primarily due to the application security limitations of the current systems, agencies and legislative staff are unable to easily access information for analysis, reporting and decision making. The only way to obtain data for reporting is to request data extracts from PPDB. This results in a lack of available information for policy makers and agency staff.
· An increased risk of system failure due to the loss of business and technical expertise
Over the next five years, the state’s vulnerability to system disruptions will increase, as a significant number of employees familiar with PICS, APPL/CERT and PPDB and the various DAS and agency shadow systems become eligible for retirement. The loss of these employees will make the current systems more difficult to maintain and increase the likelihood of system failure.
· A lack of flexibility and scalability of the current systems to meet changing business requirements
PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS were not designed to meet the HR information needs of today’s business environment. New information requirements that go beyond the capabilities of PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS are consequently both costly and time consuming to implement.
· The increased difficulty in complying with changes to federal and state laws and regulations 
Because of the lack of flexibility and scalability of the existing systems, it is becoming increasingly difficult for the state to comply with changes to federal and state laws, regulations, and mandates. This puts the state at risk of being liable for not fully complying and/or being slow to comply with mandates. 

· A large number of disparate shadow systems across many state agencies
There are multiple non-integrated shadow systems that were developed by DAS and other agencies to satisfy the data and reporting needs that the current systems cannot support. These systems require extracts from another system of record (PPDB, APPL/CERT, PICS, Payroll) or manual data entry. Maintaining these systems and using them to run reports is costly for agencies and places an additional support burden on agency staff. 
· The increased cost to DAS HRSD and other state agencies for maintaining HR data 
There is a high agency total cost of ownership for HR data due to the creation and support of the many agency HR shadow systems. 

· A lack of a consistent HR systems platform for all state agencies
Many of the larger agencies have both technical and functional HR staff to implement the needed systems, tools, and reports to supplement the capabilities of PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS in order to support their agency business objectives. Smaller agencies, however, have limited HR staff and little or no budget to support development of human resource shadow systems to meet their HR needs.  As a result, there is a substantial gap in the HR system capabilities available between the various agencies, with smaller agencies frequently relying on manual processes to perform various HR activities or functioning without the same HR information as the larger agencies.
· An inefficient use of DAS and agency HR resources as a result of manual and inconsistent business processes
As a result of the inconsistent level of HR systems support available to the agencies, there are a number of non-standard and inefficient (manual or semi-manual) HR business processes across the state.  This results in an inefficient use of DAS and agency HR resources, with HR staff currently more focused on employee maintenance activities and not on HR decision support.

In response to these issues, the DAS Human Resource Service Division (HRSD) initiated a project to implement a new statewide Human Resource Information System (HRIS). 

A new HRIS will enable DAS to provide more effective processing and management of the state’s human resource information. The proposed HRIS will expand on the capabilities of the current PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS applications by supplying additional information, functionality, and processes required by individual agencies to meet the requirements of their increasingly complex business environments.
HRIS Alternatives Evaluated

Dye Management Group, Inc. identified and evaluated several alternative approaches for implementing a new HRIS against a set of predefined evaluation criteria. These alternatives included:

Alternative A: Do nothing and continue to use the existing core HR systems.

Alternative B: Build a custom HR application to replace PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS.

Alternative C: Acquire a best-of-breed commercial off-the-shelf (COTS) HRIS solution to replace PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS.

Alternative D:  Implement HRIS as the initial module of a future statewide ERP solution.
Alternative E: Implement the HRIS module of an ERP solution working in partnership with other agencies to be identified. 

Recommendation:  Alternative E – Implement the HRIS module of an ERP solution working in partnership with other agencies to be identified 
Based on analysis of the alternatives, Dye Management Group, Inc. recommends that DAS implement the HRIS module of an ERP application in a partnership with other agencies. DAS and the other agencies will procure the ERP software and integration services jointly. DAS HRSD will work with the other agencies to identify and implement a single ERP software application to address DAS’ and other agencies’ enterprise human resource requirements through a common database and software application. The agencies will then work together to establish the enterprise design of the HRIS/ERP application and the software will be installed in a shared production environment in a single instance of the software. 
All of the issues and non-financial benefits described in this summary and throughout the business case could be achieved by alternative C, D or E. However, there is a significant cost savings and lower project risk associated with Alternative E, assuming one or more partner agencies can be identified to work with DAS on this effort.  If one or more partner agencies cannot be identified then DAS should proceed with Alternative D and initiate the HRIS as the initial module of a statewide ERP. Exhibit E-1 provides a summary of the project implementation costs, and the post go-live ongoing program costs to DAS for each of the five alternatives analyzed. 

Exhibit E-1:  Summary of Costs by Alternative (in millions) during Project (4 years) and Ongoing Program (6 years) 
	Alternatives
	Project 
Costs
	Ongoing Program Costs 
	Total 
Costs

	Alternative A:  Do nothing and continue to use the existing core HR systems
	$8.2

	$24.6

	$32.8


	Alternative B:  Build a custom HRIS application to replace PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS
	$35.6
	$14.5
	$50.1

	Alternative C:  Acquire a best-of-breed commercial off-the-shelf (COTS) HRIS solution to replace PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS
	$30.6
	$25.3
	$55.9

	Alternative D:  Implement HRIS as the initial module of a future statewide ERP solution
	$32.5
	$23.1
	$55.6

	Alternative E:  Implement the HRIS module of an ERP solution working in partnership with other agencies to be identified
	$24.3
	$20.4
	$44.7


Partnering with other agencies is the most cost-effective solution for proceeding

· This approach has lower implementation costs, lower life cycle costs, and a lower total cost of ownership than the other alternatives. Partnering with other agencies results in project management, infrastructure, and other overhead costs being shared between multiple agencies. 
· By partnering with other agencies, the DAS HRIS team will have dedicated project resources to help configure foundation enterprise human resources data. 

· The DAS cost to implement an HRIS/ERP in partnership with other agencies is estimated to be $24.3 million, which is significantly less than either the custom solution (Alternative B); a best-of-breed COTS HRIS application (Alternative C); or implementing the HRIS as the sole source of funding (Alternative D). 

· Anticipated annual life cycle costs are approximately $3.3 million in the first year after implementation, with the DAS total cost of ownership of $20.4 million from implementation through five years of ROI analysis. The annual cost of operating a new HRIS/ERP is also similar, though slightly less than the cost of continuing to operate the current systems (Alternative A), once a new HRIS/ERP system has been fully implemented.
· While none of the alternatives analyzed has a positive return on investment during the period analyzed for the business case, Alternative E has the earliest positive annual net benefit of any alternative, beginning in the fourth year following implementation. In addition, Alternative E has a $5.4 million dollar annual net benefit in the last year of the business case analysis (the sixth year following implementation).  Exhibit E-2 outlines the anticipated financial benefits of the recommended alternative by year.
Exhibit E-2:  Financial Benefits of Implementing an Integrated HRIS
	BENEFITS / GAINS
In $1000’s
	Y1
	Y2
	Y3
	Y4
	Y5
	Y6
	Y7
	Y8
	Y9
	Y10
	TOTAL

	Cost avoidance of developing new shadow systems to meet statutory/regulatory requirements
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	$400.0 
	$800.0 
	$840.0 
	$882.0 
	$926.1 
	$972.4 
	$1,021.0
	$5,841.5 

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work based on workflow tools for managing the applicant tracking process
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	146.0 
	383.0 
	804.0 
	$844.0 
	$886.0 
	$931.0 
	$3,994.0 

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work based on Manager self-service and work flow for triggering and automating the recruiting process on open positions
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	$16.7 
	$43.8 
	$91.9 
	$96.5 
	$101.3 
	$106.4 
	$456.4 

	Repurpose employee’s time by removing redundant data entry in the new hire process, due to new ability to move new hire data from recruiting via workflow processing
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	$13.5 
	$35.6 
	$74.7 
	$78.4 
	$82.3 
	$86.4 
	$370.8 

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work based on manager self service and work flow for appointments
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	$13.5 
	$35.6 
	$74.7 
	$78.4 
	$82.3 
	$86.4 
	$370.8 

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work based on manager self service and work flow for employee data changes
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	$55.7 
	$146.3 
	$307.1 
	$322.5 
	$338.6 
	$355.6 
	$1,525.8 

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work based on work flow for job changes 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	$2.1 
	$5.4 
	$11.4 
	$12.0 
	$12.6 
	$13.2 
	$56.6 

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work based on  work flow for reclassification and reallocation
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	$1.5 
	$3.9 
	$8.1 
	$8.5 
	$8.9 
	$9.4 
	$40.2 

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work based on work flow for separations
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	5.9 
	$15.4 
	$32.2 
	$33.9 
	$35.5 
	$37.3 
	$160.2 

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work  associated with processing HR transactions through standardizing processes and eliminating offline systems
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	$41.7 
	$109.4 
	$229.7 
	$241.2 
	$253.2 
	$265.9 
	$1,141.0 

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work associated with processing HR transactions through implementation of employee self service
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	$4.0 
	$10.5 
	$22.0 
	$23.1 
	$24.2 
	$25.5 
	$109.2 

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work associated with reduced cost of responding to requests for management information
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	$62.5 
	$164.1 
	$344.5 
	$361.8 
	$379.8 
	$398.8 
	$1,711.5 

	Estimated Agency Assessments
	$85.0 
	$258.4 
	$572.1 
	$752.6 
	$857.8 
	$963.1 
	$878.1 
	$704.7 
	$720.3 
	$660.4 
	$6,452.5 

	Savings due to current systems retirement
	0
	0
	0
	$1,013
	$2,323
	$2,664
	$3,056
	$3,507
	$4,199
	$5,029
	$21,793.7 

	Total Benefits/Gains
	$85
	$258.4 
	$572
	$2,166
	$4,344
	$5,420
	$6,817
	$7,238
	8,096.7 
	$9,026
	$44,024.2 


Partnering with other agencies reduces overall project risk

· Partnering with other agencies allows for risk sharing between the agencies, as well as providing highly engaged pilot partners. This approach, however, does put a premium on the need for strong collaboration and effective joint decision making between the agencies. 

· Implementing an HRIS/ERP with other agencies provides for built-in integration points between the HRIS functionality and other business functions supported by the ERP, resulting in reduced complexity within the state’s technical environment. 

· Partnering with other agencies enables the DAS HRIS team to leverage the input of multiple agencies when configuring the human resources departments, cost centers, business sections, and units. 
While Alternative E is viewed as less risky overall, there are several risks, principally associated with the multi-agency partnership that would need to be managed during implementation of this alternative. Exhibit E-3 below provides a description of the key risks associated with Alternative E, with the corresponding strategy to manage or mitigate the risk. 

Exhibit E-3:  Key Risks Related to Alternative E

	Risk 
	Mitigation Strategies 

	Partner agencies losing some or all project funding 
	Fallback plans which still allow delivery of some of the core functionality within the funding approved for DAS
Potentially extending timeline for project into another biennium 

	Delay in implementation due to other agencies schedules and business operations
	Identification of multiple partners and/or pilot agencies 

	Inability to agree on ERP software solution 
	Clearly established evaluation criteria and weightings that balance the needs of HR, Finance and Procurement
Pre-defined management escalation process 

	Complexities of joint decision-making 
	Effective joint governance structure
Active executive involvement from both agencies 


Exhibit E-4 below provides a summary of the project costs for the implementation of the recommended alternative of partnering with other agencies to implement a new HRIS/ERP application.

Exhibit E-4: Summary of Project Costs for Recommended Alternative E – Partnering with other agencies to implement the HRIS module of an ERP solution

	System Component
	Biennium #1
	Biennium #2
	Total

	Software Acquisition
	$866,084
	$3,216,836
	$4,082,920

	Ongoing Software Licensing
	$306,615
	$2,037,216
	$2,343,831

	Hardware Acquisition
	$150,000
	$30,000
	$180,000

	Hardware Maintenance
	$0
	$0
	$0

	Implementation Services
	 
	
	

	Implementation Vendor
	$3,208,818
	$5,572,977
	$8,781,795

	Program Mgmt Support
	$95,232
	$0
	$95,232

	Quality Assurance
	$538,536
	$515,692
	$1,054,228

	DAS HRSD Core Team
	$1,737,723
	$1,858,828
	$3,596,551

	Training Facility
	$72,000
	$75,600
	$147,600

	Data Processing Services
	$274,000
	$349,000
	$623,000

	Ongoing System Maintenance
	$0
	$479,519
	$479,519

	Other Operational Expenses
	$350,000
	$400,000
	$750,000

	
	
	
	

	Subtotal: Project Cost
	$7,599,008
	$14,535,668
	$22,134,676

	
	
	
	

	Contingency – 10% 
	$759,901
	$1,453,567
	$2,213,468

	
	
	
	

	Estimated Biennial Debt Service
	$1,862,904
	$7,187,640
	$9,050,544

	
	
	
	

	Total Project Cost: State of Oregon
	$10,221,813
	$23,176,875
	$33,398,688

	
	
	
	

	Estimated Agency Assessment
	$1,862,904
	$7,187,640
	$9,050,544

	
	
	
	

	Total Project Cost: DAS
	$8,358,909
	$15,989,235
	$24,348,144


Anticipated Non-Financial Benefits of a New HRIS
It is important to note that while a fundamental goal of this business case is to define the return on investment and the hard dollar savings that could be achieved through the implementation of a new HRIS, the non-financial benefits may very well be as or more important than the financial benefits. These benefits are intangible and difficult to quantify but will result in benefits to the state ensuring that the implementation of a new HRIS is a solid investment. 

The HRIS project team gathered input from agency human resources managers and staff during a series of critical business interviews and workshops. The improvements requested by these stakeholders include the following:
· Online applicant processing will automate thousands of job applications and eliminate the mountain of paperwork associated with the current manual process

· Standardized reporting capabilities with timely and accurate HR data that can be printed locally and on demand. 

· Integration of applicant, employee and position information.

· Electronic workflow and approval capabilities for agency human resource staff and managers.

· Reduction of redundant HR shadow systems and the need for technical staff to support the data extracts from the PPDB, currently required for agency HR reporting and analysis. 

· Updated, automated enterprise human resource business processes.

· A level playing field for all agencies in terms of HRIS tools, reporting, and support.

A new COTS HRIS will deliver the improvements requested by DAS and agency staff and will also provide several other non-financial benefits. These anticipated benefits are summarized below and described in detail in the Non-Financial Benefits section of the business case. 

An HRIS will: 

· Provide the ability for job applicants to apply online 
A new HRIS will enable applicants to apply via the web for state employment which will positively decrease the “time to hire”. 
· Improve candidate and applicant visibility
Online applicant data will be available to recruiters and hiring managers as soon as the information is keyed into the system by applicants, thereby improving the process for screening candidates. 
· Enhance and improve applicant tracking reporting
A new HRIS will provide standard applicant tracking reports based on best practices across public sector implementations.
· Improve applicant communications
A new HRIS applicant tracking module provides workflow and communication tools to more effectively communicate with applicants as well as recruiters and hiring managers across agencies.

· Enhance HR application security
A new HRIS will provide enhanced, yet flexible security to support agency human resources business requirements for data access and reporting. In addition, the reduction in the number of shadow systems will substantially reduce the state’s risk of comprising sensitive employee information.

· Improve policy maker and agency management decision making through more flexible reporting capabilities
A new HRIS will enable improved management decision making by enhancing reporting and analysis capabilities through on-demand and local reporting of employee data for the agencies and legislative staff.

· Improve the state’s ability to maintain system compliance with emerging regulations
Since COTS vendors routinely update their applications to incorporate support for new laws and regulations, a new HRIS will ensure that the state is always in compliance with federal, state, and local laws and regulations. In addition, this compliance will be able to be achieved without needing to develop complex customizations or new shadow systems. 
· Reduce or eliminate redundant systems
The flexibility and functionality of a new HRIS will substantially reduce or eliminate the need for agencies to maintain existing or develop new shadow systems to meet changing statutory, regulatory, and business requirements.

· Enable standardized business processes
A new HRIS will enable greater standardization of HR business processes across various state agencies by allowing all employee data to be tracked in the same way, in one system. 

· Provide scalability
A new HRIS will provide the state with a scalable framework for future expansion of HR functionality and the ability to add other enterprise applications such as payroll, time and attendance, applicant tracking, benefits, and learning management, etc. in the future.
· Increase data tracking capabilities
A new HRIS will provide more robust tracking of employee and position information, reducing the need for programmers to customize the HR systems or create a shadow system/database. 

· Reduce manual paper forms and manual data entry
A new HRIS will reduce or eliminate the need for filling out forms manually and routing these forms for data entry. A new HRIS will have web-based screens which will enable the automation of many of these manual forms. 

· Implement electronic workflow and approval capabilities
Agency HR staff and managers will benefit through the automatic routing and approvals of many HR transactions. 

· Provide an easy-to-use, intuitive user interface
A new HRIS will provide the state with a modern and highly flexible solution for enhanced performance and accountability through the use of web-based tools that the workforce of today expects to see and use.

Business Case: Purpose and Background
Case Proposal
The Oregon Department of Administrative Services (DAS) Human Resource Services Division (HRSD) conducted a pre-implementation planning phase for a new statewide Human Resource Information System (HRIS) during the 2007-2009 biennium. DAS is proposing a policy package to implement a new statewide Human Resource Information System (HRIS). Dye Management Group, Inc. was engaged by HRSD to assist with pre-implementation planning for the new HRIS. As part of this pre-implementation planning effort, Dye Management Group, Inc. evaluated several alternatives for addressing the state’s HRIS requirements. 
Dye Management Group, Inc. recommends that DAS implement the HRIS module of an ERP solution working in partnership with other agencies to be identified in the future upon approval of project funding. DAS and the other agencies would work together to procure the ERP software and integration services jointly, and the other agencies would serve as a pilot for the new statewide Human Resources Information System (HRIS). 
Under the recommended alternative, DAS HRSD will work with other agencies to identify and implement a single ERP software application to address enterprise human resources needs through a common database and software application. The agencies will work together to establish the enterprise design of the ERP application and the software will be installed in a shared production environment in a single instance of the software housed at the State Data Center, and available for the use by all state agencies. DAS in partnership other agencies will pilot the enterprise HRIS application and after a successful pilot, DAS will implement the HRIS statewide for all other agencies served by DAS HRSD. 
This project was initially a partnership between DAS and the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT). The two agencies originally planned to partner to procure and implement an HRIS/ERP solution. However, due to the state’s current budget situation, both agencies elected to defer seeking funding for this project in the 2009-2011 biennium. This HRIS business case will provide DAS HRSD with information for future HRIS planning activities.
DAS has defined the scope of the HRIS project to initially include the replacement of the Position Personnel Database (PPDB), the Applicant Certification application (APPL/CERT), and the Position Information Control System (PICS). These systems support all state agencies in terms of managing employee, position and recruiting data, and provide reporting to Oregon’s Governor and Legislature. The new DAS statewide HRIS will provide enhanced ability to meet the diverse information management needs of state agencies and reduce the use of redundant agency-level shadow systems. 

Prior to recommending the implementation of a new statewide HRIS/ERP in partnership with other agencies, the DAS HRIS project team evaluated several alternative approaches for proceeding. 
These alternatives included:
· Alternative A:  Do nothing and continue to use the existing core HR systems
· Alternative B:  Build a custom HRIS application to replace PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS 
· Alternative C:  Acquire a best-of-breed commercial off-the-shelf (COTS) HRIS solution to replace PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS
· Alternative D:  Implement HRIS as the initial module of a future statewide ERP solution 
· Alternative E:  Implement the HRIS module of an ERP solution working in partnership with other agencies to be identified 
Dye Management Group, Inc. recommends that DAS partner with other agencies to implement the HR and applicant tracking modules of a new statewide HRIS application. The rationale for this recommendation includes:
· Inability for job applicants to apply online creates inefficient, manual, paper-driven applicant processing. Agency recruiters have difficulty processing employment applications and sending critical communications to job applicants.

· PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS do not provide DAS or individual state agencies with the desired business functionality and/or reporting capabilities. This forced individual state agencies to develop shadow systems to provide the required functionality. More than 100 such systems, applications, spreadsheets, and a variety of manual methods have been identified in a limited survey of fourteen agencies. 

· Enhancing the existing human resource information systems will be difficult and not cost-effective because of the current systems legacy technology and design. 
· There is a substantial base of commercial off-the-shelf (COTS) systems that will meet DAS and agency HRIS requirements.
· Custom developing a new HRIS would be more costly, require a longer implementation timeframe and present more risk than an off-the-shelf solution. In addition, an off-the-shelf solution will provide DAS with the opportunity to obtain regular maintenance upgrades and product enhancements.
· An off-the-shelf HRIS solution can, at the state’s option, provide a framework for the future implementation of other human resource functionality available within a COTS application suite such as payroll, learning management, or benefits administration. 
· Working jointly with other agencies to implement an HRIS allows for economies of scale on the purchase and implementation of the HRIS software. It also mitigates project risk by providing DAS with pilot agencies that are enthusiastic about participating in the program effort.
· The implementation of an ERP software suite can provide long-term benefits to the state by providing the initial core software solution. This can be extended to meet other key business functionality and/or be adopted and implemented by other state agencies.
· An HRIS solution will enable the state to combine HR data from the HRIS with other legacy enterprise applications; possibly extending the life of those legacy enterprise applications.
Purpose of the Proposed IT Investment
The purpose of the proposed IT investment is to replace the functionality in PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS. This includes sharing data with 14 other systems. In addition, implementation of a new HRIS will provide a platform to reduce and eventually replace the shadow systems currently used by state agency HR departments. 
PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS systems rely on outdated technology. They were designed to meet objectives at a time when:

· The state had fewer data requirements.
· HR departments were more process driven and less decision support driven.
· All transactions and processes were facilitated through the use of manually completed paper forms
· There were fewer federal, state, and local laws, rules, and reporting mandates.
· COTS solutions were in their infancy and were difficult to implement and maintain.
· The internet and client-server technology were emerging and not necessarily a stable environment for large HRIS systems.
Due to age and the number of customizations made to the PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS, these applications are increasingly difficult to operate and maintain. Although these systems are generally meeting the original objective of maintaining and managing applicant, position, and employment records and providing for basic reporting needs, some issues exist. Likewise, these systems were developed as the business need presented itself, without the benefit of an overall strategy for meeting the state’s HR business and recruiting requirements. 
As it has become more difficult for PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS to meet the current and future needs of the state, DAS and agency HR staff are more often managing HR activities through the use of external systems. These external systems, frequently referred to as “shadow systems” are either updated with information from the PPDB system, or manually updated via data entry by agency HR staff. These off-line or workaround efforts can be effective in the short term but are usually more difficult to support, and tend to place the state at higher risk over the long term due to additional technical and other support or data security needs. 
At the same time the PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS applications require greater amounts of time and effort by DAS HRSD and Information Systems staff to develop the new functionality required to support any changes. 
The result of the proposed HRIS project will be a major improvement for Oregon state government. The enhanced functionality which comes “standard” with the new HRIS will be a scalable, maintainable, and upgradeable system, and will serve the state for years to come.

Through a series of interviews and workshops with DAS and agency stakeholders, Dye Management Group, Inc. and the HRIS project team have identified a number of issues with PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS, as well as a sampling of agency-level shadow systems used by state agencies. These issues are described in detail in the following sections of this document, particularly in the section titled: Problem or Opportunity Definition found in page 22. 

Implementing a new statewide HRIS application will enable DAS to provide more effective processing and management of the state’s recruiting and human resource information. The proposed statewide HRIS will provide additional information, functionality, and processes required by individual agencies to meet the requirements of their increasingly complex business environments. 
A new HRIS will enable HRSD to provide improved customer service to the general public through online employment applications, and state agencies through the use of standardized on-demand reporting, electronic workflow, automated human resource business rules for processing and approving applicant and employee transactions, integrated employee, position and recruitment data, and support for additional business processes requested by agency human resource managers and staff. The proposed HRIS will also significantly reduce the number of redundant, agency-level shadow human resource systems and reduce the need to develop these shadow systems in the future. 
Use of the Business Case

The purpose of this business case is to document and obtain stakeholder consensus on the proposed approach for implementation of a new statewide HRIS. It is also intended to document the anticipated return on investment (ROI) for this project. 
The key stakeholders who may review and validate the business case include the following: 

· HRIS Project Sponsor/HRSD Administrator

· HRIS Steering Committee

· HRIS Project Manager

· DAS Director and Deputy Director

· DAS Enterprise Information Strategy and Policy staff
· DAS Budget and Management Staff
· Governor’s Office Staff

· Legislative Fiscal Office Analysts
· Oregon Legislature

The key dates for reviewing and approving this business case are as follows:

· Mid August 2008 – The discussion draft of the business case was developed and provided to the HRIS Project Manager, HRIS Project Sponsor/HRSD Administrator, HRIS Steering Committee, and the Joint ODOT/DAS ERP Steering Committee for review This draft provided an early preview of the proposed recommendations, while Dye Management Group, Inc. and the HRIS project team continued to conduct research and analysis. 
· Early September 2008 - An updated draft of the business case was prepared and provided to stakeholders for review. This draft incorporated all available analysis and reflected comments provided on the discussion draft.
· August 2008 - September 2008 - Multiple presentations were made to various stakeholders highlighting the key elements of the business case.
· December 2008 – Dye Management Group, Inc. and the HRIS project team will prepare the final business case reflecting comments received on the draft versions of the business case. This final version of the business case will be provided to the HRIS Project Sponsor/HRSD Administrator for approval and sign-off.
Because the funding request for the 2009/11 biennium was withdrawn by DAS, it is anticipated that the DAS HRIS project team will use this business case as a foundation for any budget request in the 2011/13 biennium. As part of the project initiation cycle, it is anticipated that this final business case document will be updated at that time.
This business case will be used by policymakers in the following ways:

· Finalizing management decisions including:
· Whether or not to move the DAS HRIS Policy Option Package forward for funding
· Determination of the HRIS RFP approach, timeline, and requirements

Background

This subsection provides a brief background on the business and systems context surrounding DAS’ proposed replacement of the PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS human resource applications.
Oregon Revised Statutes, Chapter 240.145 Duties of Administrator rules states that “The Administrator of the Personnel Divisions, subject to the approval of the Director of the Oregon Department of Administrative Services, shall direct and supervise all the administrative and technical activities of the Personnel Division. In addition to the duties imposed upon the administrator elsewhere in this chapter, the administrator shall: 
(1) Establish and maintain a roster of all employees in state service, in which there shall be set forth, as to each employee, the class title of the position held, the salary or pay; any change in class title, pay, status or merit rating; and any other data about the employee that the division deems necessary”.

Role of DAS and Individual Agencies in Performing Human Resource Functions

The Department of Administrative Services (DAS) is the central administrative agency of Oregon state government. DAS works to effectively implement policy and financial decisions made by the Governor and the Legislature. The Human Resource Services Division (HRSD) of DAS administers the operation of the HRIS and business functions. HRSD is responsible for job classification, compensation, leave, training, labor relations, statewide recruitment, and employee appeals. HRSD maintains employee data for the state civil service, judicial, and legislative branches. In addition, HRSD negotiates salaries and the terms and conditions of employment with thirty-one bargaining units for represented employees.

HRSD is responsible for providing the tools and systems needed to manage applicant, employee and position data for all agencies. The systems must meet the continually changing business requirements established by laws, rules, policies, and collective bargaining agreements. Additionally, HRSD systems must produce human resources data and reports to assist in setting or modifying the laws, rules, and policies. Further, HRSD provides human resource information to agencies to assist in decision-making processes.

HRSD defines maintenance, modifications, and enhancements for the PPDB and APPL/CERT. HRSD also provides statewide support and training on the decentralized PPDB and APPL/CERT processes for agencies. Additionally, HRSD responds to requests from the Governor, legislators, agencies, and the public related to the state’s PPDB and APPL/CERT HR and recruiting data and statistics.

The Budget and Management Division (BAM) of DAS interacts with other state agencies on a daily basis administering and presenting the Governor’s budget, reviewing proposals, auditing agencies, and communicating the Governor’s budgeting policies to agencies. BAM is responsible for maintaining the PICS application.

State agencies are required to use PPDB as the central repository for human resources related data and APPL/Cert to maintain applicant certification information. While DAS is responsible for evaluating, determining, and enforcing HR policy and procedures, agencies are responsible for carrying out those HR policies as they relate to the employees working in their agency. Agencies are responsible for the day-to-day maintenance of applicant and employee records, and for processing personnel actions on behalf of the employee. 
Existing Systems Supporting State Human Resource/Personnel Administration Functions

PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS are the primary systems providing support for performing personnel, applicant tracking, and position administration functions. Each of these systems is described briefly below.
PPDB – The PPDB system serves as the official record of employment and the source of employee information containing historical records and summarized employment history. The system provides a single, centralized source of employee history data and is maintained through on-line, real-time updating for individual transactions and through batch processing for mass updating. The system is available at the agency level for updating, inquiring, and editing. A record is produced and stored for every update. This information is provided in various interfaces to other systems and organizations. These records also serve the function of an audit trail for all employment history. Processing of employment transactions is paper-based, requiring manual completion of a standard form to collect hire data or any other employment activity. The form is routed for appropriate approvals and is then used by agencies for key entry to the PPDB system. Although the majority of transactions are not processed centrally, HRSD processes mass updates and individual transactions as needed (e.g., cost of living salary increase, etc.). 
APPL/CERT – The APPL/CERT system serves as the official record of applicant certification and the source of applicant information. Currently, the State of Oregon fills approximately 16,000 state job openings annually by reviewing about 140,000 applications. DAS develops and oversees the associated recruiting processes. The APPL/CERT system is manually updated from the information collected on the paper-based, required application materials. A manual review and scoring is conducted for all application materials, defining a pool of candidates. Basic applicant information is manually added to the APPL/CERT database
PICS – PICS while considered functionally a separate application from PPDB, is actually a sub-system of PPDB. It controls, maintains, and reports on budgeted and approved positions. It performs two separate functions – Position Budgeting/Forecasting and Position Execution. The PICS sub-system maintains only limited information on current positions. There is no position history. The position information is collected by hardcopy documents and submitted by agencies. Generally, agencies access position information from hardcopy documents on file at the agency as only a few departments have automated position control systems or from reports provided by BAM. A variety of monthly reports are produced from the established position files. Budget reports are produced showing actual, current, and budgeted projections. Projections are based on the employment data for employees of filled positions and on defaults for vacant positions.

Agency Shadow Systems – In addition to PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS, there are a number of DAS and agency-level systems and interfaces that provide human resources and other functionality not available within the current systems. A number of these systems are individual agency shadow systems that have been developed to fill a gap in a data, reporting, or regulatory requirement. 
During June 2008, as part of the development of this business case, Dye Management Group, Inc. identified over 100 shadow systems currently in use by the fourteen agencies interviewed as part of the pre-implementation planning phase work. Exhibit 1 lists the current use of shadow systems by the fourteen agencies interviewed. 
It is very important to note that the purpose of the shadow systems is to manage information that cannot be managed in PPDB. However, a new HRIS will provide improved functionality and data tracking capability for all the functions listed in Exhibit 1 without add-ons or customization. 
This list of shadow systems is also shown in Appendix A.
	June 2008 Inventory of Agency Shadow Systems by HR Function

	Business Process Name 
	HR Services Division
	Transpor-
tation
	State Police
	Correc-tions
	Human Services
	Judicial
	Public Safety, Standards & Training
	Fish & Wildlife
	Parks & Recreation
	Legis-
lature
	Military
	Consumer & Business Affairs
	Employ-
ment
	Forestry

	Hires 
(new hire, rehire, seasonal hires, temp-to-regular)  
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Paradox
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Excel
	 
	Excel

	Position Management 
	 
	Highway Program Position Tracking
	 
	Access for vacant positions
	 
	Paradox
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Excel
	 
	Excel

	Position Descriptions
	Word
	HRJLST, HPD
	 
	Word
	 
	Word
	 
	 
	 
	HR
Vantage
	 
	 
	Access
	 

	Temporary Employees (Hours & Pay)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Excel
	 
	 
	 

	Retirement Eligibility
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Access
	 

	Reporting Hierarchy
	 
	TOPAS/EIN
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HR
Vantage
	 
	Visio
	 
	Visio

	Compensation Changes (promotion, demotion, step increase, legislative increase, COL, ATB)
	 
	TOPAS 
	 
	 
	 
	Paradox
	 
	 
	 
	HR
Vantage
	 
	Excel
	 
	Excel

	Compensation Benefits / Analysis
	CBIS, PEBB, Data AON
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Pay Exceptions
	Excel
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Data Modeling (Classification Studies, Bargaining Unit Changes)
	Access, PEBB, Data AON
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Job Classification & Budget Info
	 
	Classification DB
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Authorized Appointing Authority List
	Excel
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Temporary Extensions Tracking
	Excel
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Personal Data Tracking 
(Home address, mailing address, maiden name, nickname, other previous names, titles, emergency contacts, marital status, EEO tracking, email address) 
	 
	TOPAS/
EIN
	Lemis
	 
	 
	Paradox
	 
	 
	 
	HR
Vantage
	 
	Excel
	 
	Excel

	Equipment Tracking (blackberry, keys, laptop) 
	 
	Access, Excel
	Manual Form
	Excel
	Manual Form
	 
	 
	Excel
	Excel
	 
	Excel
	Excel
	 
	Excel

	Terminations (retirements, end of appointment, for cause, RIF, voluntary)
	 
	 
	MS Word
	 
	 
	Paradox
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Excel
	 
	 

	Leaves of Absence (STD, LTD,OFLA,FMLA, Military, Workers Comp) 
	 
	FMLA
	Access
	Access
	Excel
	Paradox
	 
	Access
	Access
	HR
Vantage
	Access
	Excel, Oracle
	Access
	Manual process

	Transfers (interdepartmental, across agencies)  
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Excel
	 
	 

	Training & Development 
	 
	HRT
	 
	Excel
	Learning Center
	 
	 
	iMatch
	iMatch
	HR
Vantage
	 
	Oracle
	ELMS
	 

	Succession Planning 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HR
Vantage
	 
	 
	 
	Word (retirement dates)

	Recruiting / Applicant Tracking 
	 
	SOLAR
	Access
	Access
	 
	Access
	 
	APPL/
CERT
	APPL/
CERT
	HR
Vantage
	Excel
	Access
	APPL/
CERT
	 

	Background Checks
	 
	 
	 
	Access
	Excel
	 
	Excel
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Excel
	 
	 

	Performance Management 
	 
	 
	Manual Form
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Excel
	Excel
	HR
Vantage
	Access
	Oracle
	Access
	Word 

	Suspensions
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HR
Vantage
	 
	Excel, Access
	 
	 

	Licenses & Certifications Tracking
	 
	OSBEELS HRV
	 
	Excel
	Excel
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HR
Vantage
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Service Awards and other Awards
	 
	HRT
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Excel
	Access
	HR
Vantage
	 
	Oracle
	 
	Excel

	Grievances
	Excel
	HRG
	Excel and Access
	Access
	Paradox
	Quatro Pro
	 
	Access
	 
	 
	Access
	Access
	Excel
	Personnel Files

	Collective Bargaining Contract Status Tracking
	Excel
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Disciplinary Actions
	 
	HRG, HRD
	 
	Access
	 
	Quatro Pro
	 
	Access
	 
	 
	Access
	Access
	Excel
	Personnel Files

	Investigations
	 
	HRL
	 
	2 SQL Data-bases
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Degrees, Majors, Education 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	PPDB
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HR
Vantage
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Health & Safety  (Incident reporting, Monitoring) 
	 
	HRM, PCC
	Safety Tracker
	Compli-ance Suite
	 
	 
	 
	Access
	 
	HR
Vantage
	Access
	Access, Oracle
	Access
	SAIF database


Project Stakeholders

There are many stakeholders who will be impacted by the replacement of the PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS applications. These stakeholders and the anticipated impact of the project on each stakeholder group are outlined in Exhibit 2 below.

Exhibit 2: Anticipated Impact of Project on Each Stakeholder Group
	Stakeholder
	Impact

	Employees
	Reduced errors in data entry; introduction of employee self-service capabilities to allow employees to perform some maintenance of their own personal information

	Agency
	Standardized, efficient processes; reduction of shadow systems; enhanced decision support; improved reporting capabilities

	DAS
	Support for achieving DAS vision; standardized, efficient processes; reduction of shadow systems; enhanced decision support; improved reporting capabilities; facilitated compliance with federal and state laws

	Job Applicants
	Online submission of job applications; online matching of skills to open positions; integration of recruitment and new hire process; integration of position management (vacant positions) and recruitment 

	Governor
	Improved decision support; enhanced reporting; more effective use of state resources

	Legislature
	Improved decision support; enhanced reporting; more effective use of state resources

	Citizens
	Better information access; more effective use of tax dollars


Prior Efforts to Replace DAS Human Resource Systems

PPDB, APPL/ERT, and PICS have been in use since 1991. Since that time, there has been much discussion and several attempts, but no DAS human resource system replacement projects have been implemented. 
Political Interests/Concerns

Purchase and implementation of the new COTS HRIS will be paid for with state tax dollars. Other than the procurement and implementation costs for the new HRIS, there are no known specific political issues or concerns.

Future Changes Impacting the Decision to Purchase a COTS
There are no anticipated future changes or trends that would impact the decision to purchase and implement a COTS-based HRIS solution to replace the current systems. It is not anticipated that any future events would significantly change the HRIS implementation strategy, scope, or costs. 
Exceptions that would not necessarily change the decision to implement a COTS-based HRIS solution, but could change the scope of this effort are as follows:

· A decision by DAS management to more closely integrate the replacement of the PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS applications with parallel project efforts to implement a new compensation program. The new HRIS will include a standard interface to any Classification and Compensation Database, providing enhanced support of the compensation programs in general and for job classification data. 

· A decision by DAS management to integrate learning management applications with the core HRIS. 
· A decision by DAS management to implement an applicant tracking system separately from the implementation of an HRIS.
· The adoption of currently unanticipated or unknown federal or state regulations that would require additional COTS functionality not currently available. In this case, the state is at an advantage with the purchase and implementation of a COTS-based solution as the COTS vendor will likely develop the required functionality as an addition to its software suite to meet the changing needs of the vendor’s entire customer base. 
· The current downturn in the United States economy and the resulting negative impact on the state’s budget situation which creates a great deal of uncertainty about the timeline in which the state would be prepared to initiate an investment in a new HRIS application. 
Problem or Opportunity Definition
This section outlines the problems associated with the state’s existing HR systems and processes. It also describes the opportunities that could be achieved by implementing the proposed new HRIS application. 

The HRIS project team has identified several key business drivers impacting the proposed implementation of the new HRIS application. These include:

· Improved DAS customer service support
· Enhanced support for complying with laws and regulations

· Improved access to management information for decision making
· Enhanced operational execution

· Financial implications of proposed solution

Each of these business drivers is further described below. For each of these business drivers we have outlined a number of the major problems currently faced by the state, and the opportunities the state can take advantage of by the purchase and implementation of a new HRIS application. These problems and opportunities were developed through interviews and workshops with various stakeholders and through analysis by Dye Management Group, Inc. and the DAS HRIS project team. 
Improved DAS customer service support 
The strategic direction of DAS is as follows:

· Excellent customer service

· Efficient and effective government infrastructure

· Adaptable government for future generations

Any decision the state makes regarding the HRIS implementation must provide a set of tools that help HRSD and BAM to fulfill this vision more effectively and efficiently.

Exhibit 3 below outlines the problems and opportunities related to improved DAS customer support for implementing the DAS strategic direction. 
Exhibit 3: Problem and Opportunity Analysis:  Improved DAS Customer Service Support
	Problem Definition
	Opportunity with HRIS
	Benefit to Agencies

	Customer Service. DAS has many customers. These include employees, job applicants, agencies, executive, legislative, and the public. Customer service is usually measured in how well and how quickly the customer’s needs are met. Many of the needs are information related, and the PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS systems are inadequate in meeting those needs.
	The proposed HRIS will provide the opportunity for DAS HRSD to improve customer service. One of the benefits of a COTS-based HRIS is to provide information quickly and in a decentralized manner. These systems are built with this in mind so they can provide a lot of information in a manner accessible by non-technical staff. 
	A new HRIS will provide online (web enabled) application processing for employee data maintenance and will have drop down boxes with a selection of transaction “names,” such as “reclassification” or “promotion,” rather than alphanumeric codes.

	Decision support. Limited decision support capability due to transaction-based focus of the current systems and lack of reporting tools.
	The proposed HRIS will provide the opportunity for HRSD to focus its efforts and customer service providing agencies with information they desire. Powerful reporting tools in the COTS-based HRIS will allow DAS HRSD to become more of a human capital management information broker.
	The HRIS will enable manager and employee self-service transactions and validate all data as it is being entered.



	System and data integration. Multiple DAS legacy and agency shadow HR systems with multiple sets of data create issues for reporting and dual data entry. They also require interfaces or downloads. This can mean that systems are not synchronized, which results in the need for reconciliations between systems.
	The HRIS solution will provide the opportunity to have a true, integrated HR application. The HRIS will reduce multiple agency shadow systems with one, integrated system for all HR data. This will reduce the costs associated with dual data entry and the difficulties involved in reporting from multiple systems that are not always synchronized.
	Agency HR staff will no longer need to request downloads as they will have access to up-to-date data at all times, including position vacancies, job applications and employee history data.

	Adapting to change. When Congress, the Oregon Legislature, or federal and state regulatory agencies require changes to business processes or procedures, it is difficult for DAS to modify PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS to add new data elements, reports, edits, and functionality. 
	The proposed HRIS will provide the opportunity for flexibility and adaptability. By design, COTS-based solutions are very flexible in their ability to add new data elements, reports, edits, and functionality. In addition, where the new functionality is mandated by some regulatory agency, the COTS vendor will normally add the new functionality to its product as part of its ongoing maintenance releases.
	The state will not have to hire contractors or programmers to keep the system in compliance. The vendor upgrades will relieve the state of this burden.

	Standardized processes. With older, inflexible systems, those who work with them do what they have to do to get the work done. This means that processes can vary from agency to agency, creating auditing issues for DAS. It also means that processes are often supplemented by agency-specific shadow systems.
	The HRIS solution will provide the opportunity for process reengineering. COTS applications employ a ‘best practices’ approach to HR processes. Though the actual definition of the process is flexible, once agreed upon by all agencies, the process can be enforced. 
	Agencies will have flexibility to adjust their HR business process around the core HR processes defined in a HRIS application



	Reduce or eliminate shadow systems. Due to the lack of system integration, functionality, and data, DAS and other agencies have had to create shadow systems to fill the gaps between policy/procedure and HRIS capability. Each shadow system has a cost in terms of development, implementation, and ongoing operation.
	The proposed HRIS will provide the opportunity to have integrated applications rich with features and functionality and adaptable to unique requirements and future needs. It is anticipated that the purchase and implementation of a COTS-based solution will eliminate or reduce in number the many HR-related shadow systems that have proliferated.
	Many of the business requirements of the agencies will be met by a new HRIS reducing the need for maintaining shadow systems. 


Enhanced support for complying with laws and regulations

Compliance can be defined in two ways for purposes of this analysis:

· Compliance with mandates from the Oregon Legislature regarding human resources at the state.
· Compliance with federal and state laws and regulations regarding applicant and personnel actions.
Another way to look at compliance is: when the state is compliant, the risk of a lawsuit is reduced. 

Other states have faced multimillion dollar legal judgments in the human resources area related to hiring and compensation practices. The functionality and capabilities built into a COTS HRIS will provide the opportunity to help the state avoid liability by supplying consistent human resource information to agencies and supporting common practices that can demonstrate a consistent approach to human resource issues.

· Easy access to a broader range of information about position vacancies, job applicants, and the functionality to match position requirements with candidate skills will enable managers to make more informed and more efficient hiring decisions and will decrease the time from posting a vacancy to filling it. 

· Easy access to a broader range of information about employee activity and performance will allow managers to make more informed personnel decisions. 

· Providing accurate and up-to-date information collection, editing, and requirements to complete records for performance evaluations, disciplinary actions, and grievance reports and their outcomes will provide management with accurate employee historical information. 

· Tracking of personnel actions will provide a historical record of an employee’s employment and job performance. 
· Providing better data for decision making, along with historical data to support management decisions will be important to avoid and address legal challenges. 

Exhibit 4 outlines the problems and opportunities related to enhanced support for complying with laws and regulations. 

Exhibit 4: Problem and Opportunity Analysis:  Enhanced Support for Complying with Laws and Regulations

	Problem Definition
	Opportunity with HRIS
	Benefit to Agencies

	Federal and State Compliance. Example: Federal Family Medical Leave Act and Oregon Family Leave Act (FMLA/OFLA). This is an example of how a federal or state law can impact an existing HR system. The State of Oregon must comply with these laws. PPDB does not have this functionality, so it must be built. This creates yet another, non-integrated, shadow system.
	HRIS will provide the opportunity to comply with all the current federal and state laws and regulations. Part of the licensing agreement with the COTS vendor requires the vendor to keep its system current with new laws and regulations.
	The state will always maintain compliance with these laws and regulations.



	Collective bargaining. A new contract often results in new data gathering and reporting requirements. DAS currently has difficulty modifying PPDB and PICS to add new data elements, reports, edits, and functionality to meet these new contractual obligations. 
	HRIS applications provide robust labor relations modules. Contract specifics can be tracked, union employees are easily identified, and changes in salary or rate can be easily modeled or implemented. Unique contractual requirements can be easily integrated into the base system.
	Agencies HR staff could run standard reports showing contract specifics to help guide their work and their communications with regard to bargaining contract activities. 

	Unforeseen changes. No one knows what the future will bring and how it will affect HR. New federal or state laws are always on the horizon. 
	HRIS will provide the opportunity for the state to remain compliant with future laws and regulations. A COTS solution offers two very important opportunities to the state in the area of compliance:

· The COTS vendor must comply with federal and state laws within its base system.

· COTS systems are adaptable to unique requirements through either configuration or the development of additional functionality using the COTS vendors’ standard development tools. 
	Agencies will benefit by the upgrade and maintenance enhancements that come with a new COTS. Simple additions of a new type of transaction can be done in minutes; more complex compliance programming changes can be part of the upgrade path. 


Improved access to management information for decision making 
This includes the gathering, organizing, analyzing, and presenting information in support of personnel decisions or actions. This activity usually results in some type of report. This type of management information for decision support is used throughout the state and includes support for the information needs of various stakeholders including:
· Management

· Unions

· Analysts

· Executive

· Legislative

· Public

One of the major issues with the current PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS applications is that their current design does not enable agency HR staff access to employee, applicant, and position data for on demand and local reporting. Many agencies have built shadow systems to support these reporting needs 
A COTS HRIS will allow secure access, by agency HR staff. It will reduce the need to create shadow reporting systems, and enable HR staff in every agency to create their own reports. A human resources information system will provide the legislature, DAS, and agency management with improved access to accurate and timely candidate, employee, and position information for management and budgetary data analysis; recruiting, and information such as trend analyses, projections, impact summaries, and staffing profiles. 
Some examples of this information are:

· The number of applicants by day, month, year and/or by job classification type.

· The number of applicants at each step in the recruiting process. 

· The number of FTEs by funding source.

· Headcount by agency and state.

· Average state salaries and growth over years.

· Position histories, turnover, and vacancy rates.
· Length of time needed to fill an open position. 
· Actual cost of various scenarios for salary increases.

· Workforce trends analysis.

· Impact studies of statewide initiatives, programs, and policies, including various benefit-expense ratios.

· Manager headcount, level of mid-managers, and salary by agency over a period of years.

· Position analysis of track records of growth and movement of positions and salaries within an agency and transfers among agencies.

A COTS HRIS package solution provides enhanced controls on data integrity, extract and reporting tools, and effective-dated information for tracking trends. All of this supports timely and informed analysis and decision making. This also provides DAS and agency staff with better tools for providing effective and accurate information and analysis, for improving business processes, and for improving level of service to customers.

Another type of human resources function that will benefit greatly by the new COTS HRIS is the ability to do trend analysis. With the applicant, position and employee data integrated into one system, trend analysis and on-demand reporting capabilities will be drastically improved. 
There also is an opportunity to reduce turnover through providing managers better information, addressing agency concerns, and improving employee satisfaction. 

A COTS HRIS package will provide information on turnover statistics by the month, quarter, or year. These reports can contain information such as:

· Employees terminated last month by department or by supervisor, with the reason,

· Monthly, quarterly or annual cost savings on vacant positions by department, fund, cost centers, etc.

· Statistics showing the reasons that employees leave the organization for analyzing where staff morale or employment conditions need to be reviewed.

· Information reported by affirmative action criteria.

· Retirement turnover statistics that are important in an organization where a good share of the staff has been there for several years.

· Projections on staff that will be eligible to retire in one, two, or five years for forecasting vacant positions and potential savings.

There is no functionality in the current system to track information relative to collective bargaining. Many agencies track this information in shadow systems. When the DAS Labor Relations Unit is called upon to settle a grievance or negotiate a bargaining agreement, it takes a significant amount of time and effort to compile the needed information.
The implementation of a COTS HRIS will enable DAS and agency HR staff to have the information needed when it is time to deal with a grievance or negotiate an agreement. Both efforts have many of the same business requirements. 

Collective bargaining presents the opportunity for employees, unions, and management to negotiate issues that are vitally important to them. Under the Collective Bargaining Law, matters subject to bargaining include wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of employment. 
Matters subject to bargaining conducted between the state and a coalition of all collective bargaining unit representatives are:

· Number of names to be certified for vacancies.

· Promotional preferences.

· Leave benefits.

The collective bargaining agreement contains provisions that:

· Provide for a grievance procedure.

· Require processing of disciplinary actions or terminations of employment.

· Provide provisions for retroactive adjustments for salary, benefits, etc. Regardless of the date when the new agreement is completed, the effective date will be the first day after the end date of the previous agreement.

Each bargaining unit within each agency participates in collective bargaining agreements each budget cycle. Negotiations are a critical matter and management has need of information from a robust and comprehensive human resources system, which PPDB cannot provide. 
A COTS HRIS package will provide typical workforce analysis by selecting criteria that will provide the historical and statistical landscape by bargaining unit of the following: 

· Number of employees.

· Position histories.

· Recruitment issues and successes.

· Workforce compensation schedules.

· Standard and non-standard work schedules.

· History of overtime hours and costs.

· Turnover costs.

· Salary and benefits expenditures.

· Vacant position savings. 

Exhibit 5 outlines the problems and opportunities related to improved access to management information for decision making.

Exhibit 5: Problem and Opportunity Analysis:  Improved Access to Management Information for Decision making
	Problem Definition
	Opportunity with HRIS
	Benefit to Agencies

	Trend analysis. Personnel decisions are often made based on past analysis of trends. The PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS systems may have some of the raw data available, but it is difficult to access because it is in many different places. Also, once the data is found, it requires technical expertise to retrieve, format, and present the data.
	HRIS will provide the opportunity to keep HR data in one place. The tools used to retrieve, format, and present the data in COTS solutions are easy to use and meant for end users. 
	DAS and agency HR staff have indicated that it takes up to two weeks to compile reporting data with the PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS applications.

The COTS HRIS will provide a positive impact to agency staff when compiling and analyzing HR reporting data. 
The reports in a COTS reports library have been developed based on best practices and HR needs over the last twenty years and the state agencies will be able to refocus their time on key business objectives. 

	Legislative analysis. When the legislature is in session, one customer service goal of DAS is to respond quickly to their requests. Often, the legislative requests deal with information or data that is needed to support legislation. DAS does not know what the requests will be, but they do know that oftentimes it will be difficult to fulfill the request because of the challenges their HR systems pose. Oftentimes, a request for information can only be met with a great deal of manual effort.
	A HRIS solution will provide the opportunity to keep all HR data in one place. The tools used to retrieve, format, and present the data are easy to use, and meant for end users. 
	With the implementation of the new COTS and the improved reporting tools, the turnaround time for responding to information requests will be vastly reduced. 


Enhanced operational execution
This is how policy and regulation gets put into practice as a process. It is also how the day-to-day maintenance of employee personnel records occurs. Each state agency is responsible for maintaining personnel information for their employees and leveraging the common tools provided by DAS to the extent possible.
Exhibit 6 outlines the problems and opportunities related to enhanced operational execution.

Exhibit 6: Problem and Opportunity Analysis:  Enhanced Operational Execution
	Problem Definition
	Opportunity with HRIS
	Benefit to Agencies

	Highly manual/paper driven. Most DAS and agency HR processes require a lot of paper, people, and time. Data is often entered more than once; forms have to go through many hands before the employee action is complete. 
	HRIS will provide the opportunity to reduce the amount of paper needed for a process; the number of steps it takes to complete a process; and the time it takes for someone to complete a process from beginning to end. 
	Agency staff have clearly communicated that they are buried in paper. By standardizing transaction processing across the state and implementing workflow in the new HRIS, many of the paper forms can be reduced or eliminated. 

	No automated work flow. Many processes require multiple review or approval steps. The notification of the next in line is a manual step requiring a phone call, picking up a piece of paper and walking it over to another desk, or sending an email. Each of these activities takes time and resources and does not contribute to the overall goals of the agency or of DAS.
	HRIS will provide the opportunity to automate many of these multiple review and approval steps. Workflow is a built-in system feature that will automatically notify the next in line that some action is required, what that action is, and when it is to be completed. Each of these tasks reduces the time it takes for a process and frees DAS and agency staff for decision support activities.
	Agency appointing authorities have indicated that they personally are buried in paper forms that need to be reviewed and signed. This is a known bottleneck that would be alleviated with a HRIS workflow program.

	No employee or manager self service. If employees want to change their address or phone number or request leave, or if a manager wants to approve a change to a pay rate, the PPDB cannot accommodate that need directly. Many HR actions are centralized and require HR resources to accomplish them.
	HRIS will provide the opportunity to decentralize most transaction processing and move it into the hands of the person or persons who initiate it. 
	Agency HR staff are asking to be relieved of the burden of updating and maintaining data that could be maintained and owned at the source – such as employee home address, phone numbers, and emergency contacts. There are many HR activities that do not require HR direction or expertise. COTS-based solutions can decentralize these types of transactions.

	Front-end edits. Front-end edits are rules that define how a process is to be done and the kind of data that is acceptable. PPDB provides for some, but not all front-end editing resulting in data quality issues. DAS and agency time is being spent reviewing these entries and identifying and resolving any data issues. 
	HRIS will provide the opportunity to place very sophisticated front-end edits on all types of transactions. Having sophisticated front-end edits means a reduction of per-transaction cost and improved data quality.
	The agency staff as well as state employees will have data edits defined for appropriate fields where data is entered to help and guide them to enter valid, accurate information. This will help to ensure accurate information is entered once, at the source 


Financial implications of the proposed solution 
Financial implications are considered in three ways for purposes of this analysis:

· Cost of current operations as a result of issues with compliance, management information, or operational execution

· Cost of implementing (or not implementing) a new COTS-based HRIS application
· Ongoing cost of support of a new HRIS application

Exhibit 7 outlines the problems and opportunities related to the financial implications of the proposed solution.

	Exhibit 7: Problem and Opportunity Analysis: Financial Implications of the Proposed Solution

	Problem Definition
	Opportunity with HRIS
	Benefit to Agencies

	HR information processing is costly and labor intensive. The overall cost per transaction is high due to the number of staff, different systems that are touched, and timer to complete transactions. 
	HRIS will provide the opportunity to make HR processing more efficient. The cost per transaction is reduced, allowing staff to shift from transaction-based to decision support. 
	The real benefit here is difficult to quantitatively measure because the cost is transferred from non value, data entry intensive labor, over to value-added analysis, which benefits the agencies by helping them focus more time and effort on the business needs. 

	High cost of operating existing systems. The cost of maintaining current systems is high and will continue to grow. Much of the cost is measurable in terms of operations, upgrades, hardware, etc. However, there is a hidden cost that leaves the state vulnerable. The technical and business staff who maintain and operate the current systems are generally senior staff and could potentially leave state service in the next 5 years taking the institutional knowledge on the operation on these systems with them. 
	A modern HRIS will provide the opportunity to use current technology that can be supported by a ready pool of knowledgeable resources. Additionally, via the support agreement with the COTS vendor, costs for upgrades, compliance, bug fixes, etc., become part of that software maintenance agreement. 
	Agencies are already faced with the attrition of key technical and business resources. The implementation of a new COTS HRIS will help the agencies by providing an available and stable workforce to reduce risks associated with system knowledgeable employees leaving.


	There are many shadow systems, that cost the state money. Over the years, many shadow systems have been developed to fill gaps between what the PPDB can do and what needs to be done. Appendix A contains a partial list of these applications. Some of these systems are small (Microsoft Excel spreadsheets and Access databases) and some are large such as the Oregon Department of Transportation’s Transportation Online Personnel Action System (TOPAS). In either case, each has a cost. Sometimes the cost can be measured in hard dollars: staff, hardware, software, and maintenance costs. Other times costs are measured in soft dollars: time spent on dual data entry, time spent creating a report when the data had to be pulled from multiple sources, and agencies processing transactions in potentially non-standard ways. 
	HRIS will provide the opportunity to reduce or eliminate many of the shadow systems, saving the state money. COTS solutions provide an integrated database, are rich in functionality, have powerful reporting tools, and are generally meant for the end user. 
	Agencies will not only experience the benefit and time savings of reducing or eliminating these shadow systems, but it is expected that replacing PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS with a COTS-based HRIS solution will significantly close the gap between what a COTS HRIS can do and what the specific agency needs are. As each gap closes, one or more shadow systems can be reduced or eliminated.

	Initial start-up costs of a COTS implementation can be costly. Start-up costs include the COTS license, the hardware and software required to support the COTS, third-party implementers who are experienced with the COTS, state staff time, and any back-fills, process reengineering and change management, and training. 
	The recommended alternative “E” offers the opportunity to share these costs, thus reducing the costs, time, and effort any one agency has to bear. This alternative takes advantage of economies of scale for project team resources, third-party consultants, and capital expenditures. It also provides the opportunity to have a ready and willing pilot agency for the new COTS-based HRIS application.
	Because DAS is partnering with other agencies on the HRIS implementation each pilot agency will reap the benefit of the implementation without having to fully fund the project; and all other agencies benefit by a new COTS HRIS without having to invest time, resources or funding.


Assumptions and Methods
This section summarizes the alternatives analysis conducted by Dye Management Group, Inc. It also outlines the assumptions and methods utilized to perform the analysis.

Overview of Alternatives Analyzed 
Dye Management Group, Inc., in conjunction with a range of HRIS project stakeholders, identified potential alternatives and established the following four alternative solutions for additional analysis:
Alternative A: Do nothing and continue to use the existing core HR systems
Under this alternative, PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS would continue to be utilized to provide HR functionality. These systems would only be minimally enhanced as required to meet statutory or regulatory requirements and/or to address critical technical issues. DAS and all other state agencies would continue to operate as they do now with an assorted collection of distributed databases that require a user to go to multiple systems to manage HR policies and procedures and to maintain employee HR records. 
Alternative B: Build a custom HR application to replace PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS
This alternative would involve custom development using state staff and/or contractors of a new custom solution to replace PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS. Under this alternative, the state would be responsible for ongoing maintenance, enhancement, and upgrades to the system. 
Alternative C: Acquire a best-of-breed COTS HRIS solution to replace PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS
This alternative would involve DAS acquiring and implementing a best-of-breed COTS HRIS solution. DAS HRSD would lead the definition of functional requirements, software procurement and selection, and manage implementation of the new HRIS at the statewide level and deployment to individual agencies. 
Alternative D: Implement HRIS as the initial module of a future statewide ERP solution 
Under this alternative DAS would procure and implement the HR portion of an ERP system. The other modules would be available for implementation after moving into production with the HRIS module. DAS would be fully responsible for the implementation costs. 
Alternative E: Implement the HRIS module of an ERP solution working in partnership with other agencies to be identified 
Under this alternative, DAS HRSD would partner with other agencies to define requirements, select, procure, and implement a COTS-based HRIS/ERP. The other agencies and DAS would procure the ERP software and integration services jointly. DAS HRSD will work with the other agencies to identify and implement a single HRIS software application to serve DAS and all other agency human resource requirements through a common database and software application. The agencies would work together to configure the enterprise design of the HRIS/ERP application and the software would be installed in a shared production environment in a single instance of the software. The other agencies would also serve as a pilot agency for the new statewide HRIS. 
Evaluation Criteria

In order to evaluate each alternative in terms of how it meets DAS requirements and to assess the relative cost to implement and maintain the different alternatives and the associated risk, a set of evaluation criteria was established through discussion with various project stakeholders. These evaluation criteria include:

· Degree of fit with high-level objectives

· Consistency with the DAS/ IT direction

· Speed of implementation
· Cost to develop/configure

· Long-term support considerations

· Life cycle costs/total cost of ownership

· Incremental expandability and flexibility

· Degree of risk

Each of these evaluation criteria are described briefly below.

Degree of fit with business requirements – This criterion refers to the extent to which a proposed alternative meets the DAS and agency business requirements. For a COTS solution, consideration is given in this regard to existing functionality that is provided “off the shelf” and that functionality requires customizations to meet the requirement fully. 

Consistency with the DAS/State of Oregon IT direction – This criterion refers to the extent to which an alternative will comply with DAS and/or State of Oregon IT business direction and technology standards. Aspects to be considered include customer service capability, system sustainability, process efficiencies, security, development platform, database management software, system integration, and reduction of shadow systems, among others. 
Long-term support considerations – This criterion is designed to address the degree of ease in which an alternative can be supported by DAS and the agencies following initial implementation. Factors to be considered under this criterion include whether DAS will be dependent on a third party for software upgrades, the ease of completing and implementing these upgrades, and the number of staff and skills required to maintain the application internally. 

Life cycle costs/total cost of ownership – This criterion is based on a comparison of the cost of supporting the system over its life cycle. For purposes of this analysis, a ten-year cost of ownership is being analyzed, representing the implementation period and the three biennium following implementation. 

Incremental expandability and flexibility – This criterion encompasses the relative cost and complexity of modifying and extending the various alternatives to meet changing business needs. This criterion rates the likelihood of an event occurring that would affect the flexibility and expandability of implementation and use. Specifically, it rates the ability to program changes, the effect of requirements changing before implementation, availability of funding to support maintenance by skilled staff, and the effect of design on flexibility.

Degree of risk – This criterion is based upon the relative degree of risk of each alternative, including the risk associated with the development approach (package or custom) and the relative risk of the availability and stability of the development team during development and post-deployment. 

Speed of implementation – This criterion refers to the expected duration of the initial implementation project. 

Cost to develop – This criterion is based on the cost to develop and/or configure and implement each of the alternatives. 

Summary of Alternatives Analysis

As a result of the evaluation of each of the five solution alternatives (A – E) against the defined criteria, a rating was applied to each alternative to indicate to what extent each alternative meets the criteria. The ratings range from 0 to 5, where 0 means an alternative does not meet the evaluation criteria, to 5, which means the alternative fully meets the evaluation criteria. 
Exhibit 8 provides a summary of the evaluations followed by a detailed analysis of each alternative. 
Exhibit 8: Summary of Alternatives Analysis

	
	Degree of fit 
with functional requirements
	Consistency with DAS and/or state IT Direction
	Long-term support considerations
	Life cycle costs / total cost of ownership
	Incremental expandability and flexibility
	Degree of risk
	Total Rating
	Cost to DAS to develop
(million)
	Speed of Implementation (months)

	Alternative A:  Do nothing and continue to use existing HR systems
	1
	2
	1
	3
	1
	2
	10
	$32.8

	N/A

	Alternative B:  Build a custom HR application to replace PPDB, APPL.CERT and PICS
	5
	1
	2
	3
	3
	1
	15
	$35.6
	48

	Alternative C:  Acquire a best- of-breed COTS HRIS solution
	4
	3
	4
	2
	4
	4
	21
	$30.6
	36

	Alternative D:  Implement HRIS as first module of future statewide ERP 
	4
	5
	4
	2
	5
	4
	24
	$32.5
	36

	Alternative E:  Implement HRIS module of ERP working in partnership with other agencies
	4
	5
	5
	4
	5
	3
	26
	$24.3
	36



Criteria Rating

(0-5)

(0): Does not meet criteria

(5): Fully meets criteria
Based on this analysis, Dye Management Group, Inc. is recommending Alternative E in which DAS would work in conjunction with other agencies to jointly acquire a COTS HRIS/ERP solution. It is important to note Alternatives C, D and E are all viable solutions for the project. However, Alternative E will bring a significant cost savings and lower project risks, assuming one or more partner agencies can be identified to work with DAS on this effort. If one or more partner agencies cannot be identified then DAS should proceed with Alternative D and initiate the HRIS as the initial modules of a statewide ERP.

The rationale for this recommendation includes:
· Working with other agencies to acquire and implement an HRIS/ERP solution has a much higher degree of fit with strategic business objectives and requirements than maintaining the current system, but at significantly less cost and risk than developing a custom solution.
· Selection of a COTS-based HRIS/ERP solution is consistent with the state’s information technology direction. In addition, selection of an ERP solution can provide long-term benefits to the state by providing the initial core software solution, which can then be extended to meet other key business functionality at a later date and/or adopted and implemented by other state agencies. 
· This alternative has reduced implementation and life cycle costs in comparison to DAS selecting a best-of-breed HRIS solution on its own. By partnering with other agencies, both implementation and some ongoing costs are shared across the agencies.
· The DAS cost to implement an HRIS/ERP in partnership with other agencies is estimated to be $24.3 million -- significantly less than the cost to custom build or to implement a best-of-breed COTS HRIS application. This savings represents economies of scale related to a shared software acquisition and implementation effort.
· A COTS-based HRIS/ERP application is highly flexible and expandable, with vendors typically providing enhancements on a regular schedule including updates required based on statutory and regulatory changes. Likewise, an off-the-shelf HRIS solution can provide a framework for the later implementation of other human resource functionality available within a COTS application suite such as payroll, learning management, or benefits administration at the state’s option. 

· Partnering with other agencies provides for the lowest risk of the five implementation alternatives since this risk is shared across multiple agencies. In addition, working with multiple agencies provides the opportunity for DAS to work collaboratively with one or more highly engaged pilot partners which will serve to further reduce project risk.
· Alternatives C, D and E have similar implementation timeframes, which are significantly less than the time required to custom develop the software. The recommended alternative will allow for statewide implementation to be completed in three years (Alternative C) or 39 months (Alternatives D and E).
Detailed Analysis of Alternatives

This subsection provides additional analysis of each of the alternatives against the evaluation criteria. 
Evaluation – Alternative A:  Do nothing and continue to use existing HR systems 
This is the baseline alternative. It assumes that the state would update/upgrade PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS only as needed to continue to provide continuity of business operations and to address required statutory or regulatory changes. An evaluation of this alternative against each of the evaluation criteria is provided below.
· Degree of fit with functional requirements – This alternative has a low degree of fit with DAS and agency business requirements as developed and documented during the HRIS pre-implementation planning effort. This “do nothing” alternative prevents DAS from providing the level of HR systems capabilities and support required by DAS and the individual agencies. This gap between the capabilities of the PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS, and the agency HR requirements has led to the development of numerous shadow systems. 
· Consistency with DAS/State of Oregon IT direction and standards – The current HR systems and the numerous shadow systems only partially conform to DAS/State of Oregon IT direction and standards. Some of the shadow systems for example, are written in non-standard development languages making these systems difficult to support. 
· Long-term support considerations – Supporting and enhancing PPDB, APPL/CERT, PICS, and many of the agency shadow applications will become more difficult in the future as the individuals who developed these systems change positions or leave state service. Newer staff would likely not have the knowledge base to support the shadow systems in future years. 
· Life cycle costs/total cost of ownership – The cost of ownership of the current legacy systems and databases is expected to increase over time as staff familiar with the systems retire or change positions and the cost to maintain outdated hardware and software continues to increase. There will also be a need to develop new functionality or additional shadow systems to meet new and changing statutory and regulatory requirements and other state business requirements. We have estimated the DAS total life cycle costs of this alternative to be approximately $32.8 million from the point of go-live through five years program management. This is based on staff support, the cost of anticipated system enhancements, and infrastructure maintenance costs for that period.

· Incremental expandability and flexibility – The existing DAS HR systems are difficult to enhance. To meet an ever-growing set of HR requirements, DAS and the individual agencies will likely have to meet these new requirements by enhancing existing shadow HR systems or developing new shadow applications. 
· Degree of risk – This alternative has a high degree of risk because:

· There is a significant possibility of system failure as PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS support staff retire from state service. 

· The extensive use of shadow systems creates a high risk of inadvertent disclosure of confidential employee information. 
· The PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS systems simply do not meet business requirements. Though there are no implementation risks, there are risks in not being able to effectively meet current and future HR requirements. This is especially true when it comes to compliance. Likewise, there are risks in terms of the opportunity costs associated with lost business benefits for the state that could be achieved through an HRIS application.

· Cost to develop – There is no specific cost to develop for this alternative. The cost of not replacing the PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS applications is measured in time spent working with paper records, the inability to do long-range planning of HR resources, the inability for applicants to apply for State of Oregon jobs online (one of very few large employers who is unable to provide an online application process), lack of effective decision support, and other tangible and intangible costs presented elsewhere in this document.

· Speed of implementation – As there is no implementation under this alternative, this criterion is not applicable.
Evaluation – Alternative B: Build a custom HR application to replace PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS 
This alternative assumes that the state would engage a consultant to gather requirements in further detail and then design, build, test, and implement a custom-built solution. An evaluation of this alternative against each of the evaluation criteria is provided below.

· Degree of fit with functional requirements – Because this alternative involves custom development, it is anticipated that the system that is designed and implemented should fully meet DAS and other agency requirements for replacing PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS.

· Consistency with DAS/State of Oregon IT direction and standards – Because this alternative involves new custom development, it is assumed that the state’s IT technology direction and standards would be followed. However, the DAS vision of efficient and effective government infrastructure and adaptable government for future generations would only be partially met. This is because in-house-built systems often recreate existing processes and are not updated with any regularity, whereas a COTS solution would incorporate best practice business processes and regular vendor software upgrades. In addition, IT’s long term objective includes implementing an ERP-based platform, housed at the SDC and leveraged by every state agency for financial, human resources and other back office administrative needs. A custom-built solution would not likely be comparable to an ERP solution. 
· Long-term support considerations – The long-term support of a new, custom-developed HRIS, or any significant custom development, depends heavily on the availability of knowledgeable IT staff to provide ongoing maintenance for the users and to manage software upgrades and routine maintenance. This is in contrast to a COTS solution where software upgrades would be provided as part of the vendor’s license agreement.

· Life cycle costs/total cost of ownership – The DAS life cycle costs for this alternative are estimated to be $14.6 million from initial implementation through five years of program management. The primary cost component is an internal HRSD and technical support team. This support cost is actually less than the annual cost of supporting the COTS-based solutions because the COTS alternatives include both software maintenance and licensing fees not applicable to a custom solution, but still require some level of internal business and technical support staff. The DAS total cost of ownership of this alternative is estimated to be approximately $50.1 million through the ten-year ROI analysis period. It is important to note that this alternative involves building two applications – applicant tracking and HRIS – both of which have extensive business technical requirements. Of the alternatives analyzed this is the most expensive in terms of developer costs. . 
· Incremental expandability and flexibility – A custom development alternative has the potential to be very flexible because it is built to the specific requirements of DAS and the agencies and additional changes needed over time can be programmed by the support team versus needing to ask a COTS vendor to add functionality to their package solution. At the same time, it is possible that a custom development approach could take so long to complete that the state’s requirements could change before the new functionality is implemented. In addition, funding challenges could pose a threat to the flexibility of a custom solution because it is necessary to maintain a team of skilled developers to support and enhance the system. Also, the new custom-developed HRIS could inadvertently be designed in a way that restricts its expandability and flexibility to address unforeseen requirements. 

· Degree of risk – Alternative B has a high degree of risk. Custom development is traditionally the mostly risky system implementation approach. A large portion of the risk is in the availability and stability of the development team and IT staff during development and for ongoing post-deployment support. To mitigate the risk of custom development, it is generally advisable to consider building a custom solution only if you have a unique process to satisfy or are building to obtain a distinct strategic advantage in your field. This is not the case with human resource management functionality, which is not for the most part industry specific and where a number of highly functional COTS solutions are available in the marketplace. Another significant risk associated with custom development is that changes to the agency strategic plan or reductions in funding and staffing could prohibit the completion of the project effort. 

· Cost to develop – The cost associated with custom software development traditionally exceeds other approaches in order to obtain the same desired results. A full custom development was the highest cost to the build of the alternatives analyzed for the HRIS replacement, with an estimated development cost to DAS of approximately $35.6 million. This cost assumes a fixed price bid from a system integrator contracted through an RFP process.

· Speed of implementation – This alternative is estimated to take 48 months from project initiation through vendor selection and deployment to all agencies. This longer implementation timeline is the result of the additional time required to design and develop the solution. This alternative involves complete custom development whereas the COTS-based alternatives have most elements of the solution already developed. This alternative would require a significant amount of time in the system design and software development phases. The time to implement a new HR system is impacted by the need to interact with users and other stakeholders to obtain the most concise and correct requirements possible. In addition, this alternative puts a strain on IT resources and could easily detract from other, equally important state software development projects. The project schedule could also be impacted by the lack of availability of key stakeholders. It is often the case that the stakeholders do not deliver full requirements to the development team during requirements definition and system design, causing rework and delays. Also, any loss of key IT personnel during the system development phase could impact the time to deliver. 
Evaluation – Alternative C:  Acquire a best-of-breed COTS HRIS solution to replace PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS
This alternative would involve DAS acquiring and implementing a best-of-breed COTS human resources application as a separate DAS-led project. DAS HRSD would lead the software procurement and vendor selection process and manage implementation of the new HRIS as a standalone project. Under this alternative, DAS would be responsible for the full cost of software acquisition and licensing and the full cost of hardware and other technical infrastructure required to support the application. DAS would implement the new HRIS in its own separate production instance at the State Data Center.
· Degree of fit with functional requirements – An initial evaluation of the state’s HRIS requirements against best-of-breed COTS HRIS solutions suggests that there is a fit between the state’s requirements and the capabilities of COTS software. 
· Consistency with DAS/State of Oregon IT direction and standards – Consistency with DAS/State of Oregon IT standards would be a requirement of the Request for Proposal for the best-of-breed COTS HRIS software. By definition, a best of breed system is not an ERP application and would not be consistent with the general direction of DAS IT; one of whose objectives is to implement an ERP-type of architecture that would support all agencies human resources, finance and other back office needs. However, the selected COTS HRIS solution should comply with most if not all state or DAS IT directions and standards in terms of database design, security, scalability and vendor support model.
· Long-term support considerations – A best-of-breed COTS HRIS solution has advantages from a long-term support perspective. Software upgrades would be provided as part of the vendor’s license agreement. In addition, software vendors typically include in these upgrades any application enhancements or changes to meet new statutory or regulatory requirements because these are needs of their entire user base.
· Life cycle costs/total cost of ownership – The annual support costs for the COTS best-of-breed HRIS solution include the annual software licensing and hardware maintenance charges for the COTS solution and the cost of an internal HRSD and technical support team. The life cycle costs for the best-of-breed COTS HRIS alternative is estimated at $25.3 million from initial implementation through five years of ongoing program management. There are no opportunities for cost sharing with another agency in this alternative so the entire cost is absorbed by DAS. 
· The DAS total cost of ownership of this alternative is estimated to be approximately $55.9 million. This cost of ownership is a higher amount than Alternative B due to DAS having to license the HRIS software by itself and maintain an internal support team. 
· Incremental expandability and flexibility – The modular platform provided by the leading COTS HRIS vendors should allow for relatively easy expandability (adding and changing data, reports, tables, etc.). There is, however, a risk of being dependent on the COTS vendor to include application changes in its regularly scheduled software upgrades. 
· Degree of risk – The overall risk of implementing a best-of-breed HRIS solution is generally lower than custom development. There remain, however, a number of risks inherent in any package implementation. One major risk, for example, is the ability to provide concise and complete requirements to the selected vendor. 
· Cost to develop – The cost to implement a best-of-breed COTS HRIS solution including any required customizations is less than the cost to custom develop an HR system. Implementing a COTS is not a development project but essentially a configuration and conversion project. Development costs are usually confined to the cost to design and develop specific customizations to address gaps in requirements, interfaces, and data conversion programs. The DAS cost to implement a best-of-breed COTS HRIS solution is estimated to be approximately $30.6 million. This is less than the custom development solution but higher than the $24.3 million estimated cost of implementing the HRIS in partnership with other agencies due to the opportunity to share some potential costs (software and implementation) between DAS and other agencies.

· Speed of implementation – Implementation of a best-of-breed COTS HRIS solution will have the shortest project duration because the software does not need to be developed and there is no dependency on other agency timelines prior to initiating the statewide deployment. We have estimated that the implementation of a COTS solution will take approximately 36 months from project initiation through vendor selection to deployment to all agencies. 
Alternative D:  Implement HRIS as initial module of a future statewide ERP solution 

Under this alternative, as a separate DAS-led project, DAS HRSD would define requirements, select, procure, and implement the HRIS module of a COTS-based ERP system. DAS HRSD would implement a single ERP software application to address enterprise human resources. The software would be installed in a shared production environment at the state data center, and would position the State to implement other modules in the future, such as general ledger accounting or budgeting.

· Degree of fit with functional requirements – An initial evaluation of the state’s HRIS requirements against the human resource functionality available in leading ERP suites suggests that there is an excellent degree of fit between the state’s requirements and the capabilities of ERP software. 
· Consistency with DAS/State of Oregon IT direction and standards – Consistency with DAS/State of Oregon IT standards would be a requirement of the Request for Proposal for the ERP solution. Consequently, the selected ERP solution should comply with most, if not all, state or DAS IT directions and standards and is consistent with DAS IT’s goal of an ERP architecture.

· Long-term support considerations – An ERP solution, like a best-of-breed COTS HRIS solution, has advantages from a long-term support perspective. Software upgrades would be provided as part of the vendor’s license agreement. In addition, software vendors typically include in these upgrades any application enhancements or changes to meet new statutory or regulatory requirements since these are needs of their entire user base. Implementation of an HRIS/ERP solution instead of a best-of-breed HRIS solution will also simplify long-term support considerations in that one integrated solution from a single vendor will need to be maintained versus potentially multiple COTS solutions from different vendors for the state’s HR solution and the other future system needs of other agencies.

· Life cycle costs/total cost of ownership – The DAS life cycle support costs for the HR module of the ERP solution is estimated to be $23.1 million from statewide implementation through five years of ongoing program management. This includes the annual software licensing charges for the ERP solution, the hardware and other infrastructure maintenance costs and the cost of an HRSD business and technical support team. While this life cycle cost is higher than the cost of a custom system due to the need to cover software licensing/maintenance and internal support costs, this cost is about the same as the estimated cost to maintain PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS over the same time period. The DAS total cost of ownership of this alternative is estimated to be approximately $55.6 million. This cost of ownership is approximately the same as implementing a best-of-breed COTS HRIS, with the primary difference between these two alternatives being in the ERP software versus best of breed software purchase. 
· Incremental expandability and flexibility – The modular platform provided by the leading ERP vendors should allow for relatively easy expandability (adding and changing data, reports, tables, etc.). There is, however, a risk of being dependent on the ERP vendor to include application changes in its regularly scheduled software upgrades. An off-the-shelf HRIS/ERP solution can also provide a framework for the later implementation of other human resource functionality available within the COTS application suite such as payroll, recruiting, learning management, or benefits administration at the state’s option. This alternative can effectively extend the life of the existing payroll and benefits applications. Likewise, selection of an ERP solution can provide long-term benefits to the state by providing the initial core software solution, which can then be extended to meet other key business functionality such as financial management, procurement, or customer relationship management, and/or this functionality can be adopted and implemented by other state agencies.

· Degree of risk – The overall risk of implementing an HRIS/ERP solution is generally lower than custom development. There is also a risk reduction in Alternative D, in that while DAS is not partnering with other agencies to select, procure and implement the HRIS there will be fewer organizational risks than those which are inherent in multi-agency, joint decision making.

· Cost to develop – DAS’s share of the cost to implement an HRIS/ERP solution is estimated to be $32.5 million. Like implementing the best-of-breed COTS HRIS, this alternative is not a development project but essentially a configuration and conversion project. Development costs will be primarily confined to the cost to design and develop specific customizations to address gaps in requirements, interfaces, and data conversion programs. 
· Speed of implementation – Implementation of an HRIS/ERP solution is estimated to be 39 months from project initiation through vendor selection to deployment to all agencies. This timeline is slightly longer than the best of breed alternative due to the need to allow the team 3 extra months of requirements definition to ensure DAS is cognizant of the integration between the modules in an ERP system, and the potential for turning those modules on at a future date. 
Alternative E:  Implement the HRIS module of an ERP solution based on working in partnership with other agencies to be identified

DAS HRSD would work with one or more other Oregon state agencies to identify and implement a single ERP software application to address enterprise human resources system needs through a common database and software application. DAS and one or more agencies would work together to configure the enterprise design of the HRIS module of the ERP application, and the software would be installed in a shared production environment in a single instance of the software. DAS and the agencies would pilot the enterprise HRIS application, and then DAS would implement the HRIS statewide for all other agencies served by DAS HRSD. 

· Degree of fit with functional requirements – An initial evaluation of the state’s HRIS requirements against the human resource functionality available in leading ERP suites suggests that there is an excellent degree of fit between the state’s requirements and the capabilities of ERP software. 

· Consistency with DAS/State of Oregon IT direction and standards – Consistency with DAS/State of Oregon IT standards would be a requirement of the Request for Proposal for the ERP solution. Consequently, the selected ERP solution should comply with most, if not all, state or DAS IT directions and standards.

· Long-term support considerations – An ERP solution, like a best-of-breed COTS HRIS solution, has advantages from a long-term support perspective. Software upgrades would be provided as part of the vendor’s license agreement. In addition, software vendors typically include in these upgrades any application enhancements or changes to meet new statutory or regulatory requirements since these are needs of their entire user base. Implementation of an HRIS/ERP solution instead of a best-of-breed HRIS solution will also simplify long-term support considerations in that one integrated solution from a single vendor will need to be maintained versus potentially multiple COTS solutions from different vendors for the state’s HR solution and the financial, procurement, and other future agency-specific needs.

· Life cycle costs/total cost of ownership – The DAS life cycle support costs for the DAS or HR share of the ERP solution is estimated to be $20.4 million from statewide implementation through five years of program management. This includes the DAS portion of the annual software licensing charges for the ERP solution, the DAS share of hardware and other infrastructure maintenance costs and the cost of an HRSD business and technical support team. Some of the resources and costs of the technical support team can be shared with other agencies. While this life cycle cost is higher than the cost of a custom system due to the need to cover software licensing/maintenance and internal support costs, this cost is about the same as the estimated cost to maintain PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS over the same time period.

· The DAS total cost of ownership of this alternative is estimated to be approximately $44.7 million. This cost of ownership is substantially lower than the custom solution, implementing a best-of-breed COTS HRIS, and alternative D, due to the opportunity to share some costs between the DAS and other agencies. 
· Incremental expandability and flexibility – The modular platform provided by the leading ERP vendors should allow for relatively easy expandability (adding and changing data, reports, tables, etc.). There is, however, a risk of being dependent on the ERP vendor to include application changes in its regularly scheduled software upgrades. An off-the-shelf HRIS/ERP solution can also provide a framework for the later implementation of other human resource functionality available within the COTS application suite such as payroll, recruiting, learning management, or benefits administration at the state’s option. This alternative can effectively extend the life of the existing payroll and benefits applications. Likewise, selection of an ERP solution can provide long-term benefits to the state by providing the initial core software solution, which can then be extended to meet other key business functionality such as financial management, procurement, or customer relationship management, and/or this functionality can be adopted and implemented by other state agencies.

· Degree of risk – The overall risk of implementing an HRIS/ERP solution is generally lower than custom development. There is also some risk reduction compared to alternatives C and D, where DAS would be working alone to conduct the implementation, because of the opportunity to share various risks between other agencies and DAS. This risk reduction, however, may be offset by some of the organizational risks inherent in multi-agency, joint decision making.

· Cost to develop – DAS’s share of the cost to implement an HRIS/ERP solution is estimated to be $24.3 million. Like implementing the best-of-breed COTS HRIS, this alternative is not a development project but essentially a configuration and conversion project. Development costs will be primarily confined to the cost to design and develop specific customizations to address gaps in requirements, interfaces, and data conversion programs. The cost to implement an HRIS/ERP solution is much less than the custom development solution. DAS’ portion of the cost to implement the HRIS/ERP in partnership with other agencies is also less than the cost to implement a best-of-breed COTS HRIS due to the opportunity to share some costs between DAS and the other agencies. Examples of these shared costs include software acquisition, hardware acquisition, project management, project support staff, technical support, and database administration.

· Speed of implementation – Implementation of an HRIS/ERP solution is estimated to be 39 months from project initiation through vendor selection to deployment to all agencies. This timeline is slightly longer than the COTS best of breed HRIS alternative due to the need to allow the team 3 months of additional requirements definition related to ERP integration. 
Assumptions and Scope
This subsection outlines the key assumptions for each of the alternatives analyzed.
General
The following list of assumptions applies to all of the alternatives analyzed: 
· The scope of all of the alternatives includes support for the state’s human resource management administration and position control functionality. This includes functionality currently provided by PPDB, APPL/CERT, PICS, and by a number of agency shadow systems. 
· The scope of all alternatives includes interfacing with the state’s existing payroll and benefits administration applications. It is assumed that these interfaces will be implemented using a “black box” approach with the new HRIS producing the same interface file as these systems receive today from the PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS applications to limit the impact of the new HRIS application on these other existing systems.
· Cost has been included in Alternatives B – E for designing, developing, and implementing the standard interface formats into or out of the new HRIS. Cost has also been included for the implementation vendor and DAS staff to manage testing of conversion and interfaces to individual agency shadow systems and provides coordination and guidance to the agency in developing the agency-specific inbound/outbound interfaces and conversion extracts. The actual cost to design and develop the logic to import or export the data from the agency shadow systems has not been included in the estimate.
· Cost has been included in Alternatives B – E for design and development of interfaces between the new HRIS and PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS to support parallel processing during a pilot period. Transactions would be processed in the new system by pilot agencies but PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS would remain the system of record during this period.
· The cost to implement and operate the new HRIS application includes all DAS-related costs. This includes direct DAS costs and costs that may be assessed by the State Data Center.
· Individual agency costs associated with agency-level implementation of the new HRIS application have not been included in this analysis.
· Ongoing software licensing costs have been estimated at a 25% discount from the average list price for COTS ongoing licensing fees. This was based on a review of leading COTS packages implemented in other states.

· A placeholder of $600,000 for hardware and technical infrastructure has been included in the draft business case for Alternatives B - E.  $500,000 is allocated for the production environment with these costs incurred in the year prior to implementation.
· Hardware and infrastructure maintenance cost has been have been included in the estimated data processing costs.
· DAS will be charged for their actual use of the State Data Center based on the Data Center’s assessment process and prevailing rates. Our estimate for data processing services in the business case is based on an estimate provided by the data center for PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS, plus additional contingency. 
· Cost of user training includes costs for DAS and vendor implementation staff to prepare training materials and conduct training and the cost of leasing a dedicated training facility for the duration of the implementation effort. $147,600 has been allocated for renting and equipping a dedicated training facility for the two years of pilot and statewide deployment. This is based on a cost of $6,000 per month, with a 5% percent increase in monthly cost for the second year.
· Other operational expenses for alternatives B – E have been estimated as a minimum of $50,000, with higher amounts during the implementation period and the year immediately before and after implementation.
· The cost of capital was calculated based on the sale of 6 year bonds at 3.4% on an as needed basis to fund the project effort. 

· Contingency has been applied to alternatives B – E, with a contingency of 20% on the custom development alternative and 10% on the COTS HRIS and HRIS alternatives for the project period. Contingency of 5% has been applied to all alternatives for the post-project, ongoing program phase.
· The projected future benefit stream for alternatives B – E is assumed to be the same, with benefit acquisition beginning at slightly different times based on the actual implementation timelines for each alternative.
Alternative A: Do nothing and continue to use existing core HR systems
The primary assumptions underlying the analysis of this alternative include:

· There will be no significant enhancements to the functionality of the existing systems. Any changes will be confined to system changes required to meet statutory and regulatory requirements.
· The cost to maintain the existing environment includes both the cost to maintain PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS, as well as agency shadow systems that have been implemented to address functionality gaps in PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS. 
· The cost to maintain the PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS is estimated to be $764,842 per year based on information provided by DAS.
· The cost to maintain the agency shadow systems is estimated to be $800,000 per year statewide. This cost estimate is based on discussions with ODOT about the cost to maintain their shadow systems, with the estimated costs for one agency then extrapolated to attempt to estimate the approximate costs for all agencies.
· The current costs to maintain these systems (DAS and individual agencies) will increase approximately five 5 per cent per year over the first biennium and then increases 10 per cent in the second biennium, 15 per cent for the third and fourth bienniums, and then 20 per cent for the fifth biennium. This cost increase assumes that over time the state will need to contract out more of the support for these systems as staff familiar with the current systems change positions or leave state service.
· The avoided costs of maintaining PPDB, APPL/CERT, PICS, and agency shadow systems are considered a benefit stream for Alternatives B – E.
Alternative B: Build a custom HR application to replace PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS
The primary assumptions underlying the analysis of this alternative include:

· Additional requirements definition work will be performed prior to releasing an RFP to select a systems integrator. In order to develop a custom solution, the requirements would need to be documented at a greater level of detail appropriate for allowing a vendor to estimate the custom development effort (versus the level of requirements needed for conducting a gap analysis for a COTS software package).
· The system will be developed by a system integrator selected through an RFP process. A cost estimate for this development effort of $20 million was established for the business case, based on a high-level estimate of the effort required to custom design and develop the major functional components of an HRIS and applicant tracking system using current market rates for software design, coding, and testing. 
· This alternative includes quality assurance and program management support of $1.5 million. This includes support for developing more detailed functional requirements, a full-time HR functional lead during the implementation process, a part-time project advisor, and conducting periodic quality assurance reviews.
· This alternative includes a DAS core team to support implementation consisting of the following staffing:

· Project manager (classified as Principal Executive Manager F) 
· Eight FTE business analysts/subject matter experts (six are classified as Operations and Policy Analyst 4, and two Training and Development Specialist 2). Four of the eight business analysts would be dedicated to applicant tracking, while the other four would be dedicated to implementing the core HR module. 
· Technical lead (classified as Information Systems Specialist 8)
· Two FTE system developers/programmers (classified as Information Systems Specialist 8), one dedicated to applicant tracking, and the other dedicated to core HR. 
· One database administrator, (classified as Information Systems Specialist 8)
· One administrative assistant, approximately 30% of the time (classified as Admin Specialist 1)
· The estimated timeline for this alternative is 48 months as outlined in Exhibit 9.


Exhibit 9: Anticipated Project Schedule for Alternative B: Custom HR Application

	Phase/Activity
	Target Durations

	Additional Detailed Requirements Development
	4 months

	Acquisition
	6 months

	Planning
	2 months

	System Design
	6 months

	Development/System Testing
	12 months

	User Acceptance Testing
	3 months

	Pilot Implementation
	7 months

	Statewide Roll-out
	8 months


· Software costs include the cost of additional database licenses to support the implementation of the custom solution. This cost was estimated based on 1,175 users. This user count was developed based on the number of current PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS users with an assumed increase in the user count based on the new functionality to be provided. 
· Hardware and software acquisition and ongoing licensing and maintenance costs under this alternative are the full responsibility of DAS.
· The cost of maintaining the custom HRIS application includes an internal HRSD business team, a DAS technical support team, the cost of maintaining hardware and other infrastructure components, and the cost of ongoing software licensing and maintenance for database licenses.
· The ongoing DAS support team would consist of the following:

· DAS business lead (classified as Principle Executive Manager F)
· Two core HR business analysts, with a third analyst for the first two years in production to support the training rollout (classified Info Systems Spec 6) 
· One Recruitment business analyst, with an additional .5 FTE analyst headcount for the first two years in production
· System administrator (classified as Info Systems Spec 8)
· Technical lead (classified as Info Systems Spec 8)
· Three developers, with an additional developer for the first two years in production (classified as Info Systems Spec 8). These resources would be split in half to cover core HR and applicant tracking development and unit testing. 
· One database administrator (classified as Info Systems Spec 8)
· The cost of resources is based on the fully burdened salary of project DAS resources as indicated in the Policy Option Package for the HRIS implementation.
Alternative C: Acquire a best-of-breed COTS HRIS solution to replace PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS
The primary assumptions underlying the analysis of this alternative include:

· DAS will acquire through an RFP process a COTS solution consisting of the following typical components in order to implement human resource management and position control functionality (exact modules will vary based on the specific vendors but this configuration is typical to many COTS solutions):
· Human resources and applicant tracking modules for 1,175 users with licensing based on 37,000 employees 
· Human resources self-service modules

· Database licenses and reporting tools for 1,175 users
· Database engine tools for 10 users
· The estimate for software acquisition costs for the COTS HRIS is based on responses to the DAS RFI, the knowledge of the Dye Management Group, Inc. team, and the recent experience of other states.
· The software acquisition costs are estimated based on acquiring 20% of the software in the year in which the contract is signed, and the remaining 80 per cent in the year in which the system is implemented. This strategy spreads the cost of the software across two bienniums. It also reduces the amount of ongoing software licensing fees that must be paid prior to system implementation. 
· Ongoing software licensing costs have been estimated at a 25% discount from the average list price for COTS ongoing licensing fees. This was based on a review of leading COTS packages implemented in other states.

· Hardware and software acquisition and ongoing licensing and maintenance costs under this alternative are the full responsibility of DAS.
· The selected software will be implemented by a system integrator selected through an RFP process. A cost estimate for this implementation effort of $13 million was established based on high-level task estimating, input from the RFI process previously conducted by DAS, and benchmarking against the recent experience of other states. 
· This alternative includes quality assurance and program management support of $1.1 million. This includes support for developing more detailed functional requirements, a full-time HR functional lead during the implementation process, a part-time project advisor, and conducting periodic quality assurance reviews.
· This alternative includes a DAS core team to support implementation consisting of the following staffing:

· Project manager (classified as Principle Executive Manager F)
· Eight FTE business analysts/subject matter experts (six are classified as Operations and Policy Analyst 4, and two Training and Development Specialist 2). Four of the eight business analysts would be dedicated to applicant tracking, while the other four would be dedicated to implementing the core HR module.
· Technical lead (classified as Info Systems Spec 8) 
· Three FTE system developers/programmers (classified as Info Systems Spec 8), one dedicated to applicant tracking, and the other dedicated to core HR.
· One database administrator (classified as Info Systems Spec 8)
· One administrative assistant, approximately 30% of the time (classified as Admin Specialist 1)
· The estimated timeline for this alternative is 36 months as outlined in Exhibit 10 below. This timeline includes deployment to at least two agencies as a pilot prior to statewide implementation.
Exhibit 10: Anticipated Project Schedule for Alternative C: Best-of-breed COTS HRIS
	Phase/Activity
	Target Durations

	Acquisition
	6 months

	Planning
	2 months

	System Design
	8 months

	Development/System Testing
	8 months

	User Acceptance Testing
	3 months

	Pilot Implementation
	3 months

	Statewide Roll-out
	6 months


· The cost of maintaining the COTS HRIS application includes an internal HRSD business team, a DAS technical support team, the cost of maintaining infrastructure components, and the cost of ongoing software licensing and maintenance for the COTS HRIS and database software.
· The ongoing DAS support team would consist of the following:

· DAS business lead (classified as Principle Executive Manager F)
· Three HR business analysts, with a fourth analyst for the first two years in production (classified Info Systems Spec 6). These resources would be split in half to cover core HR and applicant tracking support. 
· System administrator (classified as Info Systems Spec 8)
· Technical lead (classified as Info Systems Spec 8)
· Two developers (classified as Info Systems Spec 8). These resources would be split in half to cover core HR and applicant tracking development and unit testing.
· One database administrator (classified as Info Systems Spec 8)
· The cost of resources is based on the fully burdened salary of project DAS resources as indicated in the Policy Option Package for the HRIS implementation. 
Alternative D: Implement HRIS as the initial module of a future statewide ERP solution 
The primary assumptions underlying the analysis of this alternative include:

· DAS will acquire through an RFP process an ERP solution. The ERP modules acquired will consist of the following typical components in order to implement human resources, applicant tracking, and position control functionality (exact modules will vary based on the specific vendors but this configuration is typical to many ERP solutions):

· Human resources and applicant tracking modules for 1,175 users with licensing based on 37,000 employees 
· Human resources self-service modules

· Database licenses and reporting tools for 1,175 users

· Database engine tools for 10 users

· The estimate for software acquisition costs for the ERP modules is based on responses to the ODAS RFI, the knowledge of the Dye Management Group, Inc. team, and the recent experience of other states.
· The software acquisition costs are estimated based on acquiring 20% of the software in the year in which the contract is signed, and the remaining 80 per cent in the year in which the system is implemented. This strategy spreads the cost of the software across two bienniums. It also reduces the amount of ongoing software licensing fees that must be paid prior to system implementation. 
· DAS would be fully responsible for the initial hardware and software acquisition and ongoing licensing and maintenance costs under this alternative. 
· Once the new system is in production, all agencies would be assessed through the normal DAS process for any costs associated with its own agency use of the HR module or HR components of the solution.
· The selected software will be implemented by a system integrator selected through an RFP process. A cost estimate for this implementation effort of $15.5 million for the Applicant Tracking and HR components of ERP was established based on high-level task estimating, input from the RFI process previously conducted by DAS, and benchmarking against the recent experience of other states. 
· This alternative will utilize a single production instance of the software, with the costs of operating this environment allocated to DAS based on the use of the environment.
· An enterprise design phase would take place at the start of implementation. DAS HRSD staff would define the configuration of the system to support enterprise HR requirements. 
· An enterprise change control board will be established with representatives from DAS as of the initiation of enterprise design to guide initial configuration decisions and to review and sign-off on any requested configuration changes to the environment on a go-forward basis. Representatives from other agencies would be added to this group as other agencies begin to utilize ERP functionality.
· This alternative includes quality assurance and program management support of $1.2 million. This includes support during the acquisition phase for developing more detailed functional requirements, a part-time HR functional lead during the implementation process, a part-time project advisor, and conducting periodic quality assurance reviews.
· This alternative includes a DAS core team to support implementation consisting of the following staffing:
· Project manager (classified as Principal Executive Manager F) 
· Eight FTE business analysts/subject matter experts (six are classified as Operations and Policy Analyst 4, and two Training and Development Specialist 2). Four of the business systems analysts would be dedicated to applicant tracking, while the other four would be dedicated to core HR. 
· Technical lead (classified as Information Systems Specialist 8)
· Three FTE system developers/programmers (classified as Information Systems Specialist 8). These resources would be split in half to cover both core HR and applicant tracking development and unit testing. 
· One database administrator (classified as Information Systems Specialist 8)
· One administrative assistant, approximately 30% of the time (classified as Admin Specialist 1)

· The statewide deployment will begin once the HR pilot implementation at DAS has stabilized (assumed to be no more than three to six months after go live).
· The estimated timeline for this alternative is 39 months as outlined in Exhibit 11 below. This timeline includes deployment to at least two agencies as a pilot prior to statewide implementation. 
Exhibit 11: Anticipated Project Schedule for Alternative D: 
Implement HRIS as the initial module of a future statewide ERP 
	Phase/Activity
	Target Dates

	Acquisition
	9 months

	Planning
	2 months

	Enterprise Design
	8 months

	Development/System Testing
	8 months

	User Acceptance Testing
	3 months

	Pilot Implementation
	3 months

	Statewide Roll-out
	6 months


· The cost of maintaining the COTS HRIS/ERP application includes an internal HRSD business team, a DAS technical support team, the cost of maintaining infrastructure components, and the cost of ongoing software licensing and maintenance for the COTS HRIS/ERP and database software. As noted above, DAS would be fully responsible for these costs.
· The ongoing DAS support team would consist of the following:

· DAS business lead (classified as Principle Executive Manager F)
· Two HR business analysts, with a third analyst for the first two years in production (classified Info Systems Spec 6). These resources would cover support for both core HR and applicant tracking. 
· System administrator (classified as Info Systems Spec 8)
· Technical lead (classified as Info Systems Spec 8)
· Two developers (classified as Info Systems Spec 8)
· One database administrator (classified as Info Systems Spec 8)
· The cost of resources is based on the fully burdened salary of DAS resources as indicated in the Policy Option Package for the HRIS implementation.
Alternative E:  Implement HRIS module of an ERP solution working in partnership with other agencies to be identified 

The primary assumptions underlying the analysis of this alternative include:

· DAS and other agencies will acquire through an RFP process an ERP solution. The ERP modules acquired will consist of the following typical components in order to implement human resources, applicant tracking, and position control functionality (exact modules will vary based on the specific vendors but this configuration is typical to many ERP solutions):

· Human resource and applicant tracking modules for 1,175 users with licensing based on 37,000 employees 

· Human resources self-service modules

· Database licenses and reporting tools for 1,175 users

· Database engine tools for 10 users

· The estimate for software acquisition costs for the ERP modules is based on responses to the ODAS RFI, the knowledge of the Dye Management Group, Inc. team, and the recent experience of other states.

· The software acquisition costs are estimated based on acquiring 20% of the software in the year in which the contract is signed, and the remaining 80 per cent in the year in which the system is implemented. This strategy spreads the cost of the software across two bienniums. It also reduces the amount of ongoing software licensing fees that must be paid prior to system implementation. 
· Hardware and software acquisition and ongoing licensing and maintenance costs under this alternative will be shared between DAS and other agencies as outlined in Exhibit 12.
Exhibit 12: Anticipated Cost Sharing Between DAS HRSD and other agencies under Alternative E
	Solution Component
	DAS HRSD Share of Cost
	Other Agencies Share of Cost

	Human Resources module
	37,000 employees
	#  employees TBD

	Database licenses
	100% for HR users
	0% for HR users

	Hardware/Technical infrastructure
	30%
	70%


· Ongoing licensing and maintenance costs will be shared between DAS and the other agencies in the same proportions as the initial acquisition cost.

· It is expected that this allocation between agencies could change over time as other agencies begin to use some components of the ERP software suite. However, in order to provide a conservative estimate for the initial business case, we have not assumed use of any of the ERP modules by other state agencies.

· After the new HRIS is in production, all agencies will be assessed through the normal DAS process for any costs associated with its own agency use of the HR module or HR components of the solution.

· The selected software will be implemented by a system integrator selected through an RFP process. A cost estimate for this implementation effort of $8.8 million for the HR components of ERP was established based on high-level task estimating, input from the RFI process previously conducted by DAS, and benchmarking against the recent experience of other states. 

· The software implementation cost also included some allocations between DAS and other agencies for shared resources such as program management, project support, management of software development and database administration.

· This alternative will utilize a single production instance of the software, with the costs of operating this environment allocated to the pilot agencies and DAS based on the agencies’ relative use of the environment.

· A joint enterprise design process at the start of implementation. DAS HRSD and HR staff from other agencies will participate in defining the configuration of the system to support enterprise HR requirements. 

· An enterprise change control board will be established with representatives from DAS and the other agencies as of the initiation of enterprise design to guide initial configuration decisions and to review and sign-off on any requested configuration changes to the environment on a go-forward basis. Representatives from other agencies will be added to this group as other agencies begin to utilize the new HRIS system.

· This alternative includes quality assurance and program management support of $1.2 million. This includes support during the acquisition phase for developing more detailed functional requirements, a part-time HR functional lead during the implementation process, a part-time project advisor, and conducting periodic quality assurance reviews.

· This alternative includes a DAS core team to support implementation consisting of the following staffing:
· Project manager (classified as Principal Executive Manager F) 

· Eight FTE business analysts/subject matter experts (six are classified as Operations and Policy Analyst 4, and two Training and Development Specialist 2). Four of the analysts would support core HR, while the other four would support applicant tracking. 
· Technical lead – shared with other agencies with 30% of the cost assigned to DAS (classified as Information Systems Specialist 8)

· Three FTE system developers/programmers (classified as Information Systems Specialist 8), split down the middle to cover development and unit testing for both core HR and applicant tracking.
· One database administrator, shared with other agencies with 30% of the cost assigned to DAS (classified as Information Systems Specialist 8)

· One administrative assistant, approximately 30% of the time (classified as Admin Specialist 1)

· There are numerous implementation options including working with one to three agencies as pilots. 

· The statewide deployment will begin once the HR pilot implementation has stabilized (assumed to be no more than three to six months after go live).

· The estimated timeline for this alternative is 39 months as outlined in Exhibit 13 below. This timeline includes deployment to at least two agencies as a pilot prior to statewide implementation.

Exhibit 13: Anticipated Project Schedule for Alternative E: 
Partnering with Other Agencies to Implement an HRIS/ERP
	Phase/Activity
	Target Dates

	Acquisition
	9 months

	Planning
	2 months

	Enterprise Design
	8 months

	Development/System Testing
	8 months

	User Acceptance Testing
	3 months

	Pilot Implementation
	3 months

	Statewide Roll-out
	6 months


· The cost of maintaining the COTS HRIS/ERP application includes an internal HRSD business team, a DAS technical support team, the cost of maintaining infrastructure components, and the cost of ongoing software licensing and maintenance for the COTS HRIS/ERP and database software. As noted above, elements of these costs will be shared with other agencies.

· The ongoing DAS support team would consist of the following:

· DAS business lead (classified as Principle Executive Manager F)

· Two HR business analysts, with a third analyst for the first two years in production (classified Info Systems Spec 6), split down the middle to provide support for both core HR and applicant tracking. 
· System administrator (classified as Info Systems Spec 8)

· Technical lead – shared with other agencies with 30% of the cost assigned to DAS (classified as Info Systems Spec 8)

· Two developers (classified as Info Systems Spec 8), supporting both core HR and applicant tracking. 
· One database administrator, shared with other agencies with 30% of the cost assigned to DAS (classified as Info Systems Spec 8)

· The cost of resources is based on the fully burdened salary of project DAS resources as indicated in the Policy Option Package for the HRIS implementation.
Methods

This section outlines data and information sources and methods for estimating costs and for measuring benefits. 

Data Sources

Key data sources utilized in the preparation of this business case include:

· The Opportunity Analysis report for a new human resource information system prepared by DAS in 2006.
· Experience of the Dye Management Group, Inc. project team members with the implementation of HRIS applications in other states and other large organizations.
· The State Recruiting Improvement Project (SRIP) Business Case and supporting documentation

· Benchmarking against other recently completed statewide HRIS implementations.
· Twenty (20) one-hour critical issues interviews conducted by Dye Management Group, Inc. and the DAS HRIS team, with various DAS and other agency stakeholders during May and June 2008.
· Four workshops to review “As-Is” business processes and identify opportunities with these processes conducted with stakeholders from DAS and other agencies during July and August 2008.
Estimated Costs 

The team has endeavored to ensure that all important cost items have been included in the business case. DAS’ estimated share of the implementation costs has been included under all alternatives. Operating costs for DAS related to maintaining the existing functionality or supporting new system functionality has also been included. Individual agency costs associated with implementing the new HRIS/ERP have not been included in this cost analysis.
Appendix C through F contains the detailed cost models for each of the five alternatives analyzed as potential approaches for implementing the HRIS/ERP project.
Benefits Analyzed
This subsection describes the anticipated benefit streams from the new HRIS application that have been quantified as part of the business case. These benefits streams fall into three primary categories:

1. Improved access to employee information including:

· Capability to capture additional employee information

· Enhanced reporting capabilities for each agency

· Applicant, employee, position, and supplemental employee data in one system
· Timelier access to management information

· Reduced time and cost for researching, compiling, and analyzing management information that will be more easily available in the HRIS/ERP 

2. The ability for staff to focus more on knowledge work, analysis, and other value-added activities. This is a result of having:
· One official source of data

· More standardized processes

· Manager self service

· Employee self service

3. Reducing and eliminating shadow systems due to the expandability/flexibility inherent in COTS solution. This results in:

· Reduced cost to maintain existing applications

· Cost avoidance in terms of developing new systems to meet future statutory, regulatory, and changing business requirements

Exhibit 14 outlines these potential quantifiable benefit streams in further detail and the estimating assumptions associated with these benefit streams. The transaction loads are based on activity in PPDB for the year ended June 30, 2008. A summary of this transaction activity is provided in Appendix B.
Notes on Benefit Calculations: 
A loaded average annual salary of $65,000 is assumed for benefit calculations, with this salary escalated 5% per year beginning at go-live and each year afterward.
All of the transaction-based benefit streams associated with work efficiencies and effectiveness are discounted due to the anticipated learning curve in working with the new system. Twenty percent (20%) of the benefits are anticipated in the first full year after implementation, 50% in the second year following implementation, and 100% of the benefit stream is achieved beginning in the third year after implementation.
Exhibit 14: Potential Benefit Streams Measured in HRIS Business Case
	Anticipated Benefit
	Transactions Impacted Based on Activity for Year Ending June 30, 2008
	Savings per transaction
	Loaded Employee Cost for Benefit Calculation
	Anticipated Annual Benefit Stream

	Cost avoidance of developing new functionality or standalone systems to meet statutory/regulatory requirements
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	$800,000 per year beginning in year 5 escalated by 5% per year. $400,000 for partial year beginning at year 5. This is based on extrapolation of the cost encountered by agencies interviewed to date to the whole state. 

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work based on workflow tools for managing the applicant tracking process
	140,000
	10 minutes
	$65,000 per year
	$729,167

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work based on Manager self-service and work flow for triggering and automating the recruiting process on open positions
	16000
	10 minutes
	$65,000 per year
	$83,333

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work by removing redundant data entry in the new hire process, due to new ability to move new hire data from recruiting via workflow processing
	13,000
	10 minutes
	$65,000 per year
	$67,708

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work based on Manager self service and work flow for appointments
	13,000
	10 minutes
	$65,000 per year
	$67,708

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work based on Manager self service and work flow for employee data changes
	106,977
	5 minutes
	$65,000 per year
	$278,586

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work based on work flow for job change in agency
	3,969
	5 minutes
	$65,000 per year
	$10,336

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work based on work flow for reclassification and reallocation
	2,817
	10 minutes
	$65,000 per year
	$7,336

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work based on work flow for separations
	11,228
	10 minutes
	$65,000 per year
	$29,240

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work associated with processing HR transactions through standardizing processes and eliminating offline systems 
	40,000
	10 minutes per transaction
	$65,000 per year
	$208,333

	Repurpose employee’s time to knowledge work associated with processing HR transactions through implementation of employee self service
	7,657
	10 minutes per transaction
	$65,000 per year
	$19,940

	Reduced cost of responding to requests for management information
	5,000
	2 hours per request
	$65,000 per year
	$312,500


Financial Analyses Performed
The following financial analyses have been performed for each of the five alternatives analyzed in the HRIS business case:
· Total cost

· Net cash flow

· Net present value

· Return on investment (ROI)

· Payback period

Cost and Benefit Analysis
This section summarizes the cost and benefit analysis for each of the five alternatives evaluated. 

Financial Model and Cash Flow Projections

This subsection presents the financial model and supporting analysis for each of the five alternative approaches for replacing PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS.
Exhibit 15 presents a summary of the financial metrics for the preferred alternative, partnering with other agencies to implement an HRIS/ERP (Alternative E) in comparison to the current state alternative (Alternative A). The remainder of this subsection then presents a variety of supporting analyses for each of the alternatives.
Exhibit 15: Summary of Financial Metrics for Partnering with Other Agencies (Alternative E) in Comparison with the Current State (Alternative A)

	$ in 1,000’s
	Partner with Other Agencies to Replace PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS (Alternative E) 
	Current State (Alternative A) 
	Net Investment (Alternative E) 

	Net Cash Flow 
	($25,219.4)
	($32,780)
	($2,638)

	NPV at 3.4% 
	($24,390.9)
	($26,413)
	($4,752)

	Total Benefits through year 10 of analysis period 
	$44,024
	$0.0 
	$15,778 

	Total Projected Cost of Ownership through year 10 of analysis period
	($69,243.7)
	($32,780)
	($18,416)


Cash Flow Projections

Exhibit 16 presents the cash flow projection for Alternative E (recommended alternative). 
Exhibit 17 presents the cash flow projections for Alternative A, the current state. 
Exhibit 18, Exhibit 19, and Exhibit 20 present the cash flow projections for Alternative B, Alternative C, and Alternative D.
Exhibit 16: Cash Flow Projection for Partnering with Other Agencies (Alternative E) 

[image: image2.emf]CASH FLOW - PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE (Alternative E)

$ in 1000's

Discount rate  3.4%

Year ending…

$ in 1000's

Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10

BENEFITS / GAINS

Cost avoidance of developing new shadow systems 

to meet statutory/regulatory requirements

0.0 0.0 0.0 400.0 800.0 840.0 882.0 926.1 972.4 1021.0 5841.5

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work 

based on workflow tools for managing the applicant 

tracking process

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 146.0 383.0 804.0 844.0 886.0 931.0 3994.0

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work 

based on Manager self-service and work flow for 

triggering and automating the recruiting process on 

open positions

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 43.8 91.9 96.5 101.3 106.4 456.4

Repurpose employee's time by removing redundant 

data entry in the new hire process, due to new ability 

to move new hire data from recruiting via workflow 

processing

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 35.6 74.7 78.4 82.3 86.4 370.8

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work 

based on manager self service and work flow for 

appointments

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 35.6 74.7 78.4 82.3 86.4 370.8

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work 

based on manager self service and work flow for 

employee data changes

55.7 146.3 307.1 322.5 338.6 355.6 1525.8

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work 

based on work flow for job changes 

2.1 5.4 11.4 12.0 12.6 13.2 56.6

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work 

based on  work flow for reclassification and 

reallocation

1.5 3.9 8.1 8.5 8.9 9.4 40.2

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work 

based on work flow for separations

5.9 15.4 32.2 33.9 35.5 37.3 160.2

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work  

associated with processing HR transactions through 

standardizing processes and eliminating offline 

systems 

41.7 109.4 229.7 241.2 253.2 265.9 1141.0

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work 

associated with processing HR transactions through 

implementation of employee self service

4.0 10.5 22.0 23.1 24.2 25.5 109.2

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work 

associated with reduced cost of responding to 

requests for management information

62.5 164.1 344.5 361.8 379.8 398.8 1711.5

Estimated Agency Assessments

85.0 258.4 572.1 752.6 857.8 963.1 878.1 704.7 720.3 660.4 6452.5

Savings due to current systems retirement

0.0 0.0 0.0 1013.5 2323.4 2664.5 3056.6 3507.6 4199.1 5029.0 21793.7

Total Benefits/Gains

85.0 258.4 572.1 2166.1 4344.2 5420.2 6817.0 7238.4 8096.7 9026.2 44024.2

COST ITEMS inflows (outflows)

Personal Services Costs (Salaries & Benefits)

DAS HRSD Core Team……………………………………. (577.5) (1160.2) (1218.2) (640.6) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (3596.5)

Program Mgmt Support……………………………….. 0.0

State LD Staff………………………………….. 0.0

Services & Supplies/Capital Outlay Costs

State Data Center Costs

Consulting Services……………………………………. 0.0

Data Processing Services…………………………… (112.0) (162.0) (162.0) (187.0) (196.3) (206.2) (216.5) (227.3) (238.7) (250.6) (1958.6)

Training Facilities………………………………….. 0.0 (72.0) (75.6) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (147.6)

Network………………………………….. 0.0

Software Costs

SW Purchase/Upgrade……………………. (776.1) (90.0) (3216.8) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (4082.9)

SW License Maintenance……………. 0.0 (306.6) (330.3) (1707.0) (1792.3) (1881.9) (1976.0) (2074.8) (2178.6) (2287.5) (14535.0)

Ongoing System Maintenance…….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 (479.5) (1007.0) (958.1) (838.5) (872.2) (913.3) (958.1) (6026.7)

Hardware Costs

Hardware Purchase/Upgrade…………… (30.0) (120.0) (30.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (180.0)

Hardware Ongoing Maint……….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

IT Professional Services

Project Dev/Implementation….. (541.8) (2667.0) (3657.0) (1916.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (8781.8)

Operational Staff…………………. 0.0

Operational Augmentation……. (95.2) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (95.2)

Quality Assurance (216.5) (322.1) (338.2) (177.5) (1054.2)

Other Operational Expenses……………………………….  (150.0) (200.0) (200.0) (200.0) (100.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (1100.0)

Cost of capital  (461.0) (1401.9) (3104.2) (4083.4) (4083.4) (4083.4) (3622.4) (2681.5) (979.2) 0.0 (24500.4)

Contingency (249.9) (510.0) (922.8) (530.8) (154.8) (154.8) (154.1) (161.2) (169.0) (177.3) (3184.7)

Total Costs

(3210.0) (7011.8) (13255.1) (9921.8) (7333.8) (7334.4) (6857.5) (6067.0) (4528.8) (3723.5) (69243.7)

CASH FLOW SUMMARY inflows (outflows)

Cash inflows (outflows)

Benefits and Gains………………………….. $85.0 $258.4 $572.1 $2,166.1 $4,344.2 $5,420.2 $6,817.0 $7,238.4 $8,096.7 $9,026.2 $44,024.2

Costs………………………………………….. ($3,210.0) ($7,011.8) ($13,255.1) ($9,921.8) ($7,333.8) ($7,334.4) ($6,857.5) ($6,067.0) ($4,528.8) ($3,723.5) ($69,243.7)

NET CASH FLOW ($3,125.0) ($6,753.4) ($12,683.0) ($7,755.8) ($2,989.6) ($1,914.2) ($40.5) $1,171.4 $3,567.9 $5,302.7 ($25,219.4)

Cumulative Net CF……………………………… ($3,125.0) ($9,878.4) ($22,561.3) ($30,317.1) ($33,306.7) ($35,220.9) ($35,261.4) ($34,090.0) ($30,522.1) ($25,219.4) ($25,219.4)

Discounted Cash Flow

NPV

     At 3.4%................................................ ($3,022.3) ($6,316.5) ($11,472.5) ($6,784.9) ($2,529.4) ($1,566.2) ($32.1) $896.5 $2,640.7 $3,795.7 ($24,390.9)

 TOTAL



Exhibit 17: Cash Flow Projections for Alternative A, the Current State

[image: image3.emf]CASH FLOW - CURRENT STATE (Alternative A)

$ in 1000's

Discount rate  3.4%

Year ending…

$ in 1000's

Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10

BENEFITS / GAINS

No benefits anticipated 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Benefits/Gains

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

COST ITEMS 

inflows (outflows)

Personal Services Costs (Salaries & Benefits)

DAS HRSD Core Team……………………………………. 0.0

Program Mgmt Support……………………………….. 0.0

State LD Staff………………………………….. 0.0

Services & Supplies/Capital Outlay Costs

State Data Center Costs

Consulting Services……………………………………. 0.0

Data Processing Services…………………………… (112.0) (162.0) (237.0) (512.0) (537.6) (564.5) (592.7) (622.3) (653.5) (686.1) (4679.7)

Training Facilities………………………………….. 0.0

Network………………………………….. 0.0

Software Costs

SW Purchase/Upgrade……………………. 0.0

SW License Maintenance……………. 0.0

Ongoing System Maintenance of 

PPDB, APPL/CERT & PICS 

……..

(764.8) (803.1) (883.4) (971.7) (1117.5) (1285.1) (1477.9) (1699.6) (2039.5) (2447.3) (13489.9)

Ongoing System Maintenance of 

Agency Shadow Systems ……..

(800.0) (840.0) (924.0) (1016.4) (1168.9) (1344.1) (1545.8) (1777.7) (2133.2) (2559.9) (14110.0)

Hardware Costs

Hardware Purchase/Upgrade…………… 0.0

Hardware Ongoing Maint……….. 0.0

IT Professional Services

Project Dev/Implementation….. 0.0

Operational Staff…………………. 0.0

Operational Augmentation……. 0.0

Other Operational Expenses……………………………….  (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (500.0)

Cost of capital 0.0% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0

Total Costs

(1726.8) (1855.1) (2094.4) (2550.1) (2874.0) (3243.7) (3666.4) (4149.6) (4876.2) (5743.3) (32779.6)

CASH FLOW SUMMARY 

inflows (outflows)

Cash inflows (outflows)

Benefits and Gains………………………….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Costs………………………………………….. (1726.8) (1855.1) (2094.4) (2550.1) (2874.0) (3243.7) (3666.4) (4149.6) (4876.2) (5743.3) (32779.6)

NET CASH FLOW (1726.8) (1855.1) (2094.4) (2550.1) (2874.0) (3243.7) (3666.4) (4149.6) (4876.2) (5743.3) (32779.6)

Cumulative Net CF……………………………… (1726.8) (3581.9) (5676.3) (8226.4) (11100.4) (14344.1) (18010.5) (22160.1) (27036.3) (32779.6) (32779.6)

Discounted Cash Flow

NPV

     At 3.4%................................................ (1670.0) (1735.1) (1894.5) (2230.9) (2431.5) (2654.1) (2901.3) (3175.7) (3609.1) (4111.1) (26413.4)

 TOTAL


Exhibit 18: Cash Flow Projections for Alternative B, Building a Custom HRIS Application

[image: image4.emf]CASH FLOW - Alternative B

$ in 1000's

Discount rate  3.4%

Year ending…

$ in 1000's

Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10

BENEFITS / GAINS

Cost avoidance of developing new functionality or 

standalone systems to meet statutory/regulatory 

requirements

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 800.0 840.0 882.0 926.1 972.4 1021.0 5441.5

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on 

workflow tools for managing the applicant tracking process

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 146.0 383.0 804.0 844.0 886.0 931.0 3994.0

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on 

Manager self-service and work flow for triggering and 

automating the recruiting process on open positions

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 43.8 91.9 96.5 101.3 106.4 456.4

Repurpose employee's time by removing redundant data 

entry in the new hire process, due to new ability to move 

new hire data from recruiting via workflow processing

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 35.6 74.7 78.4 82.3 86.4 370.8

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on 

manager self service and work flow for appointments

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 35.6 74.7 78.4 82.3 86.4 370.8

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on 

manager self service and work flow for employee data 

changes

55.7 146.3 307.1 322.5 338.6 355.6 1525.8

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on 

work flow for job changes 

2.1 5.4 11.4 12.0 12.6 13.2 56.6

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on  

work flow for reclassification and reallocation

1.5 3.9 8.1 8.5 8.9 9.4 40.2

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on 

work flow for separations

5.9 15.4 32.2 33.9 35.5 37.3 160.2

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work  associated 

with processing HR transactions through standardizing 

processes and eliminating offline systems 

41.7 109.4 229.7 241.2 253.2 265.9 1141.0

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work associated 

with processing HR transactions through implementation of 

employee self service

4.0 10.5 22.0 23.1 24.2 25.5 109.2

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work associated 

with reduced cost of responding to requests for 

management information

62.5 164.1 344.5 361.8 379.8 398.8 1711.5

Estimated Agency Assessments

66.6 353.0 691.3 1007.8 1086.3 1165.7 1099.1 812.7 703.8 471.3 7457.6

Savings due to current systems retirement

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2323.4 2664.5 3056.6 3507.6 4199.1 5029.0 20780.2

Total Benefits/Gains

66.6 353.0 691.3 1007.8 4572.7 5622.8 7038.0 7346.4 8080.2 8837.1 43615.9

COST ITEMS inflows (outflows)

Personal Services Costs (Salaries & Benefits)

DAS HRSD Core Team……………………………………. (650.6) (1366.0) (1434.3) (1506.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (4956.9)

Program Mgmt Support……………………………….. 0.0

State LD Staff………………………………….. 0.0

Services & Supplies/Capital Outlay Costs

State Data Center Costs

Consulting Services……………………………………. 0.0

Data Processing Services…………………………… (112.0) (162.0) (237.0) (512.0) (537.6) (564.5) (592.7) (622.3) (653.5) (686.1) (4679.7)

Training Facilities………………………………….. 0.0 (72.0) (75.6) (79.4) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (227.0)

Network………………………………….. 0.0

Software Costs

SW Purchase/Upgrade……………………. (30.0) (90.0) (90.0) (142.5) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (352.5)

SW License Maintenance……………. (6.0) (25.2) (46.3) (81.6) (85.7) (90.0) (94.5) (99.2) (104.2) (109.4) (742.0)

Ongoing System Maintenance…….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (1583.9) (1631.2) (1405.5) (1475.7) (1549.5) (1627.0) (9272.8)

Hardware Costs

Hardware Purchase/Upgrade…………… (100.0) (400.0) (100.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (600.0)

Hardware Ongoing Maint……….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

IT Professional Services

Project Dev/Implementation….. (455.3) (5786.5) (7427.5) (6434.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (20103.3)

Operational Staff…………………. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Operational Augmentation……. (238.1) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (238.1)

Quality Assurance (216.5) (322.1) (338.2) (355.1) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (1231.8)

Other Operational Expenses……………………………….  (150.0) (200.0) (200.0) (200.0) (100.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (1100.0)

Cost of capital  (2612.2) (10470.5) (12375.6) (11884.7) (4644.1) (4698.1) (4298.0) (4507.7) (4728.0) 0.0 (60218.9)

Contingency  (391.7) (1684.7) (1989.8) (1862.1) (115.4) (116.8) (107.1) (112.4) (117.8) (123.6) (6621.4)

Total Costs

(4962.4) (20579.0) (24314.3) (23057.4) (7066.7) (7150.6) (6547.8) (6867.3) (7203.0) (2596.1) (110344.3)

CASH FLOW SUMMARY inflows (outflows)

Cash inflows (outflows)

Benefits and Gains………………………….. 66.6 353.0 691.3 1007.8 4572.7 5622.8 7038.0 7346.4 8080.2 8837.1 43615.9

Costs………………………………………….. (4962.4) (20579.0) (24314.3) (23057.4) (7066.7) (7150.6) (6547.8) (6867.3) (7203.0) (2596.1) (110344.3)

NET CASH FLOW (4895.8) (20226.0) (23623.0) (22049.6) (2494.0) (1527.7) 490.2 479.1 877.2 6241.0

(66728.4)

Cumulative Net CF……………………………… (4895.8) (25121.7) (48744.7) (70794.3) (73288.2) (74816.0) (74325.8) (73846.6) (72969.4) (66728.4) (66728.4)

Discounted Cash Flow

NPV

     At 3.4%................................................ (4734.8) (18917.7) (21368.4) (19289.4) (2110.0) (1250.0) 387.9 366.7 649.3 4467.3 (61799.2)

 TOTAL


Exhibit 19: Cash Flow Projections for Alternative C, implementing a best of breed COTS HRIS
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$ in 1000's

Discount rate  3.4%

Year ending…

$ in 1000's

Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10

BENEFITS / GAINS

Cost avoidance of developing new shadow 

systems to meet statutory/regulatory 

requirements

0.0 0.0 0.0 800.0 840.0 882.0 926.1 972.4 1021.0 1072.1 6513.6

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work 

based on workflow tools for managing the 

applicant tracking process

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 146.0 383.0 804.0 844.0 886.0 931.0 3994.0

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work 

based on Manager self-service and work flow for 

triggering and automating the recruiting process 

on open positions

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 43.8 91.9 96.5 101.3 106.4 456.4

Repurpose employee's time by removing 

redundant data entry in the new hire process, 

due to new ability to move new hire data from 

recruiting via workflow processing

0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 35.6 74.7 78.4 82.3 86.4 90.7 461.6

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work 

based on manager self service and work flow for 

appointments

0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 35.6 74.7 78.4 82.3 86.4 90.7 461.6

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work 

based on manager self service and work flow for 

employee data changes

0.0 0.0 0.0 55.7 146.3 307.1 322.5 338.6 355.6 373.3 1899.1

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work 

based on work flow for job changes 

0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 5.4 11.4 12.0 12.6 13.2 13.8

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work 

based on  work flow for reclassification and 

reallocation

0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 3.9 8.1 8.5 8.9 9.4 9.8

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work 

based on work flow for separations

0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 15.4 32.2 33.9 35.5 37.3 39.2 199.3

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work  

associated with processing HR transactions 

through standardizing processes and eliminating 

offline systems 

0.0 0.0 0.0 41.7 109.4 229.7 241.2 253.2 265.9 279.2 1420.2

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work 

associated with processing HR transactions 

through implementation of employee self service

0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 10.5 22.0 23.1 24.2 25.5 26.7 135.9

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work 

associated with reduced cost of responding to 

requests for management information

0.0 0.0 0.0 62.5 164.1 344.5 361.8 379.8 398.8 418.8 2130.3

Estimated Agency Assessments

97.7 417.5 827.5 945.5 1065.6 1189.3 1091.6 771.8 755.4 781.9 7943.8

Savings due to current systems retirement

0.0 0.0 0.0 2026.9 2323.4 2664.5 3056.6 3507.6 4199.1 5029.0 22807.1

Total Benefits/Gains

97.7 417.5 827.5 3972.7 4917.6 6266.9 7129.8 7409.8 8241.3 9262.6 48543.4

COST ITEMS inflows (outflows)

Personal Services Costs (Salaries & Benefits)

DAS HRSD Core Team……………………………………. (650.6) (1366.0) (1434.3) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (3450.9)

Program Mgmt Support……………………………….. 0.0

State LD Staff………………………………….. 0.0

Services & Supplies/Capital Outlay Costs

State Data Center Costs

Consulting Services……………………………………. 0.0

Data Processing Services…………………………… (112.0) (162.0) (162.0) (187.0) (196.4) (206.2) (216.5) (227.3) (238.6) (250.6) (1958.6)

Training Facilities………………………………….. 0.0 (72.0) (75.6) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (147.6)

Network………………………………….. 0.0

Software Costs

SW Purchase/Upgrade……………………. (835.3) (90.0) (3453.6) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (4378.9)

SW License Maintenance……………. 0.0 (332.6) (357.6) (1872.9) (1966.5) (2064.8) (2168.1) (2276.5) (2390.3) (2509.9) (15939.2)

Ongoing System Maintenance…….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 (1209.1) (1269.6) (1316.5) (1240.9) (1302.9) (1368.1) (1436.5) (9143.6)

Hardware Costs

Hardware Purchase/Upgrade…………… (100.0) (400.0) (100.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (600.0)

Hardware Ongoing Maint……….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

IT Professional Services

Project Dev/Implementation….. (638.7) (6426.1) (5901.8) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (12966.6)

Operational Staff…………………. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Operational Augmentation……. (146.7) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (146.7)

Quality Assurance (240.0) (357.3) (375.2) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (972.5)

Other Operational Expenses……………………………….  (150.0) (200.0) (200.0) (200.0) (100.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (1100.0)

Cost of capital  (530.1) (2265.3) (4490.1) (4490.1) (4490.1) (4490.1) (3960.1) (2224.8) 0.0 0.0 (26940.7)

Contingency (287.3) (940.6) (1206.0) (346.9) (353.2) (363.8) (367.5) (385.7) (404.7) (424.7) (5080.4)

Total Costs

(3690.7) (12611.9) (17756.2) (8306.0) (8375.8) (8491.4) (8003.1) (6467.2) (4451.7) (4671.7) (82825.8)

CASH FLOW SUMMARY inflows (outflows)

Cash inflows (outflows)

Benefits and Gains………………………….. 97.7 417.5 827.5 3972.7 4917.6 6266.9 7129.8 7409.8 8241.3 9262.6 48543.4

Costs………………………………………….. (3690.7) (12611.9) (17756.2) (8306.0) (8375.8) (8491.4) (8003.1) (6467.2) (4451.7) (4671.7) (82825.8)

NET CASH FLOW (3593.0) (12194.4) (16928.7) (4333.3) (3458.2) (2224.5) (873.3) 942.6 3789.6 4590.9 (34282.3)

Cumulative Net CF……………………………… (3593.0) (15787.5) (32716.2) (37049.4) (40507.7) (42732.1) (43605.5) (42662.8) (38873.3) (34282.3) (34282.3)

Discounted Cash Flow

NPV

     At 3.4%................................................ (3474.9) (11405.7) (15313.1) (3790.8) (2925.8) (1820.2) (691.1) 721.4 2804.8 3286.2 (32609.1)

 TOTAL


Exhibit 20: Cash Flow Projections for Alternative D, implementing HRIS as the initial module of a future statewide ERP solution
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$ in 1000's

Discount rate  3.4%

Year ending…

$ in 1000's

Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10

BENEFITS / GAINS

Cost avoidance of developing new 

shadow systems to meet 

statutory/regulatory requirements

0.0 0.0 0.0 400.0 800.0 840.0 882.0 926.1 972.4 1021.0 5841.5

Repurpose employee's time to 

knowledge work based on workflow tools 

for managing the applicant tracking 

process

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 146.0 383.0 804.0 844.0 886.0 931.0 3994.0

Repurpose employee's time to 

knowledge work based on Manager self-

service and work flow for triggering and 

automating the recruiting process on 

open positions

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 43.8 91.9 96.5 101.3 106.4 456.4

Repurpose employee's time by removing 

redundant data entry in the new hire 

process, due to new ability to move new 

hire data from recruiting via workflow 

processing

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 35.6 74.7 78.4 82.3 86.4 370.8

Repurpose employee's time to 

knowledge work based on manager self 

service and work flow for appointments

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 35.6 74.7 78.4 82.3 86.4 370.8

Repurpose employee's time to 

knowledge work based on manager self 

service and work flow for employee data 

changes

55.7 146.3 307.1 322.5 338.6 355.6 1525.8

Repurpose employee's time to 

knowledge work based on work flow for 

job changes 

2.1 5.4 11.4 12.0 12.6 13.2 56.6

Repurpose employee's time to 

knowledge work based on  work flow for 

reclassification and reallocation

1.5 3.9 8.1 8.5 8.9 9.4 40.2

Repurpose employee's time to 

knowledge work based on work flow for 

separations

5.9 15.4 32.2 33.9 35.5 37.3 160.2

Repurpose employee's time to 

knowledge work  associated with 

processing HR transactions through 

standardizing processes and eliminating 

offline systems 

41.7 109.4 229.7 241.2 253.2 265.9 1141.0

Repurpose employee's time to 

knowledge work associated with 

processing HR transactions through 

implementation of employee self service

4.0 10.5 22.0 23.1 24.2 25.5 109.2

Repurpose employee's time to 

knowledge work associated with reduced 

cost of responding to requests for 

management information

62.5 164.1 344.5 361.8 379.8 398.8 1711.5

Estimated Agency Assessments

91.3 335.2 804.7 1005.4 1119.5 1237.6 1146.4 902.4 808.6 747.0 8198.1

Savings due to current systems 

retirement

0.0 0.0 0.0 1013.5 2323.4 2664.5 3056.6 3507.6 4199.1 5029.0 21793.7

Total Benefits/Gains

91.3 335.2 804.7 2418.9 4605.9 5694.7 7085.3 7436.1 8185.0 9112.8 45769.8

COST ITEMS inflows (outflows)

Personal Services Costs (Salaries & Benefits)

DAS HRSD Core Team……………………………………. (600.6) (1208.5) (1268.9) (667.3) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (3745.3)

Program Mgmt Support……………………………….. 0.0

State LD Staff………………………………….. 0.0

Services & Supplies/Capital Outlay Costs

State Data Center Costs

Consulting Services……………………………………. 0.0

Data Processing Services…………………………… (112.0) (162.0) (162.0) (187.0) (196.3) (206.2) (216.5) (227.3) (238.7) (250.6) (1958.6)

Training Facilities………………………………….. 0.0 (72.0) (75.6) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (147.6)

Network………………………………….. 0.0

Software Costs

SW Purchase/Upgrade……………………. (776.1) (90.0) (3216.8) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (4082.9)

SW License Maintenance……………. 0.0 (306.6) (330.3) (1729.5) (1816.0) (1907.0) (2002.1) (2102.2) (2207.3) (2317.6) (14718.6)

Ongoing System Maintenance…….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 (604.6) (1269.6) (1316.5) (1240.9) (1302.9) (1368.1) (1436.5) (8539.1)

Hardware Costs

Hardware Purchase/Upgrade…………… (100.0) (400.0) (100.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (600.0)

Hardware Ongoing Maint……….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

IT Professional Services

Project Dev/Implementation….. (638.7) (4412.5) (8117.4) (2306.3) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (15474.9)

Operational Staff…………………. 0.0

Operational Augmentation……. (95.2) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (95.2)

Quality Assurance (216.5) (322.1) (338.2) (177.5) (1054.2)

Other Operational Expenses……………………………….  (150.0) (200.0) (200.0) (200.0) (100.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) (1100.0)

Cost of capital  (496.1) (1819.5) (4367.0) (5450.3) (5450.3) (5450.3) (4954.2) (3630.8) (1083.3) 0.0 (32701.8)

Contingency (268.9) (717.4) (1380.9) (587.2) (169.1) (174.0) (175.5) (184.1) (193.2) (202.7) (4053.0)

Total Costs

(3454.1) (9710.6) (19557.1) (11909.7) (9001.3) (9104.0) (8639.2) (7497.3) (5140.6) (4257.4) (88271.3)

CASH FLOW SUMMARY inflows (outflows)

Cash inflows (outflows)

Benefits and Gains………………………….. 91.3 335.2 804.7 2418.9 4605.9 5694.7 7085.3 7436.1 8185.0 9112.8 45769.8

Costs………………………………………….. (3454.1) (9710.6) (19557.1) (11909.7) (9001.3) (9104.0) (8639.2) (7497.3) (5140.6) (4257.4) (88271.3)

NET CASH FLOW (3362.8) (9375.4) (18752.4) (9490.9) (4395.4) (3409.3) (1553.9) (61.2) 3044.4 4855.4 (42501.4)

Cumulative Net CF……………………………… (3362.8) (12738.2) (31490.5) (40981.4) (45376.8) (48786.1) (50340.0) (50401.2) (47356.8) (42501.4) (42501.4)

Discounted Cash Flow

NPV

     At 3.4%................................................ (3252.2) (8768.9) (16962.7) (8302.8) (3718.7) (2789.6) (1229.7) (46.8) 2253.3 3475.5 (39342.7)

 TOTAL

 

Incremental Cash Flow Projections

Incremental cash flow measures the net cash flow when the elimination of the costs of maintaining the current system is considered. 
Exhibit 21 depicts the incremental cash flow for the preferred alternative, partnering with other agencies (Alternative E). 
Exhibits 22, 23, and 24 depict the net cash flow for Alternative B, Alternative C and Alternative D.
Exhibit 21: Incremental Cash Flow for the Preferred Alternative – Partnering with Other Agencies (Alternative E). 

[image: image7.emf]PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE - INCREMENTAL CASH FLOW - ALTERNATIVE E

All figures represent  (Alt C Value) - (Current State Value)

$ in 1000's

Discount rate  3.4%

Year ending…

$ in 1000's

Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10

BENEFITS / GAINS

Cost avoidance of developing new functionality or standalone 

systems to meet statutory/regulatory requirements

0.0 0.0 0.0 400.0 800.0 840.0 882.0 926.1 972.4 1021.0 5841.5

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on workflow 

tools for managing the applicant tracking process

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 146.0 383.0 804.0 844.0 886.0 931.0 3994.0

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on Manager 

self-service and work flow for triggering and automating the recruiting 

process on open positions

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 43.8 91.9 96.5 101.3 106.4 456.4

Repurpose employee's time by removing redundant data entry in the 

new hire process, due to new ability to move new hire data from 

recruiting via workflow processing

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 35.6 74.7 78.4 82.3 86.4 370.8

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on manager 

self service and work flow for appointments

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 35.6 74.7 78.4 82.3 86.4 370.8

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on manager 

self service and work flow for employee data changes

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 55.7 146.3 307.1 322.5 338.6 355.6 1525.8

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on work flow 

for job changes 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 5.4 11.4 12.0 12.6 13.2 56.6

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on  work flow 

for reclassification and reallocation

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 3.9 8.1 8.5 8.9 9.4 40.2

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on work flow 

for separations

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 15.4 32.2 33.9 35.5 37.3 160.2

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work  associated with 

processing HR transactions through standardizing processes and 

eliminating offline systems 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 41.7 109.4 229.7 241.2 253.2 265.9 1141.0

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work associated with 

processing HR transactions through implementation of employee self 

service

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 10.5 22.0 23.1 24.2 25.5 109.2

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work associated with 

reduced cost of responding to requests for management information

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 62.5 164.1 344.5 361.8 379.8 398.8 1711.5

Total Benefits/Gains

0.0 0.0 0.0 400.0 1163.0 1792.7 2882.2 3026.1 3177.2 3336.8 15778.1

COST ITEMS inflows (outflows)

Personal Services Costs (Salaries & Benefits)

DAS HRSD Core Team……………………………………. (577.5) (1160.2) (1218.2) (640.6) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (3596.5)

Program Mgmt Support……………………………….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

State LD Staff………………………………….. 0.0

Services & Supplies/Capital Outlay Costs

State Data Center Costs

Consulting Services……………………………………. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Data Processing Services…………………………… 0.0 0.0 75.0 325.0 341.3 358.3 376.2 395.0 414.8 435.5 2721.1

Training Facilities………………………………….. 0.0 (72.0) (75.6) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (147.6)

Network………………………………….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Software Costs

SW Purchase/Upgrade……………………. (776.1) (90.0) (3216.8) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (4082.9)

SW License Maintenance……………. 0.0 (306.6) (330.3) (1707.0) (1792.3) (1881.9) (1976.0) (2074.8) (2178.6) (2287.5) (14535.0)

Ongoing System Maintenance…….. 1564.8 1643.1 1807.4 1508.6 1279.4 1671.1 2185.2 2605.1 3259.4 4049.1 21573.2

Hardware Costs

Hardware Purchase/Upgrade…………… (30.0) (120.0) (30.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (180.0)

Hardware Ongoing Maint……….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

IT Professional Services

Project Dev/Implementation….. (541.8) (2667.0) (3657.0) (1916.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (8781.8)

Operational Staff…………………. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Operational Augmentation……. (95.2) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (95.2)

Quality Assurance …. (216.5) (322.1) (338.2) (177.5) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (1054.2)

Other Operational Expenses……………………………….  (100.0) (150.0) (150.0) (150.0) (50.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (600.0)

Cost of Capital ……….. (461.0) (1401.9) (3104.2) (4083.4) (4083.4) (4083.4) (3622.4) (2681.5) (979.2) 0.0 (24500.4)

Contingency ……… (249.9) (510.0) (922.8) (530.8) (154.8) (154.8) (154.1) (161.2) (169.0) (177.3) (3184.7)

Total Costs

(1483.2) (5156.7) (11160.7) (7371.7) (4459.8) (4090.7) (3191.1) (1917.4) 347.4 2019.8 (36464.1)

CASH FLOW SUMMARY inflows (outflows)

Cash inflows (outflows)

Benefits and Gains………………………….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 400.0 1163.0 1792.7 2882.2 3026.1 3177.2 3336.8 15778.1

Costs………………………………………….. (1483.2) (5156.7) (11160.7) (7371.7) (4459.8) (4090.7) (3191.1) (1917.4) 347.4 2019.8 (36464.1)

NET CASH FLOW (1483.2) (5156.7) (11160.7) (6971.7) (3296.8) (2298.1) (308.8) 1108.7 3524.7 5356.6 (20686.0)

Cumulative Net CF……………………………… (1483.2) (6639.9) (17800.5) (24772.3) (28069.1) (30367.2) (30676.0) (29567.3) (26042.6) (20686.0) (20686.0)

Discounted Cash Flow

NPV

     At 3.4%................................................ (1434.4) (4823.1) (10095.5) (6099.0) (2789.3) (1880.3) (244.4) 848.5 2608.8 3834.3 (20074.5)

 TOTAL



Exhibit 22: Incremental Cash Flow for Alternative B
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All figures represent  (Alt B Value) - (Current State Value)

$ in 1000's

Discount rate  3.4%

Year ending…

$ in 1000's

Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10

BENEFITS / GAINS

Cost avoidance of developing new functionality or 

standalone systems to meet statutory/regulatory 

requirements

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 800.0 840.0 882.0 926.1 972.4 1021.0 5441.5

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on 

workflow tools for managing the applicant tracking process

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 146.0 383.0 804.0 844.0 886.0 931.0 3994.0

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on 

Manager self-service and work flow for triggering and 

automating the recruiting process on open positions

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 43.8 91.9 96.5 101.3 106.4 456.4

Repurpose employee's time by removing redundant data 

entry in the new hire process, due to new ability to move 

new hire data from recruiting via workflow processing

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 35.6 74.7 78.4 82.3 86.4 370.8

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on 

manager self service and work flow for appointments

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 35.6 74.7 78.4 82.3 86.4 370.8

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on 

manager self service and work flow for employee data 

changes

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 55.7 146.3 307.1 322.5 338.6 355.6 1525.8

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on 

work flow for job changes 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 5.4 11.4 12.0 12.6 13.2 56.6

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on  

work flow for reclassification and reallocation

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 3.9 8.1 8.5 8.9 9.4 40.2

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on 

work flow for separations

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 15.4 32.2 33.9 35.5 37.3 160.2

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work  

associated with processing HR transactions through 

standardizing processes and eliminating offline systems 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 41.7 109.4 229.7 241.2 253.2 265.9 1141.0

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work associated 

with processing HR transactions through implementation of 

employee self service

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 10.5 22.0 23.1 24.2 25.5 109.2

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work associated 

with reduced cost of responding to requests for 

management information

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 62.5 164.1 344.5 361.8 379.8 398.8 1711.5

Total Benefits/Gains

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1163.0 1792.7 2882.2 3026.1 3177.2 3336.8 15378.1

COST ITEMS inflows (outflows)

Personal Services Costs (Salaries & Benefits)

DAS HRSD Core Team……………………………………. (650.6) (1366.0) (1434.3) (1506.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (4956.9)

Program Mgmt Support……………………………….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

State LD Staff………………………………….. 0.0

Services & Supplies/Capital Outlay Costs

State Data Center Costs

Consulting Services……………………………………. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Data Processing Services…………………………… 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Training Facilities………………………………….. 0.0 (72.0) (75.6) (79.4) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (227.0)

Network………………………………….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Software Costs

SW Purchase/Upgrade……………………. (30.0) (90.0) (90.0) (142.5) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (352.5)

SW License Maintenance……………. (6.0) (25.2) (46.3) (81.6) (85.7) (90.0) (94.5) (99.2) (104.2) (109.4) (742.0)

Ongoing System Maintenance…….. 1564.8 1643.1 1807.4 1988.1 702.5 998.0 1618.2 2001.6 2623.2 3380.2 18327.1

Hardware Costs

Hardware Purchase/Upgrade…………… (100.0) (400.0) (100.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (600.0)

Hardware Ongoing Maint……….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

IT Professional Services

Project Dev/Implementation….. (455.3) (5786.5) (7427.5) (6434.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (20103.3)

Operational Staff…………………. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Operational Augmentation……. (238.1) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (238.1)

Quality Assurance ……. (216.5) (322.1) (338.2) (355.1) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (1231.8)

Other Operational Expenses……………………………….  (100.0) (150.0) (150.0) (150.0) (50.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (600.0)

Cost of Capital  ……… (2612.2) (10470.5) (12375.6) (11884.7) (4644.1) (4698.1) (4298.0) (4507.7) (4728.0) 0.0 (60218.9)

Contingency …. (391.7) (1684.7) (1989.8) (1862.1) (115.4) (116.8) (107.1) (112.4) (117.8) (123.6) (6621.4)

Total Costs

(3235.6) (18723.9) (22219.9) (20507.3) (4192.7) (3906.9) (2881.4) (2717.7) (2326.7) 3147.2 (77564.8)

CASH FLOW SUMMARY inflows (outflows)

Cash inflows (outflows)

Benefits and Gains………………………….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1163.0 1792.7 2882.2 3026.1 3177.2 3336.8 15378.1

Costs………………………………………….. (3235.6) (18723.9) (22219.9) (20507.3) (4192.7) (3906.9) (2881.4) (2717.7) (2326.7) 3147.2 (77564.8)

NET CASH FLOW (3235.6) (18723.9) (22219.9) (20507.3) (3029.7) (2114.2) 0.9 308.4 850.5 6484.0 (62186.7)

Cumulative Net CF……………………………… (3235.6) (21959.4) (44179.3) (64686.6) (67716.3) (69830.5) (69829.6) (69521.2) (68670.7) (62186.7) (62186.7)

Discounted Cash Flow

NPV

     At 3.4%................................................ (3129.2) (17512.7) (20099.3) (17940.1) (2563.3) (1729.9) 0.7 236.0 629.5 4641.3 (57467.0)

 TOTAL


Exhibit 23: Incremental Cash Flow for Alternative C 

[image: image9.emf]INCREMENTAL CASH FLOW - ALTERNATIVE C

All figures represent  (Alt C Value) - (Current State Value)

$ in 1000's

Discount rate  3.4%

Year ending…

$ in 1000's

Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10

BENEFITS / GAINS

Cost avoidance of developing new functionality or 

standalone systems to meet statutory/regulatory 

requirements

0.0 0.0 0.0 800.0 840.0 882.0 926.1 972.4 1021.0 1072.1 6513.6

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on 

workflow tools for managing the applicant tracking process

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 146.0 383.0 804.0 844.0 886.0 931.0 3994.0

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on 

Manager self-service and work flow for triggering and 

automating the recruiting process on open positions

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 43.8 91.9 96.5 101.3 106.4 456.4

Repurpose employee's time by removing redundant data 

entry in the new hire process, due to new ability to move 

new hire data from recruiting via workflow processing

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 35.6 74.7 78.4 82.3 86.4 370.8

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on 

manager self service and work flow for appointments

0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 35.6 74.7 78.4 82.3 86.4 90.7 461.6

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on 

manager self service and work flow for employee data 

changes

0.0 0.0 0.0 55.7 146.3 307.1 322.5 338.6 355.6 373.3 1899.1

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on 

work flow for job changes 

0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 5.4 11.4 12.0 12.6 13.2 13.8 70.5

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on  

work flow for reclassification and reallocation

0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 3.9 8.1 8.5 8.9 9.4 9.8 50.0

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on 

work flow for separations

0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 15.4 32.2 33.9 35.5 37.3 39.2 199.3

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work  

associated with processing HR transactions through 

standardizing processes and eliminating offline systems 

0.0 0.0 0.0 41.7 109.4 229.7 241.2 253.2 265.9 279.2 1420.2

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work associated 

with processing HR transactions through implementation 

of employee self service

0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 10.5 22.0 23.1 24.2 25.5 26.7 135.9

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work associated 

with reduced cost of responding to requests for 

management information

0.0 0.0 0.0 62.5 164.1 344.5 361.8 379.8 398.8 418.8 2130.3

Total Benefits/Gains

0.0 0.0 0.0 986.8 1506.6 2374.0 2977.8 3126.5 3282.6 3447.5 17701.8

COST ITEMS inflows (outflows)

Personal Services Costs (Salaries & Benefits)

DAS HRSD Core Team……………………………………. (650.6) (1366.0) (1434.3) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (3450.9)

Program Mgmt Support……………………………….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

State LD Staff………………………………….. 0.0

Services & Supplies/Capital Outlay Costs

State Data Center Costs

Consulting Services……………………………………. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Data Processing Services…………………………… 0.0 0.0 75.0 325.0 341.2 358.3 376.2 395.0 414.9 435.5 2721.1

Training Facilities………………………………….. 0.0 (72.0) (75.6) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (147.6)

Network………………………………….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Software Costs

SW Purchase/Upgrade……………………. (835.3) (90.0) (3453.6) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (4378.9)

SW License Maintenance……………. 0.0 (332.6) (357.6) (1872.9) (1966.5) (2064.8) (2168.1) (2276.5) (2390.3) (2509.9) (15939.2)

Ongoing System Maintenance…….. 1564.8 1643.1 1807.4 779.0 1016.8 1312.7 1782.8 2174.4 2804.6 3570.7 18456.3

Hardware Costs

Hardware Purchase/Upgrade…………… (100.0) (400.0) (100.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (600.0)

Hardware Ongoing Maint……….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

IT Professional Services

Project Dev/Implementation….. (638.7) (6426.1) (5901.8) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (12966.6)

Operational Staff…………………. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Operational Augmentation……. (146.7) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (146.7)

Quality Assurance …. (240.0) (357.3) (375.2) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (972.5)

Other Operational Expenses……………………………….  (100.0) (150.0) (150.0) (150.0) (50.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (600.0)

Cost of Capital ……….. (530.1) (2265.3) (4490.1) (4490.1) (4490.1) (4490.1) (3960.1) (2224.8) 0.0 0.0 (26940.7)

Contingency ……… (287.3) (940.6) (1206.0) (346.9) (353.2) (363.8) (367.5) (385.7) (404.7) (424.7) (5080.4)

Total Costs

(1963.9) (10756.8) (15661.8) (5755.9) (5501.8) (5247.7) (4336.7) (2317.6) 424.5 1071.6 (50046.2)

CASH FLOW SUMMARY inflows (outflows)

Cash inflows (outflows)

Benefits and Gains………………………….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 986.8 1506.6 2374.0 2977.8 3126.5 3282.6 3447.5 17701.8

Costs………………………………………….. (1963.9) (10756.8) (15661.8) (5755.9) (5501.8) (5247.7) (4336.7) (2317.6) 424.5 1071.6 (50046.2)

NET CASH FLOW (1963.9) (10756.8) (15661.8) (4769.1) (3995.3) (2873.7) (1358.9) 808.9 3707.2 4519.0 (32344.4)

Cumulative Net CF……………………………… (1963.9) (12720.8) (28382.6) (33151.7) (37147.0) (40020.6) (41379.5) (40570.6) (36863.4) (32344.4) (32344.4)

Discounted Cash Flow

NPV

     At 3.4%................................................ (1899.3) (10061.1) (14167.1) (4172.1) (3380.2) (2351.3) (1075.3) 619.1 2743.8 3234.7 (30508.8)

 TOTAL

 

Exhibit 24: Incremental Cash Flow for Alternative D 
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All figures represent  (Proposal Value) - (Current State Value)

$ in 1000's

Discount rate  3.4%

Year ending…

$ in 1000's

Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30 Jun 30

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10

BENEFITS / GAINS

Cost avoidance of developing new shadow systems to meet 

statutory/regulatory requirements

0.0 0.0 0.0 400.0 800.0 840.0 882.0 926.1 972.4 1021.0 5841.5

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on workflow 

tools for managing the applicant tracking process

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 146.0 383.0 804.0 844.0 886.0 931.0 3994.0

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on Manager 

self-service and work flow for triggering and automating the 

recruiting process on open positions

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 43.8 91.9 96.5 101.3 106.4 456.4

Repurpose employee's time by removing redundant data entry in the 

new hire process, due to new ability to move new hire data from 

recruiting via workflow processing

0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 35.6 74.7 78.4 82.3 86.4 90.7 461.6

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on manager 

self service and work flow for appointments

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 35.6 74.7 78.4 82.3 86.4 370.8

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on manager 

self service and work flow for employee data changes

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 55.7 146.3 307.1 322.5 338.6 355.6 1525.8

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on work flow 

for job changes 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 5.4 11.4 12.0 12.6 13.2 56.6

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on  work flow 

for reclassification and reallocation

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 3.9 8.1 8.5 8.9 9.4 40.2

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work based on work flow 

for separations

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 15.4 32.2 33.9 35.5 37.3 160.2

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work  associated with 

processing HR transactions through standardizing processes and 

eliminating offline systems 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 41.7 109.4 229.7 241.2 253.2 265.9 1141.0

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work associated with 

processing HR transactions through implementation of employee 

self service

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 10.5 22.0 23.1 24.2 25.5 109.2

Repurpose employee's time to knowledge work associated with 

reduced cost of responding to requests for management information

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 62.5 164.1 344.5 361.8 379.8 398.8 1711.5

Total Benefits/Gains

0.0 0.0 0.0 413.5 1185.0 1831.8 2886.0 3030.1 3181.4 3341.1 15868.8

COST ITEMS inflows (outflows)

Personal Services Costs (Salaries & Benefits)

DAS HRSD Core Team……………………………………. (600.6) (1208.5) (1268.9) (667.3) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (3745.3)

Program Mgmt Support……………………………….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

State LD Staff………………………………….. 0.0

Services & Supplies/Capital Outlay Costs

State Data Center Costs

Consulting Services……………………………………. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Data Processing Services…………………………… 0.0 0.0 75.0 325.0 341.3 358.3 376.2 395.0 414.8 435.5 2721.1

Training Facilities………………………………….. 0.0 (72.0) (75.6) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (147.6)

Network………………………………….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Software Costs

SW Purchase/Upgrade……………………. (776.1) (90.0) (3216.8) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (4082.9)

SW License Maintenance……………. 0.0 (306.6) (330.3) (1729.5) (1816.0) (1907.0) (2002.1) (2102.2) (2207.3) (2317.6) (14718.6)

Ongoing System Maintenance…….. 1564.8 1643.1 1807.4 1383.5 1016.8 1312.7 1782.8 2174.4 2804.6 3570.7 19060.8

Hardware Costs

Hardware Purchase/Upgrade…………… (100.0) (400.0) (100.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (600.0)

Hardware Ongoing Maint……….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

IT Professional Services

Project Dev/Implementation….. (638.7) (4412.5) (8117.4) (2306.3) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (15474.9)

Operational Staff…………………. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Operational Augmentation……. (95.2) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (95.2)

Quality Assurance (216.5) (322.1) (338.2) (177.5) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (1054.2)

Other Operational Expenses……………………………….  (100.0) (150.0) (150.0) (150.0) (50.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (600.0)

Cost of Capital …….. (496.1) (1819.5) (4367.0) (5450.3) (5450.3) (5450.3) (4954.2) (3630.8) (1083.3) 0.0 (32701.8)

Contingency …….. (268.9) (717.4) (1380.9) (587.2) (169.1) (174.0) (175.5) (184.1) (193.2) (202.7) (4053.0)

Total Costs

(1727.3) (7855.5) (17462.7) (9359.6) (6127.3) (5860.3) (4972.8) (3347.7) (264.4) 1485.9 (55491.7)

CASH FLOW SUMMARY inflows (outflows)

Cash inflows (outflows)

Benefits and Gains………………………….. 0.0 0.0 0.0 413.5 1185.0 1831.8 2886.0 3030.1 3181.4 3341.1 15868.8

Costs………………………………………….. (1727.3) (7855.5) (17462.7) (9359.6) (6127.3) (5860.3) (4972.8) (3347.7) (264.4) 1485.9 (55491.7)

NET CASH FLOW (1727.3) (7855.5) (17462.7) (8946.1) (4942.3) (4028.6) (2086.8) (317.6) 2917.0 4827.0 (39622.9)

Cumulative Net CF……………………………… (1727.3) (9582.8) (27045.4) (35991.5) (40933.9) (44962.4) (47049.2) (47366.9) (44449.9) (39622.9) (39622.9)

Discounted Cash Flow

NPV

     At 3.4%................................................ (1670.5) (7347.3) (15796.1) (7826.2) (4181.5) (3296.3) (1651.3) (243.1) 2159.0 3455.2 (36398.2)

 TOTAL


Financial Metrics Summary Table

Exhibit 25 provides a summary of the financial metrics for all five alternatives evaluated.

Exhibit 25: Financial Metrics Summary Table for Alternatives A – E
[image: image11.emf]Financial Metrics Summary

Preferred 

Alternative E Alternative D Alternative C Alternative B

Current State 

(Alternative A)

Incremental 

Proposal - Alt D

Incremental 

Proposal - Alt B

Incremental 

Proposal - Alt C

Incremental 

Proposal - 

Alt E

Net Cash Flow

($25,219.4) ($42,501.4) ($34,282.3) ($66,728.4) ($32,779.6) ($39,622.9) ($62,186.7) ($32,344.4) ($20,686.0)

NPV  at 3.4% 

($24,390.9) ($39,342.7) ($32,609.1) ($61,799.2) ($26,413.4) ($36,398.2) ($57,467.0) ($30,508.8) ($20,074.5)

Total Benefits

$44,024.2 $45,769.8 $48,543.4 $43,615.9 $0.0 $15,868.8 $15,378.1 $17,701.8 $15,778.1

Total Costs

($69,243.7) ($88,271.3) ($82,825.8) ($110,344.3) ($32,779.6) ($55,491.7) ($77,564.8) ($50,046.2) ($36,464.1)

$ in $1,000's

Numbers in parenthesis are negative numbers


Cash Flow Graphs – Net Cash Flow

Exhibits 26 through Exhibit 30 summarize in graphical form the net cash flow on an annual basis for each alternative. 
Exhibit 26: Annual Net Cash Flow for Preferred Alternative (Alternative E)
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Exhibit 27: Annual Net Cash Flow for Current State (Alternative A)
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Exhibit 28: Annual Net Cash Flow for Alternative B
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(30000.0)

(25000.0)

(20000.0)

(15000.0)

(10000.0)

(5000.0)

0.0

5000.0

10000.0

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10

Fiscal Year

Annual Cash Flow (1,000s)



Exhibit 29: Annual Net Cash Flow for Alternative C
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Exhibit 30: Annual Net Cash Flow for Alternative D
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Exhibits 31 through Exhibit 35 depict the net cash flow on a cumulative basis for each alternative through the ten-year analysis period.

Exhibit 31: Cumulative Net Cash Flow for Preferred Alternative (Alternative E)
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Exhibit 32: Cumulative Net Cash Flow for Current State (Alternative A)
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Exhibit 33: Cumulative Net Cash Flow for Alternative B
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Exhibit 34: Cumulative Net Cash Flow for Alternative C
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Exhibit 35: Cumulative Net Cash Flow for Alternative D
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Exhibit 36 compares the incremental cash flow projections on an annual basis between the preferred alternative and the current state, while Exhibit 37 shows this same comparison on a cumulative basis through the ten-year analysis period.
Exhibit 36: Comparison of Annual Cash Flow Projections between Preferred Alternative and Current State
 [image: image22.emf]Proposal (Alternative E) and Current State 

Cash Flow (Alternative A)

(14000.0)

(12000.0)

(10000.0)

(8000.0)

(6000.0)

(4000.0)

(2000.0)

0.0

2000.0

4000.0

6000.0

8000.0

Y1Y2Y3Y4Y5Y6Y7Y8Y9Y10

Fiscal Year

Annual Cash Flow (1,000s)

Proposal CF

Current St CF


Exhibit 37: Comparison of Cumulative Cash Flow Projections between Preferred Alternative and Current State
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Non Financial Benefits
There are a number of significant intangible benefits associated with implementing a new HRIS application that meet DAS and agency HR requirements and the goals for associated business process improvements. Although some of these benefits cannot be measured quantitatively, they are nonetheless important because they will lead to tangible results. 

This subsection describes several benefits of implementing the HRIS, as communicated by agency and HRSD personnel:

· Reduced administrative time and cost and increased work efficiency

· Improved data integrity and reduction of errors

· Enhanced decision making, credibility and customer service

· An HRIS solution has a much higher degree of fit with DAS business objectives and requirements than maintaining the current systems. 
· An off-the-shelf HRIS application will provide the state with a modern and highly flexible solution. 

· The HRIS will provide the state with a scalable framework for future expansion.
A. Agency staff will reduce administrative time and increase efficiency 

The implementation of an enterprise HRIS system will significantly reduce time spent entering data. Currently, agency personnel are keying redundant data into a variety of separate systems. Agency personnel are also spending an inordinate amount of time filling out forms – different forms for many different systems. The new HRIS will provide Manager and Employee Self Service as well as online workflow tools to replace many of the paper-based transactions. There is much lost time due to paperwork in transit (or stuck in transit). Replacing the shadow systems with a new HRIS will reduce administrative and technical resource time that is currently spent supporting disparate systems. 

The new HRIS will: 

· Enable online applicant tracking: 
Currently all applicants to the state of Oregon must fill out hard copy application forms. The information is then entered into the system by DAS and agency recruiters. Since there are approximately 140,000 applicants each year there will be a huge time savings in having applicants complete the applications online. 

· Integrate data into one system of record: 
Reduce the time spent entering assigned equipment and other employee data not currently handled by the core HR system PPDB into spreadsheets and shadow systems (mostly Microsoft Access databases maintained by various agencies). See Appendix A for a list of the shadow systems currently in use by selected agencies. Though only 14 of 90 agencies were interviewed, over 100 shadow systems were identified. 
· Improve processing time: 
Eliminate the time spent by DAS creating downloads and eliminate the time spent by agency HR staff processing downloads into shadow systems. 
· Relieve support burden: 
Redirect the annual agency staff and contractor cost for maintaining existing shadow systems by reducing or eliminating the need for agency human resources staff to provide technical support for these shadow systems.
· Reduce agency costs: 
Reduce the annual employee workaround costs resulting from shadow systems. Reduce the cost of complying with new statutory and regulatory requirements. This includes costs avoided in terms of additional workarounds resulting from enhanced or new shadow systems. It also includes costs avoided in terms of additional workarounds resulting from enhanced or new shadow systems 
· Enable efficient use of resources: 
Eliminate the time spent researching, summarizing, and documenting data from disparate systems in order to create reports or to provide information requested by others. Reduce the time spent handling and processing report requests.
B. Agencies will have improved data integrity and reduction of errors

The new HRIS will provide a number of capabilities that will help to reduce errors and improve overall data integrity. These capabilities include the following:

· Automation of transactions: 
The new HRIS will provide tools to automate several personnel actions (transactions) that are done manually today, and the automated tool will include field-level validation so that employees and managers using the tools will enter valid data. 

· On-demand reporting: 
The proposed system will include a reporting solution that will provide timely access to integrated employee data for analysis and reporting for a variety of functions including compensation analysis, budgeting and position management, and workforce analysis. 

· Scalability: 
The new HRIS will also provide more data tracking functionality, which will reduce the need for shadow systems where data is not necessarily validated, backed up, or secure. 
· Enhanced functionality: 
The system will provide drop-down menus to avoid entering invalid names and numbers. Manager and Employee Self-service functions will validate data during data entry (at the source) to ensure the information is valid, and eliminate the need for filling out excessive forms and mailing them to others for data entry. 
C. Agency decision making will be enhanced, leading to higher level credibility and customer service

The new HRIS will enhance decision making, improve the credibility of stakeholders in terms of HR information, and assist DAS and the agencies in providing improved customer service for HR functions. Anticipated benefits in this regard from the proposed HRIS include:

· Automation of processes: 
The system (and associated process improvements) will provide DAS and agency management and the legislature with better and timelier information relative to state employees. 

· Improved HR reporting tools: 
The improved reporting tools will enable timelier decision making across the enterprise. 
· Improved budgeting tools: 
It will reduce the effort of the Budget Management staff in monitoring budget status by providing easy access to position and employee data current as of the time of transactions entered into the HRIS. 
· Faster turnaround time on reports: 
The implementation of the reporting solution will enable a new, improved level of customer service across the enterprise. 
D. An HRIS solution has a much higher degree of fit with DAS business objectives and requirements than maintaining the current systems. 
The HRIS will enable greater standardization of HR business processes across various state agencies. Due to lack of data tracking functionality in the PPDB, agencies track employee data in a variety of spreadsheets, Word documents, hardcopy forms, Access databases, and in some of the larger agencies, in separate personnel systems. There have been well over 100 shadow systems identified by the project team, and that is based on interviews thus far with only fourteen agencies. 

· Consistent data tracking in one system: 
With a new HRIS all employee data can be tracked in the same way, in the same system. This will enable consistent and standardized business processes for collecting and maintaining employee data. 
· Improved customer service: 
An HRIS solution will improve customer service within and to individual agencies and employees by: 

· Transaction workflow :
Implementing electronic workflow and approval capabilities for agency human resource staff and managers;

· Implement improved reporting tools:
Implementing standardized reporting capabilities with real time and accurate human resource data that can be printed locally and on demand;

· Reduce transaction costs: 
Reducing transaction costs by incorporating self-service functionality for agencies and their employees.

· Reduction in paper forms: 
Almost all agencies use hard paper forms (95+ agencies use different versions of forms for all HR transactions). These forms are filled out by hand and then sent to someone to enter into the system. There are countless hours and days spent sending forms, waiting for the forms to arrive, and then keying into the system, etc.

· Implement online forms: 
The new COTS will provide online forms – the same forms for all agencies. These forms will enable online routing for approval and will automatically upload into the HR system upon approval from the appointing authority. 

· It is difficult to quantify the savings inherent in this type of automation of the existing manual processes – but the efficiency improvements would be VAST.
E. An off-the-shelf HRIS application will provide the state with a modern and highly flexible solution. 
A COTS-based HRIS application is highly flexible and expandable, with vendors typically providing enhancements on a regular schedule including updates required based on statutory and regulatory changes. These regular software updates will eliminate the need for agencies to develop new shadow systems to meet changing statutory, regulatory, and business requirements. 

· Web-based tools and removal of “green screen” interface: 
A COTS-based HRIS will be deployed in a strong internet-based architecture using current web technologies that are consistent with the state’s information technology direction. 

· Elimination of reporting databases and spreadsheets:
 Spreadsheets and access databases proliferate across the enterprise to track open positions, position descriptions, performance reviews, health and safety data, and much more. Appendix A provides a detailed list of the types of information stored in shadow systems, by agency. 

F. The HRIS will provide the state with a scalable framework for future expansion.

An off-the-shelf HRIS solution can provide a framework for the later implementation of other human resource functionality available within the COTS application suite such as time and attendance, payroll, recruiting, learning management, or benefits administration at the state’s option. 

· Position the state to meet changing laws: 
With a COTS system, the vendor has the responsibility to identify, develop, and maintain functionality required to meet the ever-changing federal and state laws and regulations. They will include this functionality within the base system. This will ensure that the state is always in compliance with these laws and regulations, and that shadow systems will not have to be developed. 

· Provide “what if” modeling capabilities: 
A critical part of the budget process is “what if” modeling. Currently, this done in spreadsheets. The new COTS will include a budget module, which integrates position and employee salary data to expedite and improve the biennial budgeting process.

· Improved data tracking: 
One of the issues agencies face today is the lack of fields in the PPDB for tracking supplemental employee data. Because there is no room in the PPDB to add new fields – existing data fields have to be “re-purposed.” This takes the effort of a programmer, and a common workaround for the agencies is that they use other existing fields to track the data. The problem with this is that each agency uses different fields for their workaround solutions. For example, a text field is used to track college degrees by one agency and to track the employee’s manager by another agency. This creates issues for data maintenance and for management reporting. With the new COTS, all employee data can be tracked in the same way, in the same system – which will enable consistent and standardized business processes for collecting and maintaining employee data. 

· Decentralization of HR tasks: 
The security features of the new COTS HRIS will open the door to many efficiency improvements in state human resources. COTS security allows for the decentralization of HR tasks, activities, and functions. In the current environment, the security is such that users can see “all” data or “no” data. This is why agencies must request DAS to either run a report or provide data downloads in order for the agency to do reporting. The new COTS security is such that agencies will have full access to maintain and report on their agency employee data, with no more need to request downloads from DAS. 

· Improved security for confidential employee data: 
Another intangible benefit associated with the enhanced security is that in the current technical environment, data is downloaded to Excel spreadsheets and Access databases across the agencies. This data often includes Social Security Numbers and employee salary data. Once the data files are sent out to the agencies, there are NO controls over the data. However, by law, confidential employee data must be encrypted – whether at rest or in transport. Currently, the state runs the risk of lawsuit due the way employee data is being handled at the agencies. When DAS implements the new HRIS, the need to send data files out to the agencies will be significantly reduced thereby reducing risks associated with sensitive data residing in external systems.
· Opportunity to automate with workflow functionality: 
The security and added functionality of the new COTS will also enable agency staff to utilize workflow. This will result in statewide process improvements, and substantially eliminate or reduce the need to send paper forms to the PA Processors in the agencies or to DAS for manual data entry. 

Agencies are requesting the ability to track additional critical information about employees that the PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS cannot provide, because it cannot be expanded. 
The information needed is critical for compliance, collective bargaining, and position control. Examples of this include:

· Online applicant tracking and recruitment data
· Position vacancies
· Health and Safety Incident Tracking and Reporting, including all required federal and state reports
· Reporting Hierarchy, Headcount Reports, and Organization Charts
· Grievance and disciplinary action data
· Bargaining unit contract details
· Licenses and Certifications, especially as these relate to professional compliance 
· Assigned Equipment 
None of the information listed above can be tracked in the PPDB, APPL/CERT or PICS; but are standard offerings in a new COTS HRIS. Since the current systems do not support these processes, the agencies have had no choice but to set up agency-specific shadow systems. The result of this is that employee data cannot be shared statewide, but the implementation of a more robust HRIS will bring consistency to the way employee data is maintained and reported on for all state agencies.

Every day, human resources staff attempt to analyze, organize, and update employee data. The current system does not have a field to track “previous” name. This means that every time an employee gets married, divorced, or changes his/her name for any reason, there is no longer a record of the previous name in the system. This small item alone causes a lot of extra work for HR staff. The new COTS HRIS will provide numerous fields for name tracking and the ability to indicate the effective date of name changes. 

Selection of an HRIS solution can provide long-term benefits to the state by providing the initial core software solution, which can then be extended to meet other key business functionality such as financial management, procurement, or customer relationship management, and/or this functionality can be adopted and implemented by other state agencies.

From the perspective of agency human resources managers and staff, one of the biggest “wins” of the ERP system is the ability to integrate not only applicant, employee and position data – but payroll data as well. The new HRIS will lay the groundwork for future integration of payroll, should the state decide to do that. Partnering with other agencies reduces overall project risk and complexity.
Risks and Mitigation Strategies
This section identifies potential risks to project success, establishes the probability of these risks occurring, and delineates potential mitigation strategies to address these risks. This section also discusses in more detail several risk mitigation strategies that are critical to the success of the preferred alternative, Alternative E partnering with other agencies.
The objectives of project risk management are to increase the probability and impact of positive events and to decrease the probability and impact of events adverse to the project. Risk management begins during project planning and continues throughout the life cycle of the project. Any assumptions made in the development of a plan, schedule, or resource allocation should be considered for documentation as a risk. Factors external to the project may also have an impact on the team’s ability to deliver, and should be included. In addition it is recommended that the project team obtain formal approval to move from one phase to the next. Appendix H provides a sample “project health check” form. This form enables the project manager to review key areas of the project with the steering committee. Key areas that should be reviewed include project scope, schedule, budget, resource allocations, risk management and the issue resolution process. 

The following steps have been utilized to identify, assess impact, and define mitigation strategies for the HRIS project. 
· Risk Identification -This is the process of identifying risks that could affect the project and their characteristics. For the HRIS project, we are utilizing several techniques to identify potential risks including the experience of the consultant team, informal discussions with the HRIS core team, and discussions with HRIS stakeholders. Each identified risk is then documented in a risk log. For each risk that is identified, the team will classify the risk as either business, organizational, or technical. The risk is also classified as internal (under the control of the sponsoring agencies or the HRIS project team) or external (the result of factors over which the project has limited to no control).
· Risk Analysis and Prioritization - For each risk that is identified, the team will then assesses the probability of occurrence using a standard probability scale (from 0.1 to 1.0) and the level of impact using a standard impact assessment matrix (from 1 to 10 based on team member judgment) in the event that the risk does occur. The product of probability and the impact will yield the risk score that will help determine risk planning. Risks that have a risk score of 6.0 or higher are considered “High” risk, those with a risk score between 2.5 and 6.0 are considered “Medium” risk, and those with a risk score less than 2.5 are considered “Low” risk.
· Risk Planning - This step involves devising a risk response plan for handling each of the high-priority risks identified in risk analysis and prioritization. This activity includes iterative discussion between the HRIS Project Team, the HRIS Project Sponsor, the HRIS Steering Committee, and various stakeholders as appropriate. For each risk, an owner of the risk is identified.
· Risk Control and Monitoring -This step includes executing the appropriate risk response plan during the project life cycle to reduce the probability of a risk occurring or to mitigate its impact should it occur. This includes monitoring the progress in handling all risks that have occurred and continuing to identify and assess new risks that may emerge throughout the project. 
For purposes of the business case, we have categorized risks into either business/organizational risks or technical risks. Each of these risk categories is described below and the various risks identified in each category are inventoried, prioritized, and appropriate risk response strategies identified.
Business/Organizational Risks

This subsection identifies business and organizational risks associated with the proposed HRIS project. The impact of any identified risks is assessed and potential risk response strategies are defined for each of these risks. Business risks include those risks that impact the existing HR business architecture. For example, risks in this category could include items such as the need to change existing processes and procedures, the need for organizational change management, and the need to implement standardized processes.
Organizational risks relate to the impact of the project on the DAS organization and the organization of other agencies. Issues that should be considered in this regard include items such as:
· Level of executive and staff support for the change being proposed

· Agency’s demonstrated ability to manage projects of this size and complexity

· Skills and experience available to implement this approach

· Agency’s ability to manage internal and external (contractor) staff

· Number of users impacted

· Level of training that might be required

· Length of time the agency has to complete the project or implement an alternative

Exhibit 38 highlights the high and medium business and organizational risks identified to date for the HRIS project.

Exhibit 38: Risk Register Log for Business and Organizational Risks
	Risk ID
	Risk Category
	Risk Description
	Risk 
Classification 
Internal
External
	Probability
0.1 – 1.0
	Impact1 - 10
	Risk Score (PxI)
	Identified By
	Risk Owner
	Response (Accept / Avoid / Mitigate / etc.)
	Risk Response Strategy and Notes

	BUS01
	Business
	Need to change existing business process to effectively utilize the new software
	Internal
	0.9
	9
	8.1
	Project Team
	HRIS Steering Committee
	Mitigate
	· Establish organizational change management program
· Engage stakeholders from various agencies in defining process changes

	BUS02
	Business
	Inconsistent processes and standards across agencies could impact drive to standardize business processes
	Internal
	0.9
	9
	8.1
	Project Team
	HRIS Steering Committee
	Mitigate
	· Establish organizational change management program

· Engage stakeholders from various agencies in defining process changes

	BUS03
	Business
	Agency concern about apparent loss of tailored functionality 


	External
	0.8
	8
	6.4
	Project Team
	HRIS Steering Committee
	Mitigate
	· Early and consistent involvement to ensure that priority business needs are being met

· Change Management and Communication Plan that emphasizes benefits of enterprise solution

· Consistent and ongoing senior management support

	ORG01
	Organizational
	Significant organizational change required to accept a strategy that seeks to find a COTS solution to meet a range of DAS and agency needs 
	Internal
	0.8
	10
	8.0
	Project Team
	HRIS Steering Committee
	Mitigate
	· Proactive change management and communication plan

· Ongoing and clearly demonstrated senior management support and buy-in from DAS and agency executives

	ORG03
	Organizational
	Delay in obtaining funding for implementation phase
	External
	0.6
	10
	6.0
	Project Team
	HRIS Project Steering Committee 
	Avoid & Accept
	· Active engagement with stakeholders and policy makers to obtain approval

· Revisit budgets at each steering committee meeting; economic factors should be on agenda for discussion where appropriate. 

· Adjust project schedule as necessary based on timing of funding

· Identify activities that could continue in the interim (process analysis, etc.) to maintain momentum

	ORG04
	Organizational
	Less funding than requested is approved for the implementation phase
	External
	0.6
	10
	6.0
	Project Team
	HRIS Project Steering Committee 
	Avoid & Accept
	· Active engagement with stakeholders and policymakers to obtain approval

· Revisit budgets at each steering committee meeting; economic factors should be on agenda for discussion where appropriate. 

· Adjustments in scope and/or project schedule as necessary based on timing of funding



	BUS04
	Business
	Potential that other agencies and DAS will not be able to agree on the HRIS solution that best fits the needs of all agencies
	Internal
	0.5
	10
	5.0
	Project Team
	Executive Steering Committee
	Avoid
	· The extended team should work together on developing requirements

· Vendor demos during the planning phase to try to identify potential differences in requirements and/or expectations early on

· Careful attention to evaluation factors to ensure weighting is consistent with each agencies’ business priorities

	BUS05
	Business
	Difficulty in getting project stakeholders to take an enterprise view and/or in reaching consensus on enterprise needs versus needs of specific agencies


	Internal
	0.6
	9
	5.4
	Project Team
	HRIS Steering Committee
	Mitigate
	· Active encouragement to take “agency” hat off and put “state” hat on during project activities

· Encouraging team members to explain “why something can’t work for me”

· Identifying and communicating benefits of enterprise solution to team members

· Leveraging best practices experience of pre-planning and implementation consultants

	BUS06
	Business
	Specialized requirements or significant gaps identified in one or more agencies 


	External
	0.7
	8
	5.6
	Project Team
	HRIS Steering Committee
	Avoid and Mitigate
	· Assess potential for modifying business processes in individual agencies or modifying enterprise process slightly

· Assess need for additional third-party software and/or minor customizations as a last resort

	BUS07
	Business
	Desired business benefits not achieved
	Internal
	0.5
	10
	5.0
	Project Team
	HRIS Steering Committee
	Avoid
	· Adhere to requirements, involve stakeholders and tie scope decisions to performance measures to ensure success

	ORG05
	Organizational
	Staff not being able to participate in workshops or review deliverables within schedule 


	Internal
	0.6
	8
	4.8
	Project Team
	HRIS Steering Committee
	Mitigate
	· Project approach that leverages best practices as a starting point for discussions to better leverage staff time

· Proactive identification of resource constraints by DAS Project Manager and timely escalation as appropriate

· Potential re-assignment of some responsibilities of key extended team members

· Reprioritization of some activities assigned to extended team members

	ORG06
	Organizational
	Changes in DAS or agency executive management can impact project
	External
	0.6
	8
	4.8
	Project Team
	HRIS Project Steering Committee and HRIS Project Managers
	
	· Immediately brief new management on project objectives and status

· Engage existing HRIS Steering Committee members to assist in presenting project benefits to new management team members

	ORG07
	Organizational
	Changes in state priorities impact funding and/or priority of HRIS implementation
	External
	0.5
	9
	4.5
	Project Team
	HRIS Steering Committee 
	Mitigate & Accept
	· Keep executive management apprised of project status and anticipated benefits

· Adjust project scope/timelines based on priority changes, remaining focus to extent possible on implementing highest payback areas first in any project plan revisions

	ORG08
	Organizational
	Change in other agencies priorities impacting HRIS implementation and driving changes to HRIS project  costs and timeline
	External
	0.5
	10
	5.0
	Project Team
	Executive Steering Committee
	Mitigate & Accept
	· Adjust project scope/timelines based on any agency priority changes and the impact of these changes on HRIS as a related project. In making adjustments, minimize additional costs to HRIS and keep focus to extent possible on implementing highest payback areas first in any project plan revisions


Technical Risks

This subsection identifies technical risks with the proposed HRIS project, assesses the impact of these risks, and delineates potential risk response strategies for each of these risks. Examples of risk include the system implementation effort itself, the need to integrate or interface with other systems, the need to implement new technology infrastructure, the technical skill sets required for the new system, and any skill set gap with current staff and other similar items.

Exhibit 39 highlights the high and medium technical risks identified to date for the HRIS project.

Exhibit 39: Risk Register Log for Technical Risks

	Risk ID
	Risk Category
	Risk Description
	Risk Classification
Internal
External
	Probability 
0.1 – 1.0
	Impact
1 - 10
	Risk Score (PxI)
	Identified By
	Risk Owner
	Response (Accept / Avoid / Mitigate / etc.)
	Risk Response Strategy and Notes

	TEC01
	Technical
	Changes in requirements during implementation
	Internal
	0.7
	9
	6.3
	Project Team
	HRIS Project Manager & HRIS Steering Committee
	Mitigate
	· Involvement by agencies in developing initial requirements

· Formal sign-off by HRIS Steering Committee on requirements

· Well defined scope change process including Steering Committee approval

	TEC02
	Technical
	Need to provide large number of employees with overview training on any employee self-service functions
	Internal
	0.9
	7
	6.3
	Project Team
	HRIS Project Manager
	Mitigate
	· Develop training strategy and deploy as agencies are implemented

	TEC03
	Technical
	Some employees may not have easy access to PCs or the Internet to utilize employee self-service functions
	Internal
	0.8
	9
	7.2
	Project Team
	HRIS Project Manager
	Mitigate
	· Identify potential issues prior to implementation

· Work with individual agencies to determine potential for providing some access to public workstations within agency facilities

	TEC04
	Technical
	Lack of DAS IT experience with selected ERP software solution
	Internal
	0.9
	9
	8.1
	
	Executive Steering Committee
	Mitigate
	· Detailed technical training plan that is initiated upon software selection

· Inclusion of maintenance option within systems integrator agreement to allow for application support or hosting for some period of time following implementation

· Joint planning for application and technical support with other agencies

	TEC05
	Technical
	Project scope too large or complex and/or implementation strategy attempts to implement too much at one time
	Internal
	0.5
	9
	4.5
	Project Team
	Executive Steering Committee and HRIS Steering Committee
	Avoid
	· Scope defined to replacing business functionality currently provided by PICS and PPDB

· Implementation plan incorporates deployment to a pilot agency

· Scope linked to business benefits

· Careful review by Project Steering Committee of requirements and implementation plan before approving implementation go-ahead

· Develop scope change process that requires demonstrated link to targeted business benefits and Steering Committee approval of any proposed scope changes

	TEC06
	Technical
	Vendor proposals exceed cost estimate
	External
	0.5
	10
	5.0
	Project Team
	Executive Steering Committee
	Mitigate
	· Detailed estimates to the extent possible during development of the business case

· Conduct of vendor software demos to assess the fit of vendor solutions with DAS and agency requirements

· Key gaps and their impacts to be identified as early as possible

· Benchmarking of costs incurred by other states who have recently implemented HRIS solutions

	TEC07
	Technical
	Complexity of integrating new HRIS with existing legacy applications including Payroll and Benefits
	Internal
	0.5
	9
	4.5
	Project Team
	HRIS Project Manager
	Avoid
	· Develop interface strategy that utilizes same layout and format used today between PDPB, APPL/CERT and PICS and other existing systems

· Early engagement of business and IT owners of these other systems

	TEC08
	Technical
	Specialized requirements of one or more agencies identified at time of implementation, resulting in unplanned time and/or cost impacts


	Internal
	0.5
	10
	5.0
	Project Team
	HRIS Steering Committee & HRIS Project Manager
	Avoid
	· Early and active involvement by agencies in requirements definition and definition of global design and initial configuration of selected COTS solution

· Design implementation plan to be a “roll-in” of system functionality to the extent possible where focus during implementation is then on agency-specific issues such as interfaces and data conversion from individual agency systems

	TEC09
	Technical
	Availability of DAS and other state agency resources (business and technical) to support implementation
	Internal
	0.6
	9
	5.4
	Project Team
	HRIS Steering Committee
	Avoid
	· Detailed estimates of resource requirements as early as possible as part of pre-implementation planning

· Develop an implementation strategy and work plan that is in sync with availability of state resources

· Obtain specific commitment of resources from DAS and other agency management prior to start of implementation

	TEC10
	Technical
	Delay in implementation of pilot agency could impact the remainder of the schedule and affect stakeholder confidence
	Internal
	0.5
	9
	4.5
	Project Team
	HRIS Steering Committee & HRIS Project Manager
	Avoid
	· Establish reasonable schedule for pilot deployment including schedule contingency

· Ensure sufficient gap between completion of pilot and initiation of subsequent deployments to other agencies

· Plan for multiple implementation teams to allow for balance of deployment work to agencies coming on the system and production support of agencies already deployed

	TEC11
	Technical
	Complexity of converting data from multiple agency shadow systems into new HRIS solution
	Internal
	0.7
	8
	5.6
	Project Team
	HRIS Project Manager
	Avoid
	· Sufficient time in implementation for agency-level data conversion planning

· Standardized conversion architecture for load routines into HRIS minimizing work for each specific agency implementation

· Adequate time included in agency deployment schedule for assessment of conversion requirements, design of load routines from existing agency systems to put data into standard formats required by HRIS solution

	TEC12
	Technical
	Complexity of establishing interfaces between HRIS and multiple agency shadow 
	Internal
	0.7
	8
	5.6
	Project Team
	HRIS Project Manager
	Avoid
	· Elimination of shadow systems and migration of functionality into new HRIS solution to extent practical

· Sufficient time in implementation for agency-level interface planning

· Standardized interface architecture for load routines into HRIS minimizing work for each specific agency implementation

· Adequate time included in agency deployment schedule for assessment of interface requirements, design of load routines from existing agency systems to put data into standard formats required by HRIS solution

	TEC13
	Technical
	Quality of data in current DAS and agency systems impacting conversion efforts
	Internal
	0.7
	8
	5.6
	Project Team
	HRIS Project Manager
	Mitigate
	· Early identification of potential quality issues during pre-implementation planning

· Sufficient time in implementation for agency-level interface planning

· Sufficient involvement by agency personnel familiar with data

	TEC14
	Technical
	Project completes late and/or over budget
	Internal
	0.6
	9
	5.4
	Project Team
	HRIS Project Manager & HRIS Steering Committee
	Avoid
	· Fixed price systems integration contracts; potential penalties for later delivery 

· Monitor project budget on a monthly basis

	TEC15
	Technical
	Implementation strategy attempts to implement too much at one time
	Internal
	0.4
	10
	4.0
	Project Team
	HRIS Project Manager & HRIS Steering Committee
	Avoid
	· Utilize a phased approach to the implementation of the HRIS across the state (this could be in terms of extent of functionality deployed, as well as number of agencies deployed at the same time)

	TEC16
	Technical
	Less skilled resources than expected provided by selected systems integrator
	External
	0.6
	9
	5.4
	Project Team
	HRIS Project Manager
	Avoid
	· Require DAS approval of project staff

· Include in contract protections such as process for removing staff 

· Use of performance bond or other incentives/disincentives to ensure vendor performance within agreed-to schedule


Suggested Risk Mitigation Strategies for Partnering with Other Agencies
This section highlights several risk mitigation strategies that are integral to the successful execution of Alternative E. These include:

· Strengthening the existing joint governance structure

· Implementing enterprise change control 

· Identification of at least one additional pilot agency

· Defining a highly structured acquisition and contracting strategy

Each of these strategies is discussed in further detail below.

Strengthening the existing joint governance structure

The HRIS project team currently has an HRIS Business Advisory Committee, an Executive Steering Committee, and a Technical Steering Committee. The purpose of these committees is not merely to be an audience for status reports and presentations, but to guide and support the team in a successful implementation. The primary purpose of a governing structure is to resolve issues and remove roadblocks. Therefore, the project team must ensure they continue to engage the steering committees in the ongoing project work. The steering committee members are the key sponsors of the project, and as such, need to be brought into the project by the team; thus the team will need to provide not only detailed status of work completed and of decisions that have been made; but will need to bring questions and issues to the steering committee on a regular basis and ensure that they are engaged with the progress of the project. As noted above, it is recommended that the project team conduct a formal health check at the end of each phase (see Appendix H).  Exhibit 38 – Risk Register Log for Business and Organizational Risks provides more detail on the issues inherent in large implementation projects and how the steering committee should play an active role in mitigating many of these risks. 

Implementing enterprise change control

Enterprise change control is critical when there are multiple agencies involved in an implementation. There are multiple points during the project when cross-agency coordination and communication will be necessary, for example, in creating the development and testing environments; in ensuring that a code freeze is in effect across multiple agencies; and in the coordination for migration of data from one environment to another (data refreshes). The project will need to create a change control team that resources from DAS and the pilot agencies involved in the implementation. This team will determine and document the data migration and refresh strategy and will be responsible for communicating environment changes on a regular basis to the project team. It is recommended that the change control team work closely with the project communications lead to ensure that all team members understand the data migration process and are notified of when they can and cannot make changes to the new system. Several risks and mitigation strategies related to change control are documented in Exhibit 39 – the Risk Register Log for Technical Risks. 

Identification of multiple pilot agencies 

The implementation of the new HRIS will ultimately involve the conversion of all agency HR data. Due to the sheer number of agencies and the variety of organizational structures within each, it is recommended that DAS include several agencies in the pilot. The new HRIS needs to be configured such that it will “scale up” for a large agency, and yet “scale down” for a mid-sized or smaller agency. The system needs to be flexible in design in order to support all agencies. Therefore, in order to reduce the risk of system configuration issues, multiple agencies should be included in the pilot. Recommended agencies include ODOT, DHS and/or DOC as well as Fish and Wildlife or Parks and Recreation. This will provide the enterprise design team with a variety of data points on system performance and increase the likelihood of achieving a flexible and scalable system design. The inclusion of multiple agencies in the pilot will help to mitigate the risk of changes to the schedule for the HRIS implementation.

Defining a highly structured acquisition and contracting strategy
A highly structured acquisition and contracting strategy is critical to guiding a multi-agency procurement process such as the one envisioned under Alternative E. One key recommendation is that the State move the procurement process along expeditiously. Dragging out the project during the procurement stages serves no good purpose and actually has been proven to create negative feelings about the success of the project. There are only a few large, successful ERP vendors in the market that the State will find meet the business, technical and service level requirements. Therefore it is highly recommended that the State/DAS procurement team focus on the key players and move the process along quickly. 
Procurement includes the following areas:

· Creation of a Selection Team

· Requirements finalized, prioritized, and "weighted"

· Development of an RFP to select the software and the integration vendors

· Review of the vendors' proposals

· Review of vendors' product offerings through scripted software demonstrations

· Selection of a software product

· Selection of a system integrator

· Negotiation of the contract

For the HRIS selection and evaluation processes, Dye Management Group, Inc. recommends that the HRIS team form a Selection Team comprised of resources from DAS and at least two other agencies. It is important to obtain the input of subject matter experts from a variety of agencies and business units within agencies to select the software that will be used for statewide human resources. Having a variety of agency resources to participate in the HRIS configuration is important, because the configuration of employee cost centers, account codes, locations, and organizations need to support small, mid-sized, and large agencies. The system needs to be configured to scale up and to scale down, to meet the needs of all agencies. 
The Selection Team, by definition, is an impartial, open-minded team whose primary responsibility is to select the software that most closely meets the HRIS requirements. The Selection Team should include resources from both the Procurement departments of all agencies involved in the implementation. Another reason for DAS to include other agencies on the Selection Team because to not do so is to risk the chance of “non-acceptance” after the system has been implemented. 
The project sub-teams should provide the finalized requirements to the Selection Team. Dye Management Group, Inc. has completed the first draft of the HRIS business and technical requirements, which have been prioritized according to two rating systems:  mandatory/desirable; and within the “desirable” category, a sub-rating of high, medium, or low priority. Using the priorities assigned by the HRIS project team, the Selection Team to should assign "weights" to each requirement, thereby creating an efficient method to calculate the weight of each requirement. Exhibit 40 is a snapshot from the Requirements Table. 
Exhibit 40: Sample Requirements Table

	Function
	SubFunction
	Category
	Req #
	Functional Requirements
	Mandatory / Desirable (M/D)
	Priority Level (H,M,L)

	PM
	Position Data
	Data
	1.00
	Track current and historical Position Title
	M
	H

	PM
	Position Data
	Data
	2.00
	Track current and historical Position Incumbent (Employee ID)
	M
	H

	PM
	Position Data
	Data
	3.00
	Track current and historical Position Classification
	M
	H

	PM
	Position Data
	Data
	4.00
	Track current and historical Position Supervisor
	M
	H

	PM
	Position Data
	Data
	5.00
	Track current and historical Position Alternate supervisor
	M
	H


Finalized requirements should be included in the RFP, but the priority columns should not be included in what is sent out in the RFP. Prior to selection of the package, vendors should not be informed as to the weight or priority of any requirement.

The Procurement resources should distribute the RFP to the vendors, and should list their names only on the instructions for completing the RFP. Once the RFP is released, no team member other than Procurement should have communications with any vendor. Team members should be instructed to not communicate with the vendors and that if vendors contact them, the calls are forwarded to Procurement so that the procurement resources can organize all follow-up questions, responses, and coordinate the software demonstrations so that vendors do not try to communicate with project team members. If software vendors do have the opportunity to communicate with the team members, it will place the state in a risky position of having given preferential treatment to one vendor over another. Evaluation of the software should be based upon three areas:

· How well the software meets the requirements (per vendor proposal documents).

· The viability and stability of the software company.

· The ability of the vendors to prove their software meets key requirements by performing scripted software demonstrations
Note: Demonstration scripts should be guided by the state and more specifically by the subject matter experts on each sub-team. The scripts should focus on mandatory and high priority requirements. The content of the product demonstrations should not be left to the vendors as they will showcase the bells and whistles of their software.

The Selection Team should gather and consolidate the demonstration evaluations from all sub-team members, and should facilitate the software selection. Selection of the software does not necessarily include selection of the system integrator. System integrator, in this context, is a firm that will help install and configure the software to meet enterprise HR requirements; who will develop interfaces to and from legacy systems in conjunction with DAS IT staff; who will define conversion requirements and processes, provide training, and support the implementation. So it is important to note that the state may select a vendor to install the software that is not from the software company, i.e., the integrator does not have to work for the software company selected. Many firms have an excellent track record in implementing public sector enterprise resource planning systems, and many also offer expertise in project management and organizational change management that software vendors may not have. In a project the size of the state enterprise HRIS implementation, an experienced management consulting firm will provide guidance and reduce risk for the state. 
Governance is critical for project success for a variety of areas such as issue management and scope creep. For the HRIS project, the need for governance may be even more critical if DAS and the pilot agencies are unable to agree on the choice of the software. The project team has an executive steering committee whose responsibility is to remove roadblocks by making executive decisions. If the project team should hit a roadblock in terms of selection – the Selection Team will need to engage the steering committee for assistance in making the decision.  Negotiating the contract is the next step in the process, and as a key part of the state's contracting strategy, Dye Management Group, Inc. recommends that DAS retain counsel that is experienced specifically in ERP software contract negotiations. Contract terms should include not only the modules licensed and the number of licenses, but also other elements such as:

· Degree of vendor/integrator participation in post-implementation activities and the length of time for these services. Options may include "through two month-end closings" or "through the first upgrade.”
· The caps that will be placed on annual software maintenance cost increases.

· The warrantee provided by the software vendor.

· The licensing needs to be negotiated - the state will want the vendor to charge "just in time" for end-user licenses, not all of the licenses up front.

Conclusions and Recommendations

This section summarizes the conclusions from the business case analysis and provides recommendations for proceeding.
Conclusions

PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS do not meet the current or anticipated human resource business requirements of DAS or other state agencies.

Due to the age of these applications and the number of changes that have been made over the years, these applications are becoming increasingly difficult to operate and maintain. Although these systems are generally meeting the original objective of maintaining employment records and providing for basic reporting needs, there are a number of issues with these applications, including: 
· Inability for job applicants to apply online creates inefficient, manual, paper-driven applicant processing. 

· Lack of easily available information for effective and timely policy maker and management decision making.
· Non-secure (non-encrypted) employee data files external to PPDB and residing in the agencies shadow systems creates the potential risk of exposure for both the State and the employees.
· Increased difficulty in complying with federal and state laws, regulations, and mandates.

· Loss of current system business and technical expertise with staff retiring or leaving state employment increases the vulnerability of the State and its agencies to maintain the enterprise and agency shadow systems effectively 
· High total cost of ownership of HR data due to many agency shadow systems.

· Expanding data needs that stretch beyond the current capabilities of PPDB, APPL/CERT, and PICS.

· Dual data entry and maintenance into PPDB and agency shadow systems.

· Non-standard and inefficient (manual or semi-manual) HR processes.
· Extreme difficulties for most agencies to produce commonly-used HR reports due to the complexities inherent with multiple non-integrated systems.
· Lack of automated approval processes, which contributes to transaction bottlenecks, and 

· Budget execution is more easily handled outside of PICS.

In response to these types of issues, DAS has initiated an effort to implement a new HRIS application to replace PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS. These systems support all state agencies and provide reporting to Oregon’s Governor and the legislature. A new DAS statewide HRIS will provide enhanced ability to meet the diverse information management needs of state agencies and reduce the use of redundant agency-level systems. This initiative should also allow individual agencies to decommission a number of agency shadow HR systems.

In preparation of this business case, Dye Management Group, Inc. analyzed the following alternative approaches for providing HRIS functionality:

Alternative A: Do nothing and continue to use the existing core HR systems
Alternative B: Build a custom HRIS application to replace PPDB, PICS and APPL/CERT
Alternative C: Acquire a best-of-breed COTS HRIS solution to replace PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS
Alternative D: Implement HRIS as the initial module of a future statewide ERP solution 
Alternative E: Implement the HRIS module of an ERP solution working in partnership with other agencies 
Based on our analysis, Dye Management Group, Inc. has developed the following conclusions, which are explained in further detail below.

Alternative A and Alternative B did not meet DAS and/or other agency requirements 

Alternative A: Do nothing and continue to use the existing core HR systems
Doing nothing and continuing to use the existing core HR systems does not meet DAS or other agency business requirements. Parts of the current systems environment, including a number of the many agency shadow systems, are inconsistent with the state’s technology direction and standards. The current systems environment is also difficult and costly to maintain due to the age of the systems and the number of agency shadow systems in use. Future system changes that are needed to meet statutory or regulatory requirements could likely require the development of additional shadow applications. Likewise, doing nothing and continuing to use the existing systems has a substantial opportunity cost and will prevent the state from achieving the business benefits projected to result from a new HRIS application.
Alternative B: Build a custom HRIS application to replace PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS
Building a custom HRIS application to replace PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS is the highest cost alternative to implement, with an estimated DAS implementation cost of $35.6 million. This approach has the longest implementation time frame and the highest risks based on the need to custom develop the entire application. 

While this alternative would allow the state to implement a system that fully meets the functional requirements of DAS and the other agencies and that would be consistent with state technology direction and standards, the cost of implementing this solution is approximately $5 million more than the cost of implementing a COTS best-of-breed HRIS solution and $11.3 million more than the cost of implementing the HRIS solution in partnership with other agencies.

In addition, a custom solution puts the burden of long-term maintenance on the state. Likewise, implementation of custom solutions is inherently more risky than implementing COTS solutions and in the area of human resource management is rarely done any more given the wide range of highly functional package solutions available in the marketplace.
Alternatives C, D and E are viable alternatives for proceeding 

Alternative C: Acquire a best-of-breed COTS HRIS solution to replace PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS
Acquiring a best-of-breed COTS HRIS solution will meet most DAS and other agency requirements with limited customization. A best-of-breed COTS HRIS solution can also be acquired that is consistent with the state’s technology direction. 

A best-of-breed COTS HRIS should also be relatively flexible to support business changes since many of the software vendors will likely incorporate requirements for statutory and regulatory changes in their regular software upgrades.

The risk of implementing a COTS solution is typically significantly less than a custom solution because software development is limited to conversions, interfaces, and addressing gaps between the capabilities of the software and the functional requirements of the agencies. 

The timeframe for implementation of this solution is the quickest at 36 months. The DAS cost to implement a best-of-breed COTS HRIS solution is estimated to be approximately $30.6 million. This is higher than the $24.3 million estimated cost of implementing the HRIS in partnership with other agencies due to the opportunity to share some potential costs between DAS and the other agencies.

The annual support costs for the COTS best-of-breed HRIS solution includes the annual maintenance charges for the COTS solution and the cost of an internal business and technical support team. The life cycle costs for the best-of-breed COTS HRIS alternative is estimated at $25.3 million from implementation through the ten-year analysis period. This cost is higher than the life cycle costs for either the custom solution or the HRIS solution. The total cost of ownership of this alternative is estimated to be approximately $55.9 million through the ten-year analysis period. This cost of ownership is slightly more than the custom solution and much more than the COTS HRIS solution. 
Alternative E: Implement the HRIS module of an ERP solution working in partnership with other agencies 
Partnering with other agencies to acquire and implement a HRIS/ERP solution to provide the HRIS functionality will provide a solution that, like the best-of-breed COTS HRIS, will meet most DAS and other agency requirements with limited customization. This solution should also be consistent with the state’s technology direction.

Likewise, an ERP solution provides benefits in terms of long-term support through regular software upgrades. 

In addition, like the best-of-breed COTS HRIS, an ERP solution should also be relatively flexible to support business changes since many of the software vendors will likely incorporate requirements for statutory and regulatory changes in their regular software upgrades. The ERP can also provide a framework for the later implementation of other human resource functionality available within the COTS application suite such as payroll, learning management, or benefits administration at the state’s option. The risk of implementing an ERP solution is typically significantly less than a custom solution because software development is limited to conversions, interfaces, and addressing gaps between the capabilities of the software and the functional requirements of the agency. This alternative also has an added advantage in that DAS is able to share project risks with other agencies. However, this alternative also has additional risk associated with the need for multi-agency collaboration and timely joint decision making.

The timeline for implementing an ERP solution is approximately 39 months. The DAS cost to implement the HR components of the ERP solution is estimated to be approximately $24.3 million. This is less than the custom development solution and the cost to implement a best-of-breed COTS HRIS, as a result of cost sharing between DAS and other agencies. 

The annual support costs for the ERP solution includes a DAS HRSD business team and a technical team partially shared with other agencies. It also includes DAS’ share of the annual maintenance charges for the ERP software and DAS’ share of the hardware maintenance. The life cycle costs for the ERP alternative is estimated at $20.4 million from implementation through the ten-year analysis period. This cost is substantially lower than the estimated life cycle costs for the best-of-breed COTS HRIS alternative due to the opportunity to share costs with other agencies.
While none of the alternatives analyzed has a positive return on investment during the period analyzed for the business case, Alternative E has the earliest positive annual net benefit of any alternative, beginning in the fourth year following implementation. In addition, Alternative E has a $5.3 million dollar annual net benefit in the last year of the business case analysis (the sixth year following implementation). 
Exhibit 41 outlines the anticipated financial benefits of the recommended alternative by year, while Exhibit 42 outlines the summary of project costs. 

Exhibit 41: Anticipated Financial Benefits for Alternative E (in 1000’s)
	CASH FLOW SUMMARY inflows (outflows)
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	Year 6
	Year 7
	Year 8
	Year 9
	Year 10
	Total

	Benefits and Gains
	$85.0 
	$258.4 
	$572.1 
	$2,166.1 
	$4,344.2 
	$5,420.2 
	$6,817.0 
	$7,238.4 
	$8,096.7 
	$9,026.2 
	$44,024.2 

	Costs
	($3,210.0)
	($7,011.8)
	($13,255.1)
	($9,921.8)
	($7,333.8)
	($7,334.4)
	($6,857.5)
	($6,067.0)
	($4,528.8)
	($3,723.5)
	($69,243.7)

	NET CASH FLOW
	($3,125.0)
	($6,753.4)
	($12,683.0)
	($7,755.8)
	($2,989.6)
	($1,914.2)
	($40.5)
	$1,171.4 
	$3,567.9 
	$5,302.7 
	($25,219.4)

	Cumulative Net CF
	($3,125.0)
	($9,878.4)
	($22,561.3)
	($30,317.1)
	($33,306.7)
	($35,220.9)
	($35,261.4)
	($34,090.0)
	($30,522.1)
	($25,219.4)
	($25,219.4)

	Discounted Cash Flow At 3.4%
	($3,022.3)
	($6,316.5)
	($11,472.5)
	($6,784.9)
	($2,529.4)
	($1,566.2)
	($32.1)
	$896.5 
	$2,640.7 
	$3,795.7 
	NPV ($24,390.9)


Exhibit 42: Summary of Project Costs for Alternative E 
	System Component
	Biennium #1
	Biennium #2
	Total

	Software Acquisition
	$866,084
	$3,216,836
	$4,082,920

	Ongoing Software Licensing
	$306,615
	$2,037,216
	$2,343,831

	Hardware Acquisition
	$150,000
	$30,000
	$180,000

	Hardware Maintenance
	$0
	$0
	$0

	Implementation Services
	 
	
	

	Implementation Vendor
	$3,208,818
	$5,572,977
	$8,781,795

	Program Mgmt Support
	$95,232
	$0
	$95,232

	Quality Assurance
	$538,536
	$515,692
	$1,054,228

	DAS HRSD Core Team
	$1,737,723
	$1,858,828
	$3,596,551

	Training Facility
	$72,000
	$75,600
	$147,600

	Data Processing Services
	$274,000
	$349,000
	$623,000

	Ongoing System Maintenance
	$0
	$479,519
	$479,519

	Other Operational Expenses
	$350,000
	$400,000
	$750,000

	
	
	
	

	Subtotal:  Project Cost
	$7,599,008
	$14,535,668
	$22,134,676

	
	
	
	

	Contingency – 10% 
	$759,901
	$1,453,567
	$2,213,468

	
	
	
	

	Estimated Biennial Debt Service
	$1,862,904
	$7,187,640
	$9,050,544

	
	
	
	

	Total Project Cost: State of Oregon
	$10,221,813
	$23,176,875
	$33,398,688

	
	
	
	

	Estimated Agency Assessment
	$1,862,904
	$7,187,640
	$9,050,544

	
	
	
	

	Total Project Cost: DAS
	$8,358,909
	$15,989,235
	$24,348,144


Recommendation

Dye Management Group, Inc. recommends partnering with other agencies (to be identified upon request of future project funding) to implement an HRIS/ERP application. DAS HRSD will work with the other agencies to identify and implement a single HRIS/ERP software application to address enterprise human resource needs through a common database and software application. The agencies will work together to configure the enterprise design of the HRIS/ERP application and the software will be installed in a shared production environment in a single instance of the software. Multiple agencies would pilot the enterprise HRIS application and then DAS would implement the system statewide for all other agencies served by DAS HRSD. It is important to note that Alternatives C and D are also viable alternatives for the State. Alternative E is primarily recommended due to the cost savings.
The primary rationale for this recommendation is as follows:

· The current PPDB, APPL/CERT and PICS applications do not provide DAS or individual state agencies with the necessary business functionality and/or reporting capabilities. In addition the state is at sign risk in terms of vulnerability (data security and identity theft) and system sustainability as resources knowledgeable of the current systems leave state service. The functionality issues have led to the use of a large number of agency shadow systems to provide the functionality required by the individual line agencies.

· Enhancing the existing human resource information systems will be difficult and not cost-effective because of the legacy technology of the current systems and the built-in inflexibility of these systems. 
· There is a substantial base of commercial off-the-shelf (COTS) systems that will meet DAS and agency HRIS requirements.

· Custom developing a new HRIS is the most costly alternative, has a longer implementation timeframe, and is higher risk than an off-the-shelf solution. In addition, an off-the-shelf solution will provide DAS with the opportunity to obtain regular maintenance upgrades and product enhancements.

· An off-the-shelf HRIS/ERP solution can provide a framework for the later implementation of other human resource functionality (and other back office functionality) available within the COTS application suite.

· Working jointly with other agencies to implement the HRIS will allow for economies of scale on the purchase and implementation of the ERP software. It also mitigates project risk by providing DAS with pilot agencies that are enthusiastic about participating in the program effort.

· The implementation of an ERP software suite can provide long-term benefits to the state by providing the initial core software solution, which can then be extended to meet other key business functionality at a later date and/or adopted and implemented by other state agencies.

· The implementation of an ERP software suite to provide HRIS functionally is significantly less costly overall than either a best-of-breed COTS HRIS solution or a custom-build solution.

Appendices and References

Appendix A: Inventory of Agency Shadow Systems by HR Function

This appendix provides a list of agency shadow systems by HR function for the agencies interviewed by the HRIS project team in May and June 2008. This represents only a partial list of shadow systems since only a small number of total agencies were interviewed.
	June 2008 Inventory of Agency Shadow Systems by HR Function

	Business Process Name 
	HR Services Division
	Transpor-
tation
	State Police
	Correc-tions
	Human Services
	Judicial
	Public Safety, Standards & Training
	Fish & Wildlife
	Parks & Recreation
	Legis-
lature
	Military
	Consumer & Business Affairs
	Employ-
ment
	Forestry

	Hires 
(new hire, rehire, seasonal hires, temp-to-regular)  
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Paradox
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Excel
	 
	Excel

	Position Management 
	 
	Highway Program Position Tracking
	 
	Access for vacant positions
	 
	Paradox
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Excel
	 
	Excel

	Position Descriptions
	Word
	HRJLST, HPD
	 
	Word
	 
	Word
	 
	 
	 
	HR
Vantage
	 
	 
	Access
	 

	Temporary Employees (Hours & Pay)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Excel
	 
	 
	 

	Retirement Eligibility
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Access
	 

	Reporting Hierarchy
	 
	TOPAS/EIN
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HR
Vantage
	 
	Visio
	 
	Visio

	Compensation Changes (promotion, demotion, step increase, legislative increase, COL, ATB)
	 
	TOPAS 
	 
	 
	 
	Paradox
	 
	 
	 
	HR
Vantage
	 
	Excel
	 
	Excel

	Compensation Benefits / Analysis
	CBIS, PEBB, Data AON
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Pay Exceptions
	Excel
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Data Modeling (Classification Studies, Bargaining Unit Changes)
	Access, PEBB, Data AON
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Job Classification & Budget Info
	 
	Classification DB
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Authorized Appointing Authority List
	Excel
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Temporary Extensions Tracking
	Excel
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Personal Data Tracking 
(Home address, mailing address, maiden name, nickname, other previous names, titles, emergency contacts, marital status, EEO tracking, email address) 
	 
	TOPAS/
EIN
	Lemis
	 
	 
	Paradox
	 
	 
	 
	HR
Vantage
	 
	Excel
	 
	Excel

	Equipment Tracking (blackberry, keys, laptop) 
	 
	Access, Excel
	Manual Form
	Excel
	Manual Form
	 
	 
	Excel
	Excel
	 
	Excel
	Excel
	 
	Excel

	Terminations (retirements, end of appointment, for cause, RIF, voluntary)
	 
	 
	MS Word
	 
	 
	Paradox
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Excel
	 
	 

	Leaves of Absence (STD, LTD,OFLA,FMLA, Military, Workers Comp) 
	 
	FMLA
	Access
	Access
	Excel
	Paradox
	 
	Access
	Access
	HR
Vantage
	Access
	Excel, Oracle
	Access
	Manual process

	Transfers (interdepartmental, across agencies)  
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Excel
	 
	 

	Training & Development 
	 
	HRT
	 
	Excel
	Learning Center
	 
	 
	iMatch
	iMatch
	HR
Vantage
	 
	Oracle
	ELMS
	 

	Succession Planning 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HR
Vantage
	 
	 
	 
	Word (retirement dates)

	Recruiting / Applicant Tracking 
	 
	SOLAR
	Access
	Access
	 
	Access
	 
	APPL/
CERT
	APPL/
CERT
	HR
Vantage
	Excel
	Access
	APPL/
CERT
	 

	Background Checks
	 
	 
	 
	Access
	Excel
	 
	Excel
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Excel
	 
	 

	Performance Management 
	 
	 
	Manual Form
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Excel
	Excel
	HR
Vantage
	Access
	Oracle
	Access
	Word 

	Suspensions
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HR
Vantage
	 
	Excel, Access
	 
	 

	Licenses & Certifications Tracking
	 
	OSBEELS HRV
	 
	Excel
	Excel
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HR
Vantage
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Service Awards and other Awards
	 
	HRT
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Excel
	Access
	HR
Vantage
	 
	Oracle
	 
	Excel

	Grievances
	Excel
	HRG
	Excel and Access
	Access
	Paradox
	Quatro Pro
	 
	Access
	 
	 
	Access
	Access
	Excel
	Personnel Files

	Collective Bargaining Contract Status Tracking
	Excel
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Disciplinary Actions
	 
	HRG, HRD
	 
	Access
	 
	Quatro Pro
	 
	Access
	 
	 
	Access
	Access
	Excel
	Personnel Files

	Investigations
	 
	HRL
	 
	2 SQL Data-bases
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Degrees, Majors, Education 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	PPDB
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HR
Vantage
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Health & Safety  (Incident reporting, Monitoring) 
	 
	HRM, PCC
	Safety Tracker
	Compli-ance Suite
	 
	 
	 
	Access
	 
	HR
Vantage
	Access
	Access, Oracle
	Access
	SAIF database


Note:  The HR functions listed in the chart above are "standard" with a COTS HRIS. The data is automatically integrated across employee and position records
Appendix B: All Transaction Counts from PPDB for 2008
Below is a count of employee job changes by agency. The transactions are categorized by type – such transfers, hires, and terminations. 

	All Transaction Counts from PPDB for 2008

	AGENCY
	APPOINT-MENTS
	EE DATA CHANGES
	JOB CHANGE IN AGENCY
	RECLASS & REALLOCATION
	DIFFEREN-TIAL PAY
	PAY CHANGES
	LEAVES
	SEPARA-
TIONS
	SPECIAL ACTIONS
	Totals by Agency
	% Transactions by Agency

	ACCOUNTANCY, OREGON BOARD OF 
	1
	24
	0
	0
	0
	11
	0
	0
	1
	37
	0.02%

	ADMINISTRATIVE SRVCS, DEPT OF 
	319
	4000
	71
	100
	130
	1514
	41
	222
	181
	6578
	2.96%

	ADVOCACY COMMISSIONS OFFICE, O
	7
	23
	0
	0
	1
	4
	0
	2
	0
	37
	0.02%

	AGRICULTURE, DEPT OF 
	198
	1248
	26
	21
	39
	732
	8
	204
	45
	2521
	1.14%

	AVIATION, DEPARTMENT OF 
	18
	57
	1
	3
	6
	31
	0
	16
	6
	138
	0.06%

	BLIND, COMMISSION FOR THE 
	7
	202
	2
	2
	6
	75
	0
	3
	4
	301
	0.14%

	CHILDREN & FAMILIES COMMISION 
	12
	87
	1
	3
	9
	59
	0
	15
	13
	199
	0.09%

	CHIROPRACTIC EXAMINERS, BRD OF
	0
	20
	0
	0
	0
	8
	0
	2
	1
	31
	0.01%

	CLINICAL SOCIAL WORKERS BOARD 
	2
	15
	0
	1
	0
	7
	0
	3
	1
	29
	0.01%

	COLUMBIA RIVER GORGE COMMISSIO
	0
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	0.00%

	COMM COLL/WRKFRCE DEV, DEPT OF
	21
	141
	2
	6
	14
	92
	2
	15
	17
	310
	0.14%

	CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTORS BOARD
	28
	165
	3
	3
	9
	94
	9
	9
	10
	330
	0.15%

	CONSUMER AND BUS SRVCS, DEPT O
	211
	2632
	95
	67
	191
	1671
	76
	197
	77
	5217
	2.35%

	CORRECTIONS, DEPT OF 
	884
	16390
	451
	101
	1905
	7525
	466
	575
	895
	29192
	13.15%

	COUNSELORS & THERAPIST BRD 
	8
	14
	0
	1
	0
	6
	0
	7
	3
	39
	0.02%

	CRIMINAL JUSTICE COMMISSION 
	1
	11
	0
	0
	0
	12
	0
	0
	1
	25
	0.01%

	DENTISTRY, BOARD OF 
	0
	23
	0
	0
	0
	10
	0
	0
	1
	34
	0.02%

	DIETICIANS, BRD OF EXAMNRS OF 
	5
	9
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	6
	1
	24
	0.01%

	DISTRICT ATTORNEYS/DEPUTIES 
	1
	42
	0
	0
	0
	36
	0
	2
	1
	82
	0.04%

	ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEV DEPT 
	39
	294
	9
	0
	19
	187
	1
	35
	16
	600
	0.27%

	EDUCATION, DEPT OF 
	445
	1651
	35
	55
	53
	984
	24
	430
	82
	3759
	1.69%

	EMPLOYMENT DEPT 
	233
	3100
	95
	94
	221
	2079
	13
	210
	141
	6186
	2.79%

	EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
	3
	28
	3
	1
	0
	22
	0
	2
	2
	61
	0.03%

	ENERGY, DEPARTMENT OF 
	20
	207
	7
	1
	9
	146
	1
	15
	13
	419
	0.19%

	ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, DEPT OF
	142
	2423
	75
	7
	223
	1156
	78
	111
	289
	4504
	2.03%

	FISH & WILDLIFE, DEPT OF 
	540
	3162
	103
	279
	170
	1789
	13
	545
	177
	6778
	3.05%

	FOREST RESOURCES INST, OREGON 
	2
	21
	0
	0
	0
	11
	0
	3
	0
	37
	0.02%

	FORESTRY, DEPT OF 
	1053
	2949
	68
	38
	259
	1549
	6
	1047
	152
	7121
	3.21%

	GEOLOGY & MINERAL IND, DEPT OF
	17
	101
	4
	1
	1
	52
	0
	11
	13
	200
	0.09%

	GOVERNMENT ETHICS COMMISSION G
	5
	16
	1
	1
	1
	7
	0
	2
	4
	37
	0.02%

	GOVERNOR, OFFICE OF THE 
	21
	166
	8
	0
	1
	127
	0
	25
	28
	376
	0.17%

	HOUSING & COMM SRVCS, DEPT OF 
	31
	399
	18
	8
	27
	227
	2
	28
	22
	762
	0.34%

	HUMAN SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF 
	2674
	31545
	1327
	304
	920
	15262
	532
	2193
	1019
	55776
	25.13%

	INDIAN SERVICES COMMISSION 
	1
	13
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	1
	0
	18
	0.01%

	INDUSTRIES FOR THE BLIND 
	17
	112
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	8
	10
	147
	0.07%

	JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT 
	500
	6390
	104
	1118
	286
	3411
	158
	439
	403
	12809
	5.77%

	JUDICIAL DEPT-JUDGES IN PERS 
	8
	446
	0
	0
	0
	189
	0
	5
	1
	649
	0.29%

	JUDICIAL FITNESS & DISABILITY 
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0.00%

	JUSTICE, DEPARTMENT OF 
	359
	3891
	193
	49
	104
	2083
	106
	251
	170
	7206
	3.25%

	LABOR & INDUSTRIES, BUREAU OF 
	22
	268
	7
	2
	9
	155
	0
	27
	3
	493
	0.22%

	LAND CONSERV & DEV, DEPT OF 
	31
	157
	4
	9
	16
	119
	2
	32
	26
	396
	0.18%

	LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS 
	0
	17
	0
	1
	2
	9
	0
	0
	4
	33
	0.01%

	LANDS, DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
	34
	343
	6
	9
	4
	170
	0
	24
	30
	620
	0.28%

	LEGISLATIVE ADMIN COMMITTEE 
	53
	301
	13
	9
	21
	214
	1
	60
	16
	688
	0.31%

	LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY 
	166
	759
	139
	3
	0
	457
	1
	192
	44
	1761
	0.79%

	LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL COMMITTEE 
	7
	109
	10
	0
	4
	89
	0
	16
	9
	244
	0.11%

	LEGISLATIVE FISCAL OFFICER 
	5
	45
	4
	0
	0
	38
	0
	5
	2
	99
	0.04%

	LEGISLATIVE REVENUE OFFICE 
	5
	20
	0
	0
	0
	15
	0
	5
	7
	52
	0.02%

	LIBRARY, OREGON STATE 
	22
	110
	4
	2
	9
	62
	0
	19
	9
	237
	0.11%

	LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSION 
	118
	721
	33
	15
	116
	373
	8
	97
	29
	1510
	0.68%

	LONG TERM CARE OMBUDSMAN 
	5
	28
	0
	0
	0
	15
	0
	3
	4
	55
	0.02%

	LOTTERY, OREGON STATE 
	69
	300
	34
	25
	46
	456
	85
	42
	10
	1067
	0.48%

	MARINE BOARD 
	5
	122
	0
	19
	19
	71
	9
	8
	5
	258
	0.12%

	MILITARY DEPT-FED EMPLOYES 
	401
	276
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	398
	8
	1083
	0.49%

	MILITARY, DEPT OF 
	176
	1717
	33
	81
	174
	921
	52
	108
	156
	3418
	1.54%

	MORTUARY AND CEMETERY BOARD 
	3
	20
	1
	0
	0
	11
	0
	3
	2
	40
	0.02%

	NATUROPATHIC EXAMINERS 
	4
	19
	0
	2
	0
	3
	0
	1
	3
	32
	0.01%

	NO DESC FOR RDC 
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0.00%

	NURSING, BOARD OF 
	24
	106
	3
	0
	2
	73
	0
	22
	4
	234
	0.11%

	NURSING HOME ADMINISTRATORS 
	0
	15
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	18
	0.01%

	OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY 
	0
	7
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	2
	12
	0.01%

	OR HEALTH LICENSING AGENCY 
	44
	213
	20
	4
	28
	61
	2
	30
	27
	429
	0.19%

	OREGON MEDICAL BOARD 
	24
	135
	5
	0
	7
	61
	0
	21
	6
	259
	0.12%

	PARKS & RECREATION, DEPT OF 
	1095
	2025
	28
	14
	131
	1211
	13
	1178
	140
	5835
	2.63%

	PAROLE/POST PRISON SUPV, BRD O
	7
	41
	0
	0
	3
	22
	0
	4
	2
	79
	0.04%

	PHARMACY, OREGON BOARD OF 
	36
	42
	1
	1
	5
	35
	30
	4
	34
	188
	0.08%

	POLICE, OREGON STATE 
	330
	3007
	55
	42
	294
	1944
	20
	228
	170
	6090
	2.74%

	PRIVATE HEALTH PARTNERSHIPS 
	6
	138
	5
	0
	10
	101
	6
	14
	4
	284
	0.13%

	PSYCHIATRIC SECURITY REVIEW BR
	3
	22
	0
	0
	0
	9
	0
	5
	1
	40
	0.02%

	PSYCHOLOGISTS EXAMINERS BRD 
	5
	12
	0
	1
	0
	6
	0
	2
	2
	28
	0.01%

	PUBLIC DEFENSE SERVICES 
	21
	161
	9
	4
	0
	118
	9
	15
	27
	364
	0.16%

	PUBLIC EMPS RETIREMENT SYSTEM 
	79
	1506
	46
	31
	89
	625
	4
	62
	162
	2604
	1.17%

	PUBLIC SAFETY STANDARDS & TRNG
	346
	1000
	8
	10
	10
	441
	3
	56
	41
	1915
	0.86%

	PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
	33
	297
	5
	5
	5
	202
	3
	22
	6
	578
	0.26%

	RACING COMMISSION 
	11
	42
	0
	1
	3
	29
	0
	9
	1
	96
	0.04%

	RADIOLOGIC TECHNOLOGY, BOARD 
	1
	15
	0
	1
	0
	7
	0
	0
	2
	26
	0.01%

	REAL ESTATE AGENCY 
	14
	88
	3
	0
	6
	60
	0
	17
	6
	194
	0.09%

	REVENUE, DEPARTMENT OF 
	269
	2275
	115
	49
	182
	1592
	30
	273
	120
	4905
	2.21%

	SECRETARY OF STATE 
	59
	446
	20
	6
	0
	335
	6
	62
	21
	955
	0.43%

	SPEECH PATHOLOGY/AUDIOLOGY 
	4
	12
	2
	2
	9
	5
	0
	3
	2
	39
	0.02%

	STUDENT ASSISTANCE COMMISSION 
	60
	112
	1
	0
	1
	45
	0
	30
	10
	259
	0.12%

	TAX PRACTITIONERS, ST BRD OF 
	7
	25
	3
	0
	2
	9
	0
	7
	6
	59
	0.03%

	TEACHER STANDARDS & PRACTICES 
	8
	56
	1
	1
	0
	36
	0
	5
	7
	114
	0.05%

	TRANSPORTATION, DEPT OF 
	1237
	12193
	330
	150
	680
	8337
	67
	1238
	446
	24678
	11.12%

	TREASURY, OREGON STATE 
	13
	185
	5
	10
	11
	118
	0
	10
	2
	354
	0.16%

	VETERANS' AFFAIRS, DEPT OF 
	28
	208
	7
	3
	9
	141
	0
	24
	4
	424
	0.19%

	VETERINARY MED EXAMINING BRD 
	1
	16
	0
	1
	0
	5
	0
	1
	1
	25
	0.01%

	WATER RESOURCES, DEPT OF 
	58
	317
	8
	2
	9
	201
	0
	42
	13
	650
	0.29%

	WATERSHED ENHANCEMENT BOARD 
	5
	91
	3
	5
	6
	44
	0
	9
	7
	170
	0.08%

	YOUTH AUTHORITY, OREGON 
	236
	2470
	296
	30
	115
	1771
	188
	155
	130
	5391
	2.43%

	Totals by Transaction Type
	13024
	114634
	3969
	2817
	6641
	61999
	2075
	11228
	5574
	221961
	100.00%

	% Transactions
	5.87%
	51.65%
	1.79%
	1.27%
	2.99%
	27.93%
	0.93%
	5.06%
	2.51%
	
	100.00%
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Appendix C: Alternative A Cost Summary 

[image: image24.emf]Total Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Biennium #1 Biennium #2 Total 

Software Acquisition $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Ongoing Software Licensing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Hardware Acquisition $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Hardware Maintenance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Implementation Services

   New Standalone Systems $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

   Program Mgmt Support $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

   DAS HRSD Core Team $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

   Training Facility $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Data Processing Services $4,679,708 $112,000 $162,000 $237,000 $512,000 $537,600 $564,480 $592,704 $622,339 $653,456 $686,129 $274,000 $749,000 $5,428,708

Ongoing System Maintenance - DAS $13,489,949 $764,842 $803,084 $883,392 $971,731 $1,117,491 $1,285,115 $1,477,882 $1,699,564 $2,039,477 $2,447,372 $1,567,925 $1,855,123 $3,423,049

Ongoing Maintenance - Other Agencies $14,110,058 $800,000 $840,000 $924,000 $1,016,400 $1,168,860 $1,344,189 $1,545,817 $1,777,690 $2,133,228 $2,559,874 $1,640,000 $1,940,400 $3,580,400

Other Operational Expenses $500,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $100,000 $100,000 $200,000

Subtotal $32,779,715 $1,726,842 $1,855,084 $2,094,392 $2,550,131 $2,873,951 $3,243,784 $3,666,403 $4,149,593 $4,876,161 $5,743,375 $3,581,925 $4,644,523 $8,226,449

Contingency  $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total Estimated Cost $32,779,715 $1,726,842 $1,855,084 $2,094,392 $2,550,131 $2,873,951 $3,243,784 $3,666,403 $4,149,593 $4,876,161 $5,743,375 $3,581,925 $4,644,523 $8,226,449

Operational Costs through Implementation (5 years) $8,226,449

Ongoing Operational Costs (Year 6 Forward) $24,553,266

Total $32,779,715

(No contingency in this alternative) 

Biennium #5 Estimated Project Costs Biennium #1 Biennium #2 Biennium #3 Biennium #4


Appendix D: Alternative B Cost Summary 

 [image: image25.emf]Total Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Biennium #1 Biennium #2 Total 

Software Acquisition $352,500 $30,000 $90,000 $90,000 $142,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $120,000 $232,500 $352,500

Ongoing Software Licensing $741,995 $6,000 $25,200 $46,305 $81,613 $85,693 $89,978 $94,477 $99,201 $104,161 $109,369 $31,200 $127,918 $159,118

Hardware Acquisition $600,000 $100,000 $400,000 $100,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $500,000 $100,000 $600,000

Hardware Maintenance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Implementation Services

   Implementation Vendor $20,103,283 $455,347 $5,786,458 $7,427,482 $6,433,997 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,241,805 $13,861,478 $20,103,283

   Program Mgmt Support $238,080 $238,080 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $238,080 $0 $238,080

   Quality Assurance $1,231,762 $216,480 $322,056 $338,159 $355,067 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $538,536 $693,226 $1,231,762

   DAS HRSD Core Team $4,956,875 $650,560 $1,366,000 $1,434,300 $1,506,015 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,016,560 $2,940,315 $4,956,875

   Training Facility $226,980 $0 $72,000 $75,600 $79,380 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $72,000 $154,980 $226,980

Data Processing Services $4,679,708 $112,000 $162,000 $237,000 $512,000 $537,600 $564,480 $592,704 $622,339 $653,456 $686,129 $274,000 $749,000 $1,023,000

Ongoing System Maintenance $9,272,857 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,583,905 $1,631,194 $1,405,471 $1,475,745 $1,549,532 $1,627,009 $0 $0 $0

Other Operational Expenses $1,100,000 $150,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $100,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $350,000 $400,000 $750,000

Subtotal: Cost of Ownership $43,504,040 $1,958,467 $8,423,714 $9,948,845 $9,310,571 $2,307,198 $2,335,652 $2,142,652 $2,247,285 $2,357,149 $2,472,506 $10,382,181 $19,259,417 $29,641,598

Contingency $6,621,442 $391,693 $1,684,743 $1,989,769 $1,862,114 $115,360 $116,783 $107,133 $112,364 $117,857 $123,625 $2,076,436 $3,851,883 $5,928,320

Estimated Annual Debt Service 60,218,777 2,612,161 10,470,456 12,375,615 11,884,685 4,644,063 4,698,109 4,297,960 4,507,733 4,727,995 $0 $13,082,617 $24,260,300 $37,342,917

Total Estimated Cost of Ownership - 

State

$110,344,259 $4,962,322 $20,578,913 $24,314,229 $23,057,371 $7,066,621 $7,150,544 $6,547,745 $6,867,382 $7,203,001 $2,596,132 $25,541,234 $47,371,600 $72,912,834

Less Estimated Agency Assessment

$60,218,777 $2,612,161 $10,470,456 $12,375,615 $11,884,685 $4,644,063 $4,698,109 $4,297,960 $4,507,733 $4,727,995 $0 $13,082,617 $24,260,300 $37,342,917

 

Total Estimated Cost of Ownership -  

DAS

$50,125,482 $2,350,161 $10,108,456 $11,938,615 $11,172,685 $2,422,558 $2,452,435 $2,249,785 $2,359,649 $2,475,006 $2,596,132 $12,458,617 $23,111,300 $35,569,917

Cost to State Cost to DAS  

Project Costs (Biennium #1 and #2) $72,912,834 $35,569,917    

Program Costs (Year 5 Forward) $37,431,424 $14,555,565  

Total $110,344,259 $50,125,482

 

Contingency is 20% for Project (through implementation) and 5% for Program (from implementation forward)

Estimated Project Costs Biennium #5 Biennium #1 Biennium #2 Biennium #3 Biennium #4


Appendix E: Alternative C Cost Summary 

 [image: image26.emf]Total Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Biennium #1 Biennium #2 Total 

Software Acquisition $4,378,920 $835,284 $90,000 $3,453,636 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $925,284 $3,453,636 $4,378,920

Ongoing Software Licensing $15,939,010 $0 $332,619 $357,566 $1,872,858 $1,966,501 $2,064,826 $2,168,067 $2,276,470 $2,390,294 $2,509,809 $332,619 $2,230,424 $2,563,044

Hardware Acquisition $600,000 $100,000 $400,000 $100,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $500,000 $100,000 $600,000

Hardware Maintenance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Implementation Services  

   Implementation Vendor $12,966,554 $638,669 $6,426,112 $5,901,773 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,064,781 $5,901,773 $12,966,554

   Program Mgmt Support $146,720 $146,720 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $146,720 $0 $146,720

   Quality Assurance $972,539 $240,000 $357,336 $375,203 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $597,336 $375,203 $972,539

   DAS HRSD Core Team $3,450,860 $650,560 $1,366,000 $1,434,300 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,016,560 $1,434,300 $3,450,860

   Training Facility $147,600 $0 $72,000 $75,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $72,000 $75,600 $147,600

Data Processing Services $1,958,556 $112,000 $162,000 $162,000 $187,000 $196,350 $206,168 $216,476 $227,300 $238,665 $250,598 $274,000 $349,000 $623,000

Ongoing System Maintenance $9,143,639 $0 $0 $0 $1,209,112 $1,269,568 $1,316,518 $1,240,902 $1,302,947 $1,368,094 $1,436,499 $0 $1,209,112 $1,209,112

Other Operational Expenses $1,100,000 $150,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $100,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $350,000 $400,000 $750,000

Subtotal: Cost of Ownership $50,804,397 $2,873,233 $9,406,067 $12,060,078 $3,468,970 $3,532,418 $3,637,511 $3,675,445 $3,856,717 $4,047,053 $4,246,905 $12,279,300 $15,529,048 $27,808,348

Contingency $5,080,440 $287,323 $940,607 $1,206,008 $346,897 $353,242 $363,751 $367,544 $385,672 $404,705 $424,691 $1,227,930 $1,552,905 $2,780,835

Estimated Annual Debt Service $26,940,672 530,052 2,265,276 4,490,112 4,490,112 4,490,112 4,490,112 3,960,060 2,224,836 0 0 $2,795,328 $8,980,224 $11,775,552

Total Estimated Cost of Ownership - 

State

$82,825,509 $3,690,608 $12,611,950 $17,756,198 $8,305,979 $8,375,772 $8,491,374 $8,003,049 $6,467,225 $4,451,758 $4,671,596 $16,302,559 $26,062,177 $42,364,735

Less Estimated Agency Assessment $26,940,672 $530,052 $2,265,276 $4,490,112 $4,490,112 $4,490,112 $4,490,112 $3,960,060 $2,224,836 $0 $0 $2,795,328 $8,980,224 $11,775,552

 

Total Estimated Cost of Ownership -  

DAS

$55,884,837 $3,160,556 $10,346,674 $13,266,086 $3,815,867 $3,885,660 $4,001,262 $4,042,989 $4,242,389 $4,451,758 $4,671,596 $13,507,231 $17,081,953 $30,589,183

 

Cost to State Cost to DAS  

Project Costs (Years 1 - 4) $42,364,735 $30,589,183

Program Costs (Year 5 Forward) $40,460,774 $25,295,654  

Total Estimated Cost of Ownership $82,825,509 $55,884,837

 

Contingency - 10% for Project (through implementation); 5% for Ongoing Program

Estimated Project Costs Biennium #5 Biennium #1 Biennium #2 Biennium #3 Biennium #4

 
Appendix F: Alternative D Cost Summary 

[image: image27.emf]Total Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Biennium #1 Biennium #2 Total 

Software Acquisition $4,082,920 $776,084 $90,000 $3,216,836 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $866,084 $3,216,836 $4,082,920

Ongoing Software Licensing $14,718,569 $0 $306,615 $330,262 $1,729,511 $1,815,986 $1,906,786 $2,002,125 $2,102,231 $2,207,343 $2,317,710 $306,615 $2,059,773 $2,366,388

Hardware Acquisition $600,000 $100,000 $400,000 $100,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $500,000 $100,000 $600,000

Hardware Maintenance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Implementation Services  

   Implementation Vendor $15,474,906 $638,669 $4,412,531 $8,117,402 $2,306,304 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,051,200 $10,423,706 $15,474,906

   Program Mgmt Support $95,232 $95,232 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $95,232 $0 $95,232

   Quality Assurance $1,054,228 $216,480 $322,056 $338,159 $177,533 $0 $538,536 $515,692 $1,054,228

   DAS HRSD Core Team $3,745,287 $600,562 $1,208,506 $1,268,932 $667,287 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,809,069 $1,936,218 $3,745,287

   Training Facility $147,600 $0 $72,000 $75,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $72,000 $75,600 $147,600

Data Processing Services $1,958,556 $112,000 $162,000 $162,000 $187,000 $196,350 $206,168 $216,476 $227,300 $238,665 $250,598 $274,000 $349,000 $623,000

Ongoing System Maintenance $8,539,083 $0 $0 $0 $604,556 $1,269,568 $1,316,518 $1,240,902 $1,302,947 $1,368,094 $1,436,499 $0 $604,556 $604,556

Other Operational Expenses $1,100,000 $150,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $100,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $350,000 $400,000 $750,000

Subtotal: Cost of Ownership $51,516,380 $2,689,027 $7,173,709 $13,809,190 $5,872,191 $3,381,904 $3,479,471 $3,509,503 $3,682,478 $3,864,102 $4,054,807 $9,862,736 $19,681,381 $29,544,117

Contingency $4,053,025 $268,903 $717,371 $1,380,919 $587,219 $169,095 $173,974 $175,475 $184,124 $193,205 $202,740 $986,274 $1,968,138 $2,954,412

Estimated Annual Debt Service $32,701,680 $496,068 $1,819,464 $4,366,980 $5,450,280 $5,450,280 $5,450,280 $4,954,212 $3,630,816 $1,083,300 $0 $2,315,532 $9,817,260 $12,132,792

Total Estimated Cost of Ownership - 

State

$88,271,085 $3,453,998 $9,710,544 $19,557,089 $11,909,690 $9,001,279 $9,103,724 $8,639,190 $7,497,418 $5,140,607 $4,257,547 $13,164,542 $31,466,779 $44,631,321

Less Estimated Agency 

Assessment

$32,701,680 $496,068 $1,819,464 $4,366,980 $5,450,280 $5,450,280 $5,450,280 $4,954,212 $3,630,816 $1,083,300 $0 $2,315,532 $9,817,260 $12,132,792

 

Total Estimated Cost of Ownership -  

DAS

$55,569,405 $2,957,930 $7,891,080 $15,190,109 $6,459,410 $3,550,999 $3,653,444 $3,684,978 $3,866,602 $4,057,307 $4,257,547 $10,849,010 $21,649,519 $32,498,529

Cost to State Cost to DAS      

Project Costs (Years 1- 4) $44,631,321 $32,498,529  

Ongoing Program Costs from Year 5 Forward $43,639,764 $23,070,876  

Total $88,271,085 $55,569,405

Contingency - 10% for Project through implementation; 5% for Ongoing Program

                             Estimated Project Costs Biennium #5 Biennium #1 Biennium #2 Biennium #3 Biennium #4

 
Appendix G: Alternative E Cost Summary 
 [image: image28.emf]Total Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Biennium #1 Biennium #2 Total 

Software Acquisition $4,082,920 $776,084 $90,000 $3,216,836 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $866,084 $3,216,836 $4,082,920

Ongoing Software Licensing $14,534,908 $0 $306,615 $330,262 $1,706,954 $1,792,301 $1,881,916 $1,976,012 $2,074,813 $2,178,553 $2,287,481 $306,615 $2,037,216 $2,343,831

Hardware Acquisition $180,000 $30,000 $120,000 $30,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $150,000 $30,000 $180,000

Hardware Maintenance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Implementation Services  

   Implementation Vendor $8,781,795 $541,784 $2,667,034 $3,656,970 $1,916,006 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,208,818 $5,572,977 $8,781,795

   Program Mgmt Support $95,232 $95,232 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $95,232 $0 $95,232

   Quality Assurance $1,054,228 $216,480 $322,056 $338,159 $177,533 $0 $538,536 $515,692 $1,054,228

   DAS HRSD Core Team $3,596,551 $577,547 $1,160,175 $1,218,184 $640,644 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,737,723 $1,858,828 $3,596,551

   Training Facility $147,600 $0 $72,000 $75,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $72,000 $75,600 $147,600

Data Processing Services $1,958,556 $112,000 $162,000 $162,000 $187,000 $196,350 $206,168 $216,476 $227,300 $238,665 $250,598 $274,000 $349,000 $623,000

Ongoing System Maintenance $6,026,702 $0 $0 $0 $479,519 $1,006,991 $958,100 $838,509 $872,227 $913,253 $958,102 $0 $479,519 $479,519

Other Operational Expenses $1,100,000 $150,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $100,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $350,000 $400,000 $750,000

Subtotal: Cost of Ownership $41,558,491 $2,499,128 $5,099,880 $9,228,011 $5,307,657 $3,095,642 $3,096,184 $3,080,997 $3,224,340 $3,380,472 $3,546,181 $7,599,008 $14,535,668 $22,134,676

Contingency $3,184,658 $249,913 $509,988 $922,801 $530,766 $154,782 $154,809 $154,050 $161,217 $169,024 $177,309 $759,901 $1,453,567 $2,213,468

Estimated Annual Debt Service $24,500,376 $461,040 $1,401,864 $3,104,244 $4,083,396 $4,083,396 $4,083,396 $3,622,356 $2,681,532 $979,152 $0 $1,862,904 $7,187,640 $9,050,544

Total Estimated Cost of Ownership - 

State

$69,243,526 $3,210,080 $7,011,732 $13,255,056 $9,921,819 $7,333,820 $7,334,389 $6,857,403 $6,067,089 $4,528,647 $3,723,490 $10,221,813 $23,176,875 $33,398,688

Less Estimated Agency Assessment

$24,500,376 $461,040 $1,401,864 $3,104,244 $4,083,396 $4,083,396 $4,083,396 $3,622,356 $2,681,532 $979,152 $0 $1,862,904 $7,187,640 $9,050,544

 

Total Estimated Cost of Ownership -  

DAS

$44,743,150 $2,749,040 $5,609,868 $10,150,812 $5,838,423 $3,250,424 $3,250,993 $3,235,047 $3,385,557 $3,549,495 $3,723,490 $8,358,909 $15,989,235 $24,348,144

Cost to State Cost to DAS

     

Project Costs (Biennium 1 and 2) $33,398,688 $24,348,144  

Ongoing Program Costs (As of Biennium 3) $35,844,838 $20,395,006  

Total $69,243,526 $44,743,150

Contingency - 10% for Project (through implementation); 5% for Ongoing Program

Estimated Project Costs Biennium #5 Biennium #1 Biennium #2 Biennium #3 Biennium #4


Appendix H: Project Health Check Form 

The Project Health Check is a required document and is used as a communication tool with the Project Leadership Team (see signature blocks at the end of this document) to review project status and assist in decision making. It must be completed after each phase to signify approval to move to the next phase of the project. The original document can simply be updated with each subsequent phase. This document provides a key sign-off point for Internal Controls compliance.
	Scope
	Define
	Design
	Develop

	· Is the Project Scope documented, understood, communicated, and approved?
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>

	· If the Scope has changed, has the Project Change Request been submitted and approved?
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>

	· Have the Requirements been documented, understood, communicated, and approved?
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>

	· If the Requirements have changed, has a Project Change Request been submitted and approved?
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>

	Comments:

	Schedule

	· Is the Project Schedule documented, understood, communicated, and approved?
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>

	· If the Project Schedule has changed, has a Project Change Request been submitted and approved?
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>

	Comments:

	Budget

	· Is the Budget documented, understood, communicated, and approved?
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>

	· If the Budget has changed, has a Project Change Request been submitted and approved?
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>

	· Which cost center(s) is responsible for project-associated expenses? (Enter cost center number in all three columns.)
	<cost center #>
	<cost center #>
	<cost center #>

	Comments:

	Resources

	· Have approved Resources been identified, documented, committed, and communicated for all tasks in the Project Schedule on an ongoing basis from Phase to Phase?
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>

	· Have Resource Gaps been appropriately escalated?
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>

	Comments:


	Risks and Issues

	· Have the Risks and associated mitigation plans been actively documented, understood, and communicated on an ongoing basis in each phase?
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>

	· Have the Issues and associated resolution plans been actively documented, understood, and communicated?
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>

	Comments:


Quality

	· Has the Transition Management Review been conducted for this phase? If not, why?
	<Y/N>
	---
	<Y/N>

	· Did you have any findings from a previous Project Framework Assessment that need resolution? If so, please list them and their current status.
	---
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>

	Comments:


For the following questions, enter scores collectively arrived at by the Project Leadership Team.

	Communication 
	Define
	Design
	Develop

	· Our level of satisfaction to date that the project’s Steering Committee is engaged and is providing clear guidance and direction to the Project Manager is:
<very dissatisfied = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 = very satisfied>
	<#>
	<#>
	<#>

	Comments:

	· Our level of satisfaction to date with the frequency, content, type, and quality of communication on this project is:

 <very dissatisfied = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 = very satisfied>
	<#>
	<#>
	<#>

	Comments:

	Overall Project Delivery Assessment 

	· Considering all project changes to date, are we still on track to meet the business requirements and to deliver the business value that is driving the Return on Investment (ROI), including the Total Cost of Operations (TCO)?
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>
	<Y/N>

	Comments:

	· Overall, our level of satisfaction with the project to date is:

<very dissatisfied = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 = very satisfied>
	<#>
	<#>
	<#>

	Comments:


My signature signifies my acknowledgement that, as a member of the Project Leadership Team, the information provided accurately represents the status of this project and any required corrective actions are in progress or adequately planned for.
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� The cost of maintaining the current systems during the four-year period in which under the other alternatives, a new system would be implemented. 


� During the “ongoing program”, which is the six year period of operations following the 4-year implementation of a new HRIS, this is the cost of supporting the current system during that 6-year period. 


� The total cost of maintaining the existing system during the 10-year analysis period. 


� Cost to maintain current applications. 





