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NCCSD State Lessons Learned Webinar Series 
 

Notes from 10/8/2021 
Pre-Planning + Planning 

Order of States Presenting: Oregon, Indiana, Arizona, Pennsylvania 
 
Introduction 

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

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

sessions: Pre-Planning and Planning, Procurement, Certification, and two different sessions on DDI. 
The specific topics and questions for the Pre-Planning and Planning webinar today are shown in the graphic below: 
 

 

  

Pr
e-

Pl
an

ni
ng

 +
 P

la
nn

in
g PRE-PLANNING - IV&V/QA Vendors:  

How did you: 
Make sure everyone was clear on the difference between Independent Verification and Validation ("IV&V") and Quality Assurance ("QA")? 
Determine and differentiate their roles for your project needs and decide whether to procure both (since IV&V is mandatory for system 
replacement projects, but QA is not)? 
Decide timing on the procurement(s) (e.g., do you need a QA vendor to come in early)? 

PLANNING - Executive/Key Stakeholder Support:  
With an official Streamlined Feasibility Study submission, OCSE also wants assurances that the state has funding commitments and executive 
support for the entire project. Furthermore, given the cost and length of these projects, ensuring broad support is critical from the outset. 
What was your strategy for ensuring official support for the project from the Governor/Legislature/Fiscal/Other key agency executives? 
What statistics/presentation materials were needed for these groups? 

PLANNING - Creating the IAPD:  
Who was charged with writing your Implementation Advance Planning Document ("IAPD")? 
What were OCSE's expectations for both the IAPD and the Advance Planning Document ("APD") documents for your existing system? 
How much time was needed to write this, vet it internally, and receive approval from OCSE? 
Creating or updating all the plans (e.g., Resource, Project, Risk Management, etc.). When, how, and by whom? 

PLANNING - DDI Planning:  
When did you begin discussing Design, Development, and Implementation ("DDI") steps in more detail in preparation for your procurement 
documents (and what did you ultimately decide), including, but not limited to: 
Implementation and rollout strategies - Big bang or incremental approach? 
If incremental, pilot system modules, regional rollout, etc.? 
Do you need to expand your office space for additional vendor or state project staff? 
Who is providing equipment (laptops, monitors, etc.)? 
What were your final decisions on tools, or will you ask your vendor to propose them? 
Staff support and training approach during implementation?  
How will you determine and document any data quality issues so that potential vendors are aware of them? 
Data conversion – do you have a preference on how to conduct, (e.g., mock conversions, manual and automated conversion)? 
Testing – requirements for test plans, managing bugs and change requests identified during testing, monitoring progress. What about a 
Backout strategy? 

 



2 
 

Oregon 

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

 

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

 
 

 

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

 

 

IV&V and QA vendors – Let’s talk about the difference, do you need both, and if so, who should join 
first. 
I spoke moments ago about Oregon’s requirement that all large-scale technology projects are required 
to have independent quality assurance (QA) oversight. And we are all aware OCSE requires 
independent verification and validation (IV&V). So, what’s the difference? 
That’s a good question and one that created some confusion early in the Oregon project. Based on 
Oregon’s QA requirement, Enterprise Information Services had created a robust quality management 
program which includes an IV&V component. Oregon’s Enterprise Information Services argued their 
IV&V component should satisfy OCSE’s requirements for IV&V services. After a meeting with OCSE 
representatives it was determined that Oregon would have a separate vendor for federal IV&V 
services. So, we did indeed need both. OCSE did not feel the QA vendor could also perform IV&V 
services. 
 
Some of the differences - To meet the Oregon requirement, the QA vendor contract cannot be held by 
the Child Support Program’s umbrella agency – for us the Department of Justice and that’s due to its 
independent nature. QA staff are onsite daily interacting with the full project team, attending 
regularly scheduled project meetings and reviewing and providing written feedback on all project 
deliverables before the agency formally accepts the deliverables. QA is also required to perform 
ongoing independent risk assessments and provide a monthly status report to the oversight groups, 
including the Oregon Legislative Fiscal Office, Enterprise Information Services, and the Project’s 
Steering Committee.  
 
For Oregon, OCSE prescribed semi-annual onsite review by the IV&V team. Generally, the IV&V review 
is a retrospective view, looking back over the past six months. However, we did make some changes in 
collaboration with our IV&V vendor during the course of their engagement to also look ahead in the 
project schedule and provide any advice based on their experience to assist Oregon with our success. 
Who joins the project first? – We were required to bring on the QA vendor early in the project so they 
can participate in the review of the foundational project management and governance 
documentation. And IV&V generally wants to time their first onsite visit to coincide with the arrival of 
the DDI vendor and formal project kickoff. 
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Drafting your IAPD – For Oregon, development of the Implementation Advance Planning Document 
followed OCSE’s approval of the feasibility study and was a collaborative effort between our vendor 
Maximus and the Oregon project team. 
 
Drafting the IAPD took approximately four months. Meetings were held to discuss in greater detail 
the approach Oregon wanted to take in its implementation project – documenting details related to 
agency project roles and responsibilities, what vendor support would be procured, where would the 
design and development work be conducted, and what implementation strategy could be supported. 
 
After the IAPD was drafted and delivered to the project team, it was vetted internally with the 
Executive team, senior managers, and the project’s steering committee. After incorporating their 
feedback and once the final draft was submitted to OCSE, it took approximately 60 days for the OCSE 
team to complete its review and provide feedback.  
 
What were OCSE's expectations for both the IAPD and Annual APD documents for the existing 
system? After final approval of the IAPD and when the annual update was next due, Oregon 
submitted one Advance Planning Document broke out in two distinct sections – one section that 
reported planned and actuals for the legacy system and another section that reported specifically on 
the implementation project. We followed that process each year through 2020. Now that the legacy 
system is decommissioned and the implementation project is formally closed out, we are back to 
submitting the annual APDU where we are only reporting on one system - the new system. 
 
Creating and updating plans – We had project management and governance plans for the feasibility 
study project, BPR, and for the implementation project. The plans were created by our vendor 
Maximus in collaboration with the agency. New, more robust plans were needed for the 
implementation project considering its scope and the coordination required between the various 
vendors. Also, during the implementation project, Maximus delivered project controls training to all 
vendors to familiarize project team members with each project plan, its purpose, and how it applied 
to team member’s individual project role. Plans included Governance plan, Risk and Issue mgmt. 
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Key stakeholder support – As a reminder, due to timing Oregon did not use a streamlined feasibility 
study process, however broad support and funding commitment were equally important. The 
Oregon Child Support Program Director was instrumental in the communication strategy to educate 
the Attorney General, Governor, legislators, and other key stakeholders about the modernization 
project, emphasizing the commitment is a multi-biennia commitment and stressing the risks related 
to not moving forward. The Director and I also met with several legislators to share additional high-
level information and answer questions.  
 
So, the chicken and the egg – During the review and approval of the IAPD we struggled a bit with the 
financial commitment piece in that the state of Oregon didn’t want to commit until the federal office 
did, and OCSE wanted assurance the state would commit before they’d give final approval. We were 
able to schedule a meeting with the Oregon Legislative Fiscal Office where our OCSE analyst team 
joined us by phone to discuss OCSE’s confidence in the Oregon Child Support Program’s ability to 
effectively manage an implementation project, and to share that OCSE was ready to make a financial 
commitment if the state of Oregon was ready to commit to the same. And they did. 
 
Let’s talk a moment about what materials may be helpful when engaging with key stakeholders. 
Early in the project, key stakeholders were interested in whether we’d done our homework and had 
a full understanding of the level of coordination and effort it would take to successfully complete a 
modernization project and whether we had realistic budget estimates. We shared we had met with 
other state child support programs and other Oregon State agencies to hear lessons learned and we 
had completed an initial risk assessment to identify risks and described how we planned to mitigate 
those known risks. We presented information from the feasibility study report regarding estimates 
for cost and schedule, openly admitting we didn’t have large technology project experience and 
outlining what vendor support was needed to help ensure our success, and ultimately how the state 
would benefit from a modernized system. For some stakeholders, the Executive Summary from the 
feasibility study report is a great communication tool. Legislative stakeholders also wanted 
information about the return on investment and how we could ensure that a full system 
replacement wouldn’t be needed in another 10 or 15 years. We shared information about the 
transfer system and how it’s layered architecture would make it easier to make future upgrades and 
enhancements to keep the system in its modern state. 
 
Stakeholder communication will necessarily change during various phases of your project. Once our 
funding was approved, we also had to provide project updates to the Joint Legislative Committee on 
Information Management and Technology. There is extensive communication with interface 
partners, extensive and frequent communication surrounding organizational change management, 
and of course planning and timed communication with program participants and employers. For any 
states that would like more specific information or examples of various communication strategies, 
please reach out to me. 
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When did Oregon start planning for design, development, and implementation in more detail? High-
level details were discussed during the feasibility study project for cost estimations, but more detailed 
planning was necessary in order to outline the state’s approach in the IAPD including documenting 
processes, identifying key personnel, identifying potential risks, and to further elaborate scope, 
schedule, quality standards, and costs. And then planning advanced in more granular detail when we 
began drafting the DDI RFP. 
 
Those details included office space – Oregon made the decision that all DDI work was required to be 
performed onsite in Oregon. The DDI procurement included a requirement for the vendor to stand up 
a project facility large enough to house the entire project team – agency staff and all our vendors – 
that included project management, QA, and DDI staff – with room for the IV&V team to join us two 
times each year. 
 
The Oregon Child Support Program purchased and provided all computer equipment because we 
require vendor staff to use DOJ issued devices and not transfer any data, code, or other 
documentation to their firm’s laptop or device.  
 
What were our final decisions on tools, or did we ask your vendor to propose them? In most cases, we 
asked the vendor to propose which tools to use based on their experience. The project team did 
collectively decide to establish a collaborative workspace using SharePoint where all project related 
documentation was developed, delivered, and stored. 

 

 

For Rollout – Oregon chose early to implement using an incremental approach. We gathered 
information from other states and looked at other large-scale projects in Oregon. Overall, there were 
fewer risks associated to an incremental approach. It was decided during negotiations with the DDI, and 
later in greater detail, how the incremental rollout would be managed. We decided to roll out full 
functionality in a 3-month pilot, in one large and two small offices. The Pilot was followed by three 
geographical rollouts – two months apart. Pilot took place in September 2018; Rollout 1 in December; 
Rollout 2 in February 2019; and finally, we were statewide with the final Rollout in April 2019. 
 
Determining your rollout strategy will also impact data conversion planning. We required automated 
data conversion in our RFP. Having experienced manual conversion during the implementation of our 
legacy system, we knew we didn’t want to do that again! It was during contract negotiations with the 
DDI vendor that we learned we should have started data clean up months earlier. It took the entire 
program pulling together to achieve timely data clean up in preparation for data conversion. The project 
team performed a number of mock and mini-mock conversion exercises in preparation for the cutover 
weekends for pilot and each of the rollout phases.  
 
Testing – Did we have requirements for test plans – Yes, our RFP did require test plans – one for system 
testing and one where they collaborated with the agency to develop the user acceptance test plan. Our 
QA vendor also performed independent system testing and user acceptance testing to validate testing 
results. We defined in the DDI contract the severity level definitions for defects and how those would be 
prioritized and resolved. We also developed a change control plan and a Change Control Board to 
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review, vet, and approve all change requests identified during testing. Did we have a Backout strategy? – 
Yes, during cutover weekends, there were “go,” “no-go,” and “roll back” points. Although we were 
prepared to, we did not have to use our roll back strategy. 
 
And finally, for training and site support – We knew early in the project that we wanted our trainers to 
work side-by-side with the DDI trainers. The teams worked together collaboratively to develop and 
deliver training. We also had a combined group of Deloitte and agency staff that provided onsite 
support in each office during rollout. The Site Support team generally arrived one week prior to assist 
with office readiness and remained in the office for 30 days after go-live. 
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Indiana 

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

 

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

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

•      4 vendors – see slide 
 
Clarification – implementation is scheduled for November of 2022 not 2023.  
 

 

 

Quality Assurance  
 QA is mandated in Indiana. 
 QA – proactive, focused on DDI deliverables, Master PMP and Master Schedule 
 Doing a monthly assessment, focused on six areas 
 Important that QA team has skills and experience based on DDI Scope and approach. If 

you are going to mandate how DDI vendor will work (e.g. Agile), make sure QA staff has 
those skills also.   

 For Indiana, the pause between QA procurement and DDI was 2 years. 
 QA first on Board; project paused for 2 years; Some QA skills not aligned after, needed to 

ask for a change in personnel 
 

IV&V 
 Federally required but is always reactive approach 
 For IN, OCSE required 6 months, but state’s IOT required monthly 
 Skills issue is the same with IV&V vendor, particularly if agile requirement 
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 Over 10 years of planning 
 Share strategic plan with the agency to get everyone on board with the plan. 
 Set up workgroups and meetings to discuss the plans 
 Take your show on the road- budget, state, administration, procurement 
 Communication is key, including why to move forward and risk of not doing so 
 IV-D Director carried the bulk of the communication with officials 
 Know ballpark cost and bring solutions; Nobody likes to say they need more money 
 Identify multiple funding streams: saving incentives over time, cost cutting, etc.  
 Indiana recommends states consider inviting vendors in to show you what they have prior 

to procurement stage. Doing so will: 
o Give you the opportunity to see and discuss options so you get a feel for vendors, 
o Allow you to ask questions you want to ask without worrying about procurement, 
o Assess the culture and skillset of their team,   
o Begin to figure out what you like and don’t like which helps further determine what 

you would like to do with your project.  
o Help level-set approach, state staff, cost. 

 
 

 

• Best understanding of what DDI entails really starts with the informal vendor 
discussions and details you get into when writing the RFP. 

• RFP writing can be internal or vendor. 
• The highlighted items came into the picture after the fact.  
• Original plan was to have vendor face-to-face but turned into virtual project because 

of Covid.  This worked but you miss out on side conversations, and  
• Watching/learning was not as easy.  
• Vendor brought their own equipment, and the VPN was from the state 
• Clean up data you know you want in the new system. If you are not sure, hold off until 

DDI vendor is on board to assist. IN started clean-up of data prior to DDI on-board; 
stopped and then waited as not useful 

• Know end data model before deciding conversion strategy 
• DDI vendor does Validation testing after every 3 sprints 
• State decided to follow along with testing after every sprint – not UAT but still testing 

(“User Testing”), useful because IN staff worked with the DDI vendor to learn about 
testing.  

• Talk through lessons learned from vendor 
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• These are complex projects and you must have dedicated and large enough group of 
resources to assist.  

• Contrast in Indiana between child support and child welfare system projects has become 
clear. Child Support has 9 dedicated state managers assisting, but Child Welfare only has 4.   

• Important that state management team has different skill sets and can watch different 
areas of the project. 

• Project moves at a fast pace so dedicated staff is needed; 
• You need to be able to delegate  
• You need contract managers also since you are managing multiple vendors – 4 in IN.  
• Managed Service Provider mechanism augmented state staff: 50 state positions and 30-35 

contract positions via support legacy work and new project. 
• Make sure you have a Procurement Plan: 
• Full RFPs for the big 3 vendors (DDI, PMO, QA) 
• MSP vehicle for IV&V 
• Need Resource Management plan also - skills needed, training, work as a team together 
 

 

 

 

OCSE 
 IN was speaking with OCSE frequently having monthly calls for years.  
 Showed OCSE PP when approach changed to Salesforce 
 The calls recently moved to quarterly as the IV&V reports provide sufficient information. 
 Project is going well 

 
 Decided to do formal PAPD to ensure FFP 
 PAPD wasn’t huge, covered Feasibility Study, IAPD and RFP writing, laid out change 

approach clearly, demonstrated seriousness to OCSE 
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Project Management Office 
 Eventually decided to procure PMO because there were very few PMs in Indiana (4-5) 

and not many had done an Agile project before, or a project of this size.  
 PM vendor deals with Master Schedule and Master Project Management Plan – all 

vendors (DDI, QA, IV&V) submit their schedules to PM and they integrate. 
 Indiana is able to submit the Master Project Management Plan with the APD each year.  
 Important that PMO understands all tools (Atlassian, Jira, Confluence) 
 Just because Agile does not mean no project management oversight 
 States could consider combining PMO and QA but be aware of the needed skill sets.  
 

 

 

DDI Vendor Scope 
 Had full training in the DDI vendor scope but reduced it 
 DDI vendor only writes training materials & does a “train-the-Trainer” 
 OCM: DDI vendor writes OCM plan and State administers 

 
 

During pause and prior to DDI vendor 
 Lots of IT training, see list 
 You will need to get staff thinking about how things will look in the future if you have 

mainframe geared staff.  
 Also trained business staff on agile/scrum 
 OCM work started 
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• Functional requirements were originally done 2011-2015 
• Indiana first wrote user stories at a high level and spent several weeks going through with 

DDI vendor; important requirements confirmed with both DDI vendor and state product 
owners 

• DDI vendor wrote out test cases providing the traceability.  
• DDI familiar with the certification guide requirements  
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Arizona 

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

 

Navajo Nation was part of the modernization project and included 
throughout.  
2017 Feasibility Study conclusion was Delaware transfer.  The functionality 
of Delaware aligned with the process in state.  Judicial and scalability of 
program.  System was certified and cost effective. 
However, State IT leadership mandated an updated technology approach 
after Feasibility approved – lesson learned. 
There were other major IT projects that were not successful; therefore, an 
Oversight Committee was setup. 
Like Indiana, project to be done as an Agile project. 
 
Project was funded internally. 
(AZ has automation money in its budget, but Child Support did not use this 
money. However, they had to go through the same process as those 
agencies that did use that funding.) 
Additional information on how system was internally funded can be 
provided upon request.  
 
Deloitte/Salesforce were hired for no code solution, Maximus for QA, and 
Public Consulting group for IV&V. 
A statewide task order was set up for PMO and OCM support, no big 
vendors were used for these functions.  
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Executive and Stakeholder support 
• Since Feasibility Study, AZ went through major organizational 
changes. Individuals critical to the project left the organization. 
Lesson: make sure everything is documented and plan for key 
individuals leaving the project.  
 Had to acquire new approvals for project  
• Be aware of who must be involved in not only federal review, but 
locally.  Understand their requirements and processes.  
• Steering committee was set up with 13 members.  Committee met 
with the Department Leaders, Governor, and agency officials in 
advance to discuss their project.  The team observed other 
departments’ legislative process to be prepared. 
• Important to make sure everyone understands the project and 
process, decision making, funding, system options.  Executives and 
governor’s office staff may not go through the feasibility study to 
understand the project and why it is important.  One pagers are 
important – benefits and what happens if no modernization  
Other Presentation Materials  
 Everything was synthesized from the Feasibility Study, but plan 

on spending a lot of time creating the documents 
• All documents identified within the slide can be used to reflect why 
the state needs the new system. There are more documents that 
could be used, but those listed are the highlights. 
• Arizona is willing to share any documents they have upon request. 
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IAPD   
 14 months for IAPD, multiple people involved – Budget 

Office, Director, Process Teams, Project Director, etc. 
 IAPD went through the rounds of Q & A/revision with OCSE. 

Be aware that if your APD analysts cover multiple 
programs, all with some level of APD review, their level of 
effort on the other programs may also be significant.  

 Our Department’s APD Analyst was not vetted in child 
support. 

 Important to collaborate with IAPD contacts in other states. 
PMO   
 Timing of onboarding needs to be mapped out to make sure 

their roles match the timeline. See lesson learned on slide. 
Make sure the roles and responsibilities are understood. 

 Used individuals contracted through Grant Thornton and 
Knowledge Services. 

DDI scope and OCM 
 Not through DDI contract. OCM Manager embedded in 

PMO and supported by internal staff.  
 

 

 

 QA: Isn’t mandatory but is highly recommended. AZ felt 
Maximus’ experience and knowledge was helpful to make sure 
things are looked at objectively. Bounce things off. Prioritize 
issues and handle change request- scope of the project.  

 Recommends QA vendor should be hired 6 months prior to the 
IV&V vendor. 

 Maximus was hired January 2021. 
 IV&V: Hired PCG.  Onboarded 90 days prior to DDI vendor. 
 Prepares Initial Risk Assessment. 
 IT security review comes into play with IV&V. Having IV&V and 

QA onboard at the start allows them to work with the local 
technical team when obtaining approvals are needed. 

 Important to know who is involved and needs IV&V reports – 
see slide. 

State IT Authority had to review all contracts, who vendors were, 
why they were needed for the project. 
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DDI Planning 
 What is critical pre award?  
 CSG did Feasibility Study and AZ used optional SOW task so 

they helped create the Statement or Work for the DDI RFP.   
 All vendors proposed had to go through an extensive IT 

security review. This takes time and needs to be included in 
the RFP Timeline. 

Implementation info 
 AZ has their implementation scheduled for fall 2023.  6 

months behind IN. Pilot will be in the Fall of 2022. 
 Implementation strategy is Incremental. 
 Agile process creates strain on IT and business. 
 Lesson: original RFP deliverables not necessarily aligned with 

Agile methodology, important to align RFP with Agile. 
 See slide 

 

 

DDI Planning cont. 
 Equipment was a big deal for AZ, especially with the 

pandemic. 
 Consider the constraints that pertain to all equipment you 

may need: security, equipment lead time, deploying 
equipment to the vendor.  Have a backup plan. 

 Tools - be sure to have all tools identified up front in DDI RFP 
reviews, have contingency plans identified, security reviews 
of tools large commitment, should have started two months 
earlier. Recommend having vendor responsible for 
procurement with license transfer. 

 Training -- originally planned to use several different 
mediums. Due to the pandemic, most of the training is now 
through virtual means.  

 Staff training will be Just in Time approach. Training guides, 
Train the Trainer. 

 Data Quality -- Level 1- Caseworkers/ Level 2- one time 
cleanup or Ad Hoc 

 Data Conversion – mock conversion and testing with live data 
is possible with IRS pre-approval.  

 Testing - Pilot approach, SLAs with entry/exit criteria and 
zero tolerance 
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Resource Management 
 
Make sure everyone understands the resource needs  
You can’t under communicate! 
Assume that the “unplanned” will happen 
Plan for time to update any intergovernmental agreements (with 
tribes, Clerks, counties, AGs, etc.) 
 
Note: In order to have time for final presenter and Q&A, time ran 
out for this segment.  See final three slides with important details in 
original PowerPoint.   
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Pennsylvania 

The final presenter was Bob Patrick from Pennsylvania: 
Robert Patrick, IV-D Director 
rpatrick@pa.gov 
 
Bob’s slides and the note takers’ information follow: 

 

 
Bob is also the Director for Medicaid, TANF, SNAP in addition to Child Support 
 
Original system is New England CSES, PACSES has over 1000 batch jobs 
 
Overriding lesson for success is that requirements need to be realistic and achievable. 
 
Delivery Center concept important for understanding their PACSES replacement project. 
 It serves a variety of agencies 
 They went to the concept in 2017 and it has helped – more of an enterprise approach, 

shared software, lower cost, more consistency. 
 Multiple vendors provide services 
 

 

 

 
 They continue to use existing multi-vendor support structure, for the 

modernization project and other smaller projects.  
 Lot 5 – Conduent – planning, research, requirements, evaluating IT options, 

looking at other states, quality assurance testing, UAT, front-end and back-end 
 Lots 6 and 7 – Deloitte – systems maintenance, technical support, etc. 
 This approach gives a balanced perspective. 
 Each vendor is involved to some extent in all areas – e.g. modernization 

vendor is in on requirements discussion in order to make sure they are 
reasonable; planning vendor is in on the build since they have to test.    
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 PACSES history and stats on the slide 
 1000 batch jobs every month, 43 million transactions 
 Unisys ClearPath Mainframe 
 Assembler support layer 
 Not aging well, but no catastrophic failures so hard to sell a full 

replacement 
 Many pieces of the system were identified as still working well (system 

logic, rules, screen flow, pleased with case management and financials)  
 Program performance metrics were good 
 Did not want to go through re-certification 
 BUT, it is important to identify risk and what will happen if you don’t do any 

modernization… 
  

 

 

 

 
Slide has summary of goals and all four alternatives considered; detail slides follow. 
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This alternative deemed most risky; see slide.  

 

 

 

 
2010 Feasibility Study outcome was IR; IAPD submitted 2011 with federal approval, but 
State would not approve $140 million price tag. 
FS refreshed in 2017 with same conclusion but still too expensive 
Transfer not an option because PA likes and wanted to preserve their existing 
functionality. 
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Refactoring great if you can do it, but they could not identify comparable 
examples. 
This option not technically feasible for PA given their Mainframe, etc. structure. 
 

 

 

 

 
Chosen option 
Replatforming “Technology Refresh” called ePACSES 
Going from custom coding to web-based 
No new functionality 
To complete the refresh the requirements phase was light and mapping the 
current screen’s code is occurring.  
Intake and Locate in the early phase 
New functionality not done 
Plan is to bring new over in phases 
Guidelines off mainframe in 1.1 
Establishment off mainframe in 1.2 
Financials/Batch process in 2022 
See subsequent slides for details on phased approach and timelines. 
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Benefits slide – see details 
 
Go to a modern footing 
50% of projected IR cost 
Preserves functionality 
No re-certification 
O & M is easier, eliminating a lot of risk.  
Less risk for state performance indicators 
Less training/lower time investment for end users as they are already used 
to the flow and how things look.  
Workers can ease into system and ease off mainframe.  
 

 

 

While approvals were stalled, PA had started building all ancillary new functions in open 
systems platform and not in legacy, but drawing on mainframe data 
These ancillary functions will plug in when modernized 
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Phased Approach detail slide 

 

 

 

Timeline/hours slide 
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Discussion of Evolution of PA’s Project Analysis and Approval Timeline (No Slide)   
2010 – 2011, Feasibility Study and IAPD with OCSE approval but state would not approve $140m  
2011-2017 Project stalled, but left in the OCSE APD documents just in case 
2017, revisited FS, decided still too expensive, looked at alternatives, decided on Tech Refresh/Replatform 
Had call with OCSE Commissioner, presented PowerPoint on change in plans 
Put new approach using IT Delivery Center into APDU, quick rewrite (20 days) and then OCSE approval 
In general, OCSE approval of final approach less time consuming 
Evaluating the best approach very labor intensive, took two years 
Overall state approval process took six years 

 

 

Discussion of Lessons Learned – Not Obvious Risks (No Slide)   
 If your state has procurement rules that require the award to the lowest bidder, it is dangerous. A lot of times they can’t do it and/or change 

control order you to death.  Try to use a “best value” approach. 
 You need to select a vendor who knows child support. Trying to explain financials is not easy.  
 Also, a vendor who knows the AS IS platform and the To Be Platform.  
 Has the vendor already built the system in the specific technology and did it come in on budget? Be wary of those who want to bring in a 

3rd party for system related work. 
 State project managers are critical.  PA has 20 CS staff certified in Project Management 
 It’s important for the Director to be active in every step of the way.  
 Program performance will never magically go up even if you spend $150 million.  Never promise that it will if you get funds for a new 

system. Performance generally takes 18-20 months to bounce back after implementation.  
 State funding and approvals are always conditional – even if you have it, you may not and support can evaporate. (Changes in 

administration, pandemics, etc.) 
 You could get stalled so have a fallback plan for funding or lock in a budget appropriation and be careful of cost overruns. 
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Question & Answer segment 

Q: IN – How many Agile teams did you have for DDI?  

A: Deloitte has 4 sprint teams going and they all have 5-7 people.  We provide the product owner and UAT that comes in at the end.  

 

Q: IN & AZ – did you see any cost savings for launching virtually vs. on site?  

A: IN – Didn’t have copiers running so supply costs were nil. But still had to pay for buildings so likely not a lot of savings.  

AZ – they were just having that discussion this week. All the travel costs were done pre-pandemic. They are trying to figure out what next steps are in the 
procurement process due to the vendor cost savings. They are starting to be in-person currently.  

 

Q: IN – Regarding use of Incentive funds due to no match, were there any changes how OCSE approved contracts for IV&V, etc.?  

A: There was no change in the way OCSE approves any of the documents. Incentive funds were banked for quite some time, so the budget team pulls in funds as 
they go along.  

Q: Site support teams arrived to assist with office readiness activities, can you share what some of these were?  

A: AZ - Business Rules Engineering was not extensive, from 2019 – 2021 there was a lot of procurement, so it was a lot of back-office planning. There was a lot of 
data conversion activities, but AZ did not go through BRE processes. In person meetings were held to go through what was expected with SME’s, BA, Product 
Owners. Deloitte did come in and prep the team.  

OR – Site support teams for local offices – During implementation the team was there to meet the staff, assist managers to ensure each staff member could log 
into the new system so when rollout happened there was direct connectivity.  We had a number of web-based training to provide foundational knowledge, basic 
navigations, and making sure teams had completed web-based training and if there were questions.  

Last comments from presenters: 

AZ – chicken & egg is going to take place. There is a lot of back and forth on timelines for your project. Post FS if there are any challenges that arise where the 
state’s position is not aligned with what the FS stated, you don’t have to start over. AZ found a way through this. Even with the FS – if you run into challenges 
later OCSE will work with you to navigate to the next step. Communicating the change of plan with your state stakeholders is important.  

OR – Plan early and communicate the entire length of project/funding needs with your Legislative body. They need to know these projects are not “one and 
done”. Tools and software, etc. will change throughout the project.  Another company may buy software that you are using and decide not to support it you 
must migrate to something different.  These can be large financial asks. Educate them -- you have implemented a modern system but that doesn’t mean no 
additional investments are needed! 


