39-01_agencyresponse.pdf

Gentlemen,

| spoke with Steven Chase, Executive Director for the State Records Board, regarding some possible
confusion regarding the 2017-2019 Biennium Budget request for the Nebraska Brand Committee
referencing an IT Issue for a Data Base System. He suggested we send you an email to clarify any of that
confusion.

To clarify, when working with our budget analyst through the budget process, it was advised that we
include an IT Plan to address the need for additional spending authority to pay for the project
management of the Data Base System being developed for the Nebraska Brand Committee by Nebraska
Interactive LLC.

The Nebraska Brand Committee is not asking for additional funds, only additional spending authority to
cover the future expense of the project.

The Nebraska Brand Committee is a self-funded agency and all expenses are paid by funds received
through inspections and brand recording. The current Data Base System being developed will be based
off that self-funded model. When a producer pays for the inspection, whether it be electronically at the
point of inspection, or at a later date on-line, any fee charged for the processing of that electronic
transaction will be covered by the Nebraska Brand Committee in the 6 cents per head paid to Nebraska
Interactive for the management of the program.

Again, the Nebraska Brand Committee is only asking for additional spending authority and not additional
funds. Including the IT Issue in the budget process was only done under advisement to help explain
what is planned.

If you have any questions or future concerns please let us know.

Thanks,

Shawn D. Harvey

Chief Investigator/Chief Inspector

Nebraska Brand Committee

Office: (308) 763-2930
Email: shawn.harvey@nebraska.gov







implementation of the SCRP project.)

RISK ASSESSMENT (10 PTS):

CIT being a mainframe system developed almost 20 years ago has made it difficult to make necessary changes. OCIO

and NDCS have limited resources and support with become increasing difficult to obtain in the future. A failure of the
current CIT system would have a devastating effect on the function for inmate accounting.

While the risks inherent in a project this size are sizable, they are outweighed by the risks of remaining on the current
platforms, which have dwindling support from both the business expertise and technical expertise perspectives. The
recently completed SCRP project provides the architecture for the new system (the ‘how’). Business and technical
decisions made — and successfully implemented — are the foundation for this project, which substantially reduces the risk
for this project. The ‘roadmap’ has been partially defined by the SCRP project. The specific details and challenges for this
project have yet to be identified. However, with each passing month, the risks continue to increase as many with business
expertise in the current CIT and CTS systems will be retiring. There is no benefit to ‘postponing’ the project, only
increased risk.

ORIGINAL FEEDBACK:

Review Scores = 7/10, 10/10, 5/10

Strengths agree with the mainframe risk
Risk is substantial.

The need to update the existing system is clearly articulated.

Weaknesses Proposal scoringis limited by lack of details.
(Response- some detail added in this section and preceding sections.)

The proposer provides very little information as to the "what" and the "how" of getting from the current
situation to the desired outcome.

(Response- while not a lot of detail is available at this point in the project definition, some detail has
been added in this section and preceding sections.)

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS AND BUDGET (20 PTS):

The funding for this project will be revolving funds estimated at $700,000 for FY 2018 and $700,000 for FY 2019.
ORIGINAL FEEDBACK:

ReviewScores=13/20,13/20,10/20

Strengths  None identified

Weaknesses Based onthe available information it is impossible to determine what is being funded.
(Response- this request would include the migration of the entire CIT system to NICaMS, as
well as migrating the remaining CTS functionality to NICaMS.)

What the financials are based upon is not documented.

(Response- we used the size and estimated budget from the SCRP project as a starting point for this request.
The CIT project is larger in scope and complexity and we anticipate will take longer. Those differences were
factored into the request.)

Not enough info provided to support the overall project benefit.
(Response-significant additional detail has been added in the previous sections that should clarify the
project benefit.)
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47 - Nebraska Educational Telecommunications Commission
Proposal Name: KHNE TV Transmitter

NITC ID: 47-01

PROJECT DETAILS

Project Contact: Ling-Ling Sun

Agency: 47 - Nebraska Educational Telecommunications Commission

NITC Tier Alignment: Tier 1

SUMMARY OF REQUEST
NET seeks funding to replace the television transmitter at KHNE (Hastings). The present transmitter is a 21-year old Inductive
Output Tube (10T) liquid cooled model that was modified for DTV transmission in 2003. IOT transmitters are no longer manufactured
and the tubes are very difficult to acquire. The 10T at KHNE was last replaced in 2014 with a spare tube that was shipped from
France. The new solid state transmitter will be a much more energy efficient solid state transmitter which will be upgradeable to the
impending ATSC 3.0 broadcast standard. Delaying the replacement risks significant broadcast television service outages if repairs
are required due to the scarcity of parts. Any outage would also effect satellite and central Nebraska cable subscribers.

FINANCIAL SUMMARY

Comments:

Comments:

Contractual Services:
Telecommunications:
Training:

Operating Costs:
Capital Expenditures:
Total Estimated Costs:

General Fund:
Cash Fund:
Federal Fund:
Revolving Fund:
Other Fund:
Total Requested Funding:

PROPOSAL SCORE

Average

Goals, Objectives and Projected Outcomes (15)
Project Justification / Business Case (25)
Technical Impact (20)
Preliminary Plan for Implementation (10)
Risk Assessment (10)
Financial Analysis and Budget (20)
Total Score

REVIEWER COMMENTS

Goals, Objectives and Projected Outcomes

Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Project Justification / Business Case

11/15/2016

Expenditures

-
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Technology Commission

Agency Priority: 1

IT Project Proposals - Summary Sheet

Fiscal Year 2018 Fiscal Year 2019 Total
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$365,000.00 $0.00 $365,000.00
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Eunding
Fiscal Year 2018 Fiscal Year 2019 Total
$365,000.00 $0.00 $365,000.00
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$365,000.00 $0.00 $365,000.00
reviewerl reviewer2 reviewer3 Average

15 14 15 15

25 24 25 25

20 19 20 20

10 9 10 10

10 10 10 10

20 19 20 20

100 95 100 98

Review Score =15/15

Review Score =25/25
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Proposal Name: KHNE TV Transmitter (leC Bersalislclal s
NITC ID: 47-01 \

Strengths:

Weaknesses:

Technical Impact
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Preliminary Plan for Implementation
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Risk Assessment
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Financial Analysis and Budget
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Review Score =20/20

Review Score =10/10

Review Score =10/10

Review Score =20/20

Goals, Objectives and Projected Outcomes
Strengths:

Weaknesses:

Project Justification / Business Case

Strengths: Good justification to update obsolete hardware. Weaknesses:

Technical Impact
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Preliminary Plan for Implementation
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Risk Assessment
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Financial Analysis and Budget
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Review Score =14/15

Review Score =24/25

Review Score =19/20

Review Score =9/10

Review Score =10/10

Review Score =19/20

Goals, Objectives and Projected Outcomes
Strengths:

Weaknesses:

Project Justification / Business Case
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Technical Impact
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Preliminary Plan for Implementation
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Risk Assessment
Strengths:

11/15/2016

IT Project Proposals - Summary Sheet

Review Score =15/15

Review Score =25/25

Review Score =20/20

Review Score =10/10

Review Score =10/10
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Proposal Name: KHNE TV Transmitter \
NITC ID: 47-01

Weaknesses:

Financial Analysis and Budget Review Score =20/20
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Is the project technically feasible? Yes
Is the proposed technology appropriate for the project? Yes
Can the technical elements be accomplished within the proposed timeframe and budget? Yes

Comments:

Advisory Council Tier Recommendation: Tier 2

Comments:

=
@D
=
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11/15/2016 IT Project Proposals - Summary Sheet
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Proposal Name: Radio Transmission Replacement \
NITC ID: 47-02

PROJECT DETAILS

Project Contact: Ling-Ling Sun Agency Priority: 2
Agency: 47 - Nebraska Educational Telecommunications Commission

NITC Tier Alignment: Tier 2

SUMMARY OF REQUEST

NET is requesting an appropriation to replace aging FM antenna and feed line at FM sites KUCV (Lincoln), KTNE (Alliance), KRNE
(Merriman), and KXNE (Norfolk). The antennas and feed lines at KTNE and KXNE are 26 years old, KRNE'’s is 16 years old and
KUCV'’s is 15 years old. Replacing this equipment and older components would be done to reduce rising maintenance costs and to
eliminate downtime. Also, the NET FM system is the State of Nebraska’s primary relay system for the Emergency Alert System.
This is the final phase of updating the statewide NET Radio Network. Delaying the completion of this final phase any further would
just continue to increase off-air, downtime at these sites and increase annual operating expenses for repairs, maintenance and
supplies. The project would begin the summer of 2017 and proceed through the fall (weather and tower crews permitting) at KUCV
and KTNE. Work on the KRNE and KXNE sites would begin summer of 2018 and run thru the fall of 2018. Delaying the work
heightens the risk that tower crews will be difficult to schedule and may be more expensive due to anticipated demand related to
spectrum repacking adjustments on television towers and a nationwide shortage of tower crews.

FINANCIAL SUMMARY
Expenditures

Fiscal Year 2018 Fiscal Year 2019 Total
Contractual Services: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Telecommunications: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Training: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Operating Costs: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Capital Expenditures: $350,000.00 $350,000.00 $700,000.00
Total Estimated Costs: $350,000.00 $350,000.00 $700,000.00
Comments:
Funding
Fiscal Year 2018 Fiscal Year 2019 Total
General Fund: $350,000.00 $350,000.00 $700,000.00
Cash Fund: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Federal Fund: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Revolving Fund: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other Fund: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total Requested Funding: $350,000.00 $350,000.00 $700,000.00
Comments:
PROPOSAL SCORE
reviewerl reviewer2 reviewer3 Average
Goals, Objectives and Projected Outcomes (15) 15 15 15 15
Project Justification / Business Case (25) 25 25 25 25
) .
g Technical Impact (20) 20 20 20 20
o Preliminary Plan for Implementation (10) 10 10 10 10
3: Risk Assessment (10) 10 9 10 10
Financial Analysis and Budget (20) 20 20 20 20
Total Score 100 99 100 100

REVIEWER COMMENTS

Goals, Objectives and Projected Outcomes Review Score =15/15
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Proposal Name: Radio Transmission Replacement \
NITC ID: 47-02

Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Project Justification / Business Case
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Technical Impact
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Preliminary Plan for Implementation
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Risk Assessment
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Financial Analysis and Budget
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Review Score =25/25

Review Score =20/20

Review Score =10/10

Review Score =10/10

Review Score =20/20

Goals, Objectives and Projected Outcomes
Strengths: Good justification.

Weaknesses:

Project Justification / Business Case
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Technical Impact
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Preliminary Plan for Implementation
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Risk Assessment
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Financial Analysis and Budget
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Review Score =15/15

Review Score =25/25

Review Score =20/20

Review Score =10/10

Review Score =9/10

Review Score =20/20

Goals, Objectives and Projected Outcomes
Strengths:

Weaknesses:
Project Justification / Business Case

Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Technical Impact
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Preliminary Plan for Implementation
Strengths:

11/15/2016

IT Project Proposals - Summary Sheet

Review Score =15/15

Review Score =25/25

Review Score =20/20

Review Score =10/10
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Proposal Name: Radio Transmission Replacement \
NITC ID: 47-02

Weaknesses:

Risk Assessment Review Score =10/10
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Financial Analysis and Budget Review Score =20/20
Strengths:
Weaknesses:

Is the project technically feasible? Yes
Is the proposed technology appropriate for the project? Yes
Can the technical elements be accomplished within the proposed timeframe and budget? Yes

Comments:

Advisory Council Tier Recommendation: Tier 2

Comments:

11/15/2016 IT Project Proposals - Summary Sheet



54 State Historical Society

Proposal Name: Storage and Preservation of 12 TB Historical Data
NITC ID: 54-01

PROJECT DETAILS

Project Contact: Jay Shaeffer
Agency: 54 State Historical Society
NITC Tier Alignment: Tier 2

SUMMARY OF REQUEST

.

-
fiNr
Nebraska Information
("NITC

Technology Commission

Agency Priority: 1

Establishing a basic level of digital preservation functionality via cloud storage is the first step in addressing the two critical
challenges NSHS faces: (1) preservation of and (2) access to an increasing volume of data (currently ~12 TB). Statute requires
NSHS to collect and preserve government records, now mostly digital-born. NSHS must make historic resources accessible,
increasingly online. Aging servers show data at risk. Cloud storage and access will cost ~$90,000/year is not currently funded.

NSHS is challenged by existing ad hoc digital storage and management. Born digital materials are increasingly generated by staff
and state agencies. Planning for the long-term preservation and access of digitized historic materials and digital born records is

underway. Preservation of digital data is the first step in a larger strategic effort.

FINANCIAL SUMMARY
Expenditures

Fiscal Year 2018 Fiscal Year 2019 Total
Contractual Services: $90,000.00 $90,000.00 $180,000.00
Telecommunications: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Training: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Operating Costs: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Capital Expenditures: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total Estimated Costs: $90,000.00 $90,000.00 $180,000.00
Comments: An additional $90,000 was requested in future fiscal years.
Funding
Fiscal Year 2018 Fiscal Year 2019 Total
General Fund: $90,000.00 $90,000.00 $180,000.00
Cash Fund: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Federal Fund: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Revolving Fund: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other Fund: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total Requested Funding: $90,000.00 $90,000.00 $180,000.00
Comments: An additional $90,000 was requested in future fiscal years.
PROPOSAL SCORE
reviewerl reviewer2 reviewer3 Average
Goals, Objectives and Projected Outcomes (15) 13 13 12 13
Project Justification / Business Case (25) 20 21 20 20
(] :
% Technical Impact (20) 16 16 16 16
o Preliminary Plan for Implementation (10) 7 8 8 8
2: Risk Assessment (10) 8 8 8 8
Financial Analysis and Budget (20) 20 18 18 19
Total Score 84 84 82 83

REVIEWER COMMENTS

Goals, Objectives and Projected Outcomes
Strengths: Need is sufficiently defined. Weaknesses:

11/15/2016

IT Project Proposals - Summary Sheet

Review Score =13/15
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Proposal Name: Storage and Preservation of 12 TB Historical Data \
NITC ID: 54-01

Project Justification / Business Case Review Score =20/25
Strengths: OCIO involvement strengthens project proposal.
Weaknesses:

Technical Impact Review Score =16/20
Strengths: This score is based on the request for redundant storage, not on the future development project that is mentioned.
Weaknesses:

Preliminary Plan for Implementation Review Score =7/10
Strengths:

Weaknesses: Unclear if limited IT resources at NSHS will be adequate to complete the project on time.

Risk Assessment Review Score =8/10
Strengths: Proposal addresses risks and agency has undertaken appropriate research and planning.

Weaknesses:

Financial Analysis and Budget Review Score =20/20
Strengths: Proposal is based on OCIO estimates.

Weaknesses:

Goals, Objectives and Projected Outcomes Review Score =13/15

Strengths: Effectively stated their need. Weaknesses:

Project Justification / Business Case Review Score =21/25
Strengths: Definitely a need for replacement of aging hardware. NSHS will need to ensure their data has been classified
appropriately prior to moving it to any Cloud solution.

Weaknesses:

Technical Impact Review Score =16/20
Strengths:

Weaknesses:

Preliminary Plan for Implementation Review Score =8/10

Strengths: Plan seems reasonable. It will be important to make sure data is correctly classified and NSHS has full knowledge of
bandwidth requirements, retention policies and back out plans.
Weaknesses:

Risk Assessment Review Score =8/10
Strengths: Appears research has been done. Might be valuable to share that information with the OCIO as you work with them on
this project.

Weaknesses:

Financial Analysis and Budget Review Score =18/20
Strengths: Appropriate OCIO rates have been used.

Weaknesses:

Goals, Objectives and Projected Outcomes Review Score =12/15

Strengths: The goal of cheaper storage can be achieved with this project.

Weaknesses: The longer team goal of retrieval of stored data could prove to be more challenging and costly than budget can
support.

Project Justification / Business Case Review Score =20/25
Strengths:

Weaknesses: project only addresses the cost to store data, access to stored data could be more costly than anticipated.

Technical Impact Review Score =16/20
Strengths:

Weaknesses: Additional technical resources may be required to complete this project. Limited agency IT staff may not be
sufficient.

50
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54 State Historical Society

Proposal Name: Storage and Preservation of 12 TB Historical Data
NITC ID: 54-01

Preliminary Plan for Implementation
Strengths:
Weaknesses: data migration could be challenging and method of public access not well defined.

Risk Assessment
Strengths:
Weaknesses: scope and resources required may not be available or outside of currently budget request.

Financial Analysis and Budget
Strengths:
Weaknesses: cost analysis is based on storage cost only.

-
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Technology Commission

Review Score =8/10
Review Score =8/10

Review Score =18/20

TECHNICAL PANEL COMMENTS

Is the project technically feasible? Yes
Is the proposed technology appropriate for the project? Yes
Can the technical elements be accomplished within the proposed timeframe and budget? Yes

Comments:

ADVISORY COUNCIL COMMENTS

Advisory Council Tier Recommendation: Tier 2

Comments:

NITC COMMENTS

Tier 2

AGENCY RESPONSE (OPTIONAL)
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65 - Administrative Services

Proposal Name: Enterprise Resource Management Consolidation
NITC ID: 65-01

PROJECT DETAILS

Project Contact: Byron Diamond
Agency: 65 - Administrative Services
NITC Tier Alignment: Tier 1

SUMMARY OF REQUEST

S

-
ff\ Nebraska Information
(/NITC|

Technology Commission

Agency Priority: 1

Migrate five current disparate IT systems individually supporting human resource and benefit management, employee recruiting and
development, payroll and financial functions, and budget planning to a cloud-based single enterprise platform. The migration will
include implementation of two new modules: E-Procurement and Budget Planning. The end state would be the realization of
operational, process, and expense synergies by moving to a single enterprise platform at the end of this migration.

Various options and alternatives were analyzed to determine the best way to leverage technology to improve the business
processes and reduce the overhead costs for the State of Nebraska’s enterprise HRM/ERP system. The approach described herein
allows us to meet our operational objectives of continuously improving efficiency and processes, reducing costs, and capitalizing on

technology.

FINANCIAL SUMMARY

Expenditures

Fiscal Year 2018

Contractual Services: $6,620,000.00

Telecommunications: $0.00
Training: $0.00

Operating Costs: $561,000.00
Capital Expenditures: $0.00

Total Estimated Costs: $7,181,000.00

Funding

Comments:
Fiscal Year 2018
General Fund: $7,181,000.00
Cash Fund: $0.00
Federal Fund: $0.00
Revolving Fund: $0.00
Other Fund: $0.00
Total Requested Funding: $7,181,000.00
Comments:

PROPOSAL SCORE

Goals, Objectives and Projected Outcomes (15)
Project Justification / Business Case (25)
Technical Impact (20)

Preliminary Plan for Implementation (10)

Risk Assessment (10)

Financial Analysis and Budget (20)

Total Score

Average

REVIEWER COMMENTS
Goals, Objectives and Projected Outcomes

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$10,577,000.00
reviewerl reviewer2
14 15
15 25
5 15
5 7
5 2
8 18
52 82

Fiscal Year 2019

$8,280,000.00
$0.00

$0.00
$2,297,000.00
$0.00
$10,577,000.00

Fiscal Year 2019

$10,577,000.00

Total

$14,900,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$2,858,000.00

$0.00

$17,758,000.00

Total

$17,758,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$17,758,000.00

reviewer3 Average
12 14
15 18
10 10
5 6
5 4

12 13
59 64

Review Score =14/15
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Proposal Name: Enterprise Resource Management Consolidation \
NITC ID: 65-01

Strengths: The goals and objectives have been clearly stated. In reading the document it appears to me that DAS is looking for a
(SaaS) software as a service solution cloud-based environment.

Weaknesses: | think it is important to recognize that a sass solution is different than other cloud models. With a SaaS solution
the software keys are turned over to the selected vendor who runs all aspects of the software solution responsible for everything
including application performance security upgrades access and the hardware platform. Lost will be the ability to customize
software applications, which may or may not be a bad thing.

Project Justification / Business Case Review Score =15/25
Strengths: It is fairly clear, from reading the business case justification, that the current environment is untenable as evidenced by

the challenges stated in the document.

Weaknesses: I'm not sure the risks associated with the change of this magnitude have been fully identified. | did not see anything

related to a sound cloud exit strategy which | believe is very important. I'm also concerned with the integration that will be

necessary with this project as it moves to a cloud environment. My assumption, after reading the document that they want to

move everything to the cloud but that will have to be done in some sort of a staged manner in my view.

Technical Impact Review Score =5/20
Strengths:

Weaknesses: It was not much of any technical impact described within the document. Clearly they are looking for a cloud-based

ERP solution. My biggest concern is with the transition process that will take time, and will be rather complex. Another major

concern is we are adding complexity to an already complex technology architecture, the potential of runaway cloud transition

project cost, the risk of exposing sensitive data, the risk of service disruption and risk associated with choosing a cloud vendor.

Possibly more detail in the proposal would help overcome some of my concerns

Preliminary Plan for Implementation Review Score =5/10
Strengths: Implementation will be conducted in two phases over a two-year period of time with everything online as of November

2019

Weaknesses: This is a very aggressive transition implementation. Did not see any discussion of staff being dedicated to this

process only and nothing else. Did not see any discussion of how processes that operate one way with the current system may

have to be transitioned to work in the cloud solution. Having implemented several previous ERP systems, is safe to say nothing

works quite the same in a new system as it used to.

Risk Assessment Review Score =5/10
Strengths:

Weaknesses: Other than a statement that both the legacy and new systems will run in tool during the migration and up to three

months after migration, nothing else related to risk was mentioned.

Financial Analysis and Budget Review Score =8/20
Strengths: There was financial information provided

Weaknesses: While financial data was provided | did not see or have access to the subscription fee detail. | am assuming this is

an RFP type of project and | am a bit concerned with the level of specificity when it comes to the subscription fees seems awfully

specific.

Goals, Objectives and Projected Outcomes Review Score =15/15
Strengths: Detailed coverage of all expected goals, financial, user-related and technical.

Weaknesses:

Project Justification / Business Case Review Score =25/25
Strengths: Project justification documents cover significant tangible and intangible goals.

Weaknesses:

Technical Impact Review Score =15/20

Strengths: Strong description of current environment and on how the future state will be an improvement.

Weaknesses: Little commentary on migration from the current system to the future system. There is minimal description of any
technical details of how the new system will integrate with remaining on premise systems, such as Active Directory (for the Single
sign-on objective), any timesheet utilities that may exist on a mobile platform and other data center-based databases or data
warehouses, as well as any existing cloud infrastructure.

Preliminary Plan for Implementation Review Score =7/10
Strengths: The initial two phases described are a great start.
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Proposal Name: Enterprise Resource Management Consolidation \
NITC ID: 65-01

Weaknesses: Additional milestones, such as data conversion timelines, training schedules (both for technical admins and end
users, possibly by module) would improve schedule accountability. Experience info about project stakeholders would also improve
the score in this section.

Risk Assessment Review Score =2/10
Strengths: System concurrency is a critical way to mitigate risks for such a highly integrated migration.

Weaknesses: No discussion of any other possible risks: integration/migration, conversion, ability for vendor to integrate with any

existing enterprise cloud assets, budget (especially the impact of a technically complex project and reliance on contractors to

execute), schedule.

Financial Analysis and Budget Review Score =18/20
Strengths: Great detail of how the projects costs and savings will be derived, module by module and year by year. Weaknesses:

Minimal description of where projected costs come from, including contingency rate and details on customizations required once

the project begins.

Goals, Objectives and Projected Outcomes Review Score =12/15
Strengths: The anticipated outcomes of greater system coherence, manageability, information security and data privacy are

achievable goals with tremendous potential to improve operational effectiveness.

Weaknesses: The risk associated with a project of this magnitude is considerable and it is difficult to determine what specific

alternative is being proposed.

Project Justification / Business Case Review Score =15/25
Strengths: The need to consolidate is clear in order to achieve the desired outcomes.

Weaknesses: Consolidation and cloud-delivered infrastructure, platform, software and data-recovery "as a service" has the

potential to address many of the shortcomings associated with the current environment. That said, there is not sufficient information

provided to determine the "what" and the "how" of what is being proposed. While the "why" is well articulated in the attachments,

the aphorism "the devil is in the details" definitely applies and based on the proposal it is impossible to assess.

Technical Impact Review Score =10/20
Strengths: Simplifying the existing environment has significant technical benefits.

Weaknesses: Consolidation and cloud-delivered infrastructure, platform, software and data-recovery "as a service" has the

potential to address many of the shortcomings associated with the current environment. That said, there is not sufficient information

provided to determine the "what" and the "how" of what is being proposed. While the "why" is well articulated in the attachments,

the aphorism "the devil is in the details" definitely applies and based on the proposal it is impossible to assess.

Preliminary Plan for Implementation Review Score =5/10
Strengths:

Weaknesses: The preliminary plan is not documented to any significant degree. This is an enormous undertaking deserving of

greater specificity as to what is being proposed and how the implementation will be successfully conducted.

Risk Assessment Review Score =5/10
Strengths:

Weaknesses: The risks are not articulated and the mitigation strategy of running the systems in parallel is, in itself, a risk with

respect to information security, data privacy and data integrity.

Financial Analysis and Budget Review Score =12/20
Strengths:
Weaknesses: Without considerably more detail it is impossible to evaluate the budget in the context of what is being proposed.

TECHNICAL PANEL COMMENTS

Is the project technically feasible? Yes
Is the proposed technology appropriate for the project? Unknown
Can the technical elements be accomplished within the proposed timeframe and budget? Unknown

Comments: Unknown until further information is available.

ADVISORY COUNCIL COMMENTS

54



Technology Commission

-
65 - Administrative Services { fl:lTTC | Nebroska icrmatin
(a

Proposal Name: Enterprise Resource Management Consolidation \
NITC ID: 65-01

Advisory Council Tier Recommendation: Tier 1

Comments:

NITC COMMENTS

Tier 1

The Commission instructs the Technical Panel to further review the project with the agency and report back to the Commission,
including a recommendation on an enterprise project designation.
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