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The State of Connecticut Department of Social Services (DSS), Office of Child Support Services (OCSS) contracted with First Data Government Solutions (FDGS) in January 2017 to perform a Transitional Feasibility Study (TFS) on the replacement of the Connecticut Child Support Enforcement System (CCSES).  Implemented in 1987, the current system is unable to meet all the program needs resulting in inefficiencies and extensive manual interventions.  As new systems and information technology advancements have become available, Connecticut OCSS has been unable to take advantage of them due to both system and human resource constraints. Therefore, OCSS is researching and comparing viable modernization alternatives to determine what is the best option to best serve Connecticut families in the coming years. 
The Feasibility Study consists of a series of work products that are designed to provide OCSS with the detailed information necessary to evaluate and justify the Connecticut Child Support modernization effort.  The work products presented in this report create the foundation for the modernization project as well as define the resources and funding required to move forward.  The following report demonstrates the collaborative level of due diligence that was performed by the CT OCSS and the Judicial Branch, Support Enforcement Services (SES) and First Data resources (the Feasibility study team).   
The key components of the Feasibility Study Deliverable, per Contract #:16DSS1702TE/ 999-2TE-CSS-01, are:
· Needs Assessment: Document As-Is research, To-Be requirements, Gap Analysis;
· Alternatives Analysis: Research / Analyze all modernization options and determine  the “best fit” alternatives for each category (Commercial Off the Shelf COTS, New Build, Transfer or Hybrid); 
· Cost Benefit Analysis:  Estimate the associated project costs and benefits of selected options and compare the financial value;
· Feasibility Study:  Demonstrate the results of the Needs Assessment, Alternatives Analysis, and  Cost Benefit Analysis for Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) review and approval;
· IAPD- Implementation Advance Planning Document – Provide the funding request for both State and Federal consideration.
The TFS builds on the components described above to identify what OCSS needs to effectively and efficiently operate the State of Connecticut Child Support Enforcement program and to support our recommendations for viable and cost effective modernization alternatives.  

The remainder of the Executive Summary lists the key findings from each of the work products documented in the TFS sections below.  We have also included any updates / revisions to previously completed and reviewed work products based on new findings, customer feedback and corrections.   
Current System Limitations 
In the 1980’s and 90’s, states, including Connecticut, initially developed automated child support “legacy” systems with the best technology platforms and software available at that time.  However, almost 40 years later, evolving program needs and technology advancements have challenged legacy systems’ capability to meet changing demands. 
Numerous limitations with the current legacy system impact the effectiveness of the Connecticut child support program and contribute to the difficulties of operating, maintaining and using the system.  These limitations have contributed to Connecticut’s legal situation established by Walters v. Ginsberg that requires  CCSES to notify recipients and take appropriate actions to ensure the recipient receives his/her child support payment(s) within 5 business days after discontinuing cash / Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) benefits.  

Performance Comparison
First Data / OCSE use the federal performance measures of Paternity Establishment Percentage (PEP); Obligation Percentage; Current Support Payment Percentage; Arrears Payment Percentage; and Cost Effectiveness Ratio to determine program effectiveness as well as incentive payments the Connecticut Child Support program receives from the federal government.  Connecticut’s 2016 preliminary reported performance was generally below the weighted national average and OCSS leaders have identified making Connecticut one of the top 20 programs in the country as a goal.
For this comparison it is important to note that, in most cases, the state is improving year-over-year, as presented in Figure E-1 below.  The exception and primary basis for recommendations in this report is the Cost Effectiveness Ratio.  In this instance, Connecticut collected $3.33 in 2014 for each dollar spent, which decreased to a collection of $3.13 for each dollar in 2016, or an overall reduction of about 6%.  Connecticut falls below the national weighted average of $5.22 in this area, which has been identified by OCSS as a key area for improvement.    

[bookmark: _Toc506543763][bookmark: _Toc507059187][bookmark: _Toc504744333]Figure E.1 – Performance Comparison, Connecticut 2014-2016
The OCSS staff cuts imposed late in 2016 and into 2017, combined with limited / outdated supporting technologies will continue to have a negative impact on these overall gains and the State’s performance ranking.  Based on our evaluation of current and future resource demands, modernization of the CCSES is a necessary step for continued and improved operational success.  
System Requirements and the To-Be Model 
The First Data team, along with participants from across Connecticut’s OCSS and SES, identified the business and technical requirements necessary for the replacement system to meet Connecticut’s child support program goals. These requirements were refined through discussions with program leaders and through numerous working sessions, prior to being included in the Results Tracability Matrix (RTM). 
The result of this effort was the identification of 813 discreet high level requirements that support 109 umbrella requirements. Of these umbrella requirements, 86 are business requirements and 23 are technical requirements. The same requirements were scored across all the identified alternatives to assure consistency and objectivity within the analysis.
System Requirements are detailed in the Needs Assessment section of this report (Section 2.0) and captured in the RTM and accompanying Gap Analysis in Appendix A.
States who undertake a project to modernize their Child Support systems typically strive for technical advancements in:   
· Increased automation of routine processing; 
· Maximized integration with other agency systems; 
· Improved data management combined with timely / accurate reporting; 
· Better support for operations and maintenance; 
· Improved security;
· Improved client access to services; and,
· Greater service accessibility for employers.

Boosting the functionality and “user friendliness” of the system for child support workers, partners and clients with a modern statewide child support system will add a number of operational benefits: 
· Efficiency, system effectiveness, and productivity;
· Increased collections through improved workflow and processing; 
· Increased client and worker satisfaction; 
· Increased management information and statistics;
· Enhanced Data Analytics; 
· Improved system operations, maintenance, and updating; and,
· Better use of staff resources.

The First Data team worked closely with the OCSS leadership to define the agency’s modernization goals and the critical success factors supporting those goals.  This key first step is essential in setting out expectations and establishing the detailed business and technical requirements for the OCSE To-Be model.

Additional OCSS Considerations – (defining the system of the future)

CT DSS had made the utilization of enterprise technologies, shared services and systems a priority.  The TFS focuses on leveraging new technologies beginning with those CT DSS has already selected and implemented as enterprise solutions and expanding to include those system enhancements / technical advances that have proven valuable in other States.  This was the rationale for using an expanded state / system analysis and the hybrid approach. 
   
The Federal Initiatives including Behavioral Intervention for Child Support Services (BICS) and Fatherhood Initiative are considered in our analysis. The Fatherhood Initiative focuses on providing fathers with the skills and support they need to be involved in the lives of their children and BICS is the application of behavioral economics principles to child support services, focusing on areas such as modification of orders and early engagement in the child support establishment process. These are further described in Section 4.9.

Understanding Resource / Staffing Cost Benefits 
This Feasibility Study clearly indicates that the OCSS current staffing levels are not adequate to meet federal / state mandates or OCSS goals for the future.  The recent loss of resources has created challenges for OCSS that will become more critical as partners, stakeholders and client’s expectations for additional services and new technologies increase.  It is critical to evaluate staffing cost benefits against future resource requirements rather than current staffing levels.  This criterion is what the CBA results (Staffing Cost Benefits) are based on and what drives the overall justification of the CT child support modernization investment.  As a result, the CBA staffing calculations are based on future monthly / annual cost avoidance with no reduction in current staffing.  Because of these factors, our resource related cost savings are based on the number and roles of staff required to meet the agency needs in the coming years.      
The time saving calculations in the attached CBA spreadsheets are based on our onsite shadowing and discussions with the OCSS and SES supervisors and front line resources. These findings are very specific and detailed in the in the Needs Assessment section, (Section 2.0) of this report.  We used this information to determine current allocation of staff hours per task and to create the First Data CBA Tool algorithms related to financial Quantitative Benefits (CBA Reports). 
We have focused on the opportunity to take advantage of new technologies beginning with those CT DSS has already selected and implemented as enterprise solutions.  A key component in the overall Feasibility Study is to determine how the automation of manual processes and the leveraging of these new technologies will impact the future OCSS staff roles, training and allocation.  Although there is no direct reduction of current OCSS resource levels, it is in the area of cost avoidance that has the highest impact on the CBA evaluations.  The reduction in manual effort and gains in areas of quality control, automated work-flow, document management and self-service will dramatically change OCSS managements’ use of resources and overall future staffing costs.  
*With these considerations in mind, the Feasibility Study team focused on evaluating and documenting the current CSE system against the defined To-Be model, create the GAP analysis and set the criteria for the Alternative Analysis.  

Alternatives Analysis

With the help of our partners, the First Data team documented the current situation through meetings with and observations of Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) from both the Office of Child Support Services (OCSS) within Department of Social Services (DSS), DSS Information Technology Services (ITS) and the Support Enforcement Services (SES) Division within the Judicial Branch, as well as an examination of available documentation on the system background, business functions, and processes. First Data wants to acknowledge the outstanding participation, forward thinking attitudes, and forthcoming information from all the project stakeholders for the Alternatives Analysis effort.  This included business and technical pain points, and even “wish lists” that resulted in the foundational requirements used in conducting the alternatives analysis.  
Our approach to complete the Alternatives Analysis included the following: 
· Researched the child support systems in all 50 states plus territories and the Model Tribal System (MTS);
· Conducted a targeted survey to state IV-D directors;
· Participated in conference calls to key states to better understand specific system related processes; 
· Identified those state child support systems that meet Connecticut’s criteria and standards;
· Evaluated and scored alternatives against requirements, benefits, risks and estimated costs criteria;
· Determined viable options in multiple categories of Transfer, New Build, Hybrid; 
· Eliminated COTS and Status Quo - determined there was no true COTS solution and the current system could not be sufficiently enhanced to meet the core requirements for modernization;   
· Conducted the comparison and scoring of  seven viable options; and,
· Analysis of Benefit, Confidence Level, Implementation Approach, Risks and Costs.

The following table provides a high level description of each of the alternative categories used in preparing the CBA.
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Cost Benefit Analysis 
The Feasibility Study team completed the Cost Benefit Analysis for each viable alternative as required by the overseeing federal agency, OCSE and State of Connecticut, Department of Social Services, using the Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, “Feasibility, Alternatives, and Cost/Benefit Analysis Guide” and “Companion Guide: Cost Benefit Analysis’.  The First Data proprietary CBA tool was used to capture and analyze CT financial data combined with our prior Child Support / CBA experience and industry standards to derive and support cost and benefit findings.  The information resulting from the CBA is provided in this report to support the selection of the best modernization for CT OCSS.  The measurement period for this analysis is the 12 year period from SFY 2018 into SFY 2029.
[bookmark: _Toc504746531][bookmark: _Toc507058914]Executive Summary - Results and Recommendations
Weighted scores from Section 3.0 are presented in the table below.  This provides a view of the weighted scores against each alternative.  Only the highest scoring alternatives require further assessment and CBA analysis.  After researching a number of transfer alternatives, the California and New Jersey models ranked best as options for Connecticut.


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Weighted Criteria Scores
	 
	Status Quo
	 
	Enhance Existing System
	 
	CA Transfer
	 
	NJ Transfer
	 
	New Build
	 
	Hybrid
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Business Needs
	 
	195
	 
	206
	 
	247
	 
	262
	 
	370
	 
	370
	 

	 
	Business Benefits
	 
	16
	 
	19
	 
	23
	 
	23
	 
	42
	 
	42
	 

	 
	Technical Needs
	 
	44
	 
	47
	 
	48
	 
	50
	 
	95
	 
	92
	 

	 
	Technical Benefits
	 
	13
	 
	13
	 
	20
	 
	26
	 
	35
	 
	48
	 

	 
	Confidence Level
	 
	16
	 
	22
	 
	22
	 
	28
	 
	33
	 
	34
	 

	 
	Implementation Approach
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	11
	 
	14
	 
	10
	 
	19
	 

	 
	Risks
	 
	17
	 
	30
	 
	30
	 
	34
	 
	33
	 
	45
	 

	 
	Costs
	 
	26
	 
	23
	 
	14
	 
	16
	 
	13
	 
	16
	 

	 
	Rank
	 
	6
	 
	5
	 
	4
	 
	3
	 
	2
	 
	1
	 

	 
	Totals:
	 
	327
	 
	360
	 
	415
	 
	453
	 
	631
	 
	666
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Based on the rankings, three alternatives were deemed as viable options for moving forward with a cost benefit analysis:  Transfer, New Build, and Hybrid.  In order to establish a baseline, we apply the current costs of the Status Quo.

The following charts and graphs present the overall Cost Benefits assessment of the three viable alternatives.  The table below represents the overall results of the CBA effort, refer to Section 4 for details of CBA.  The numbers were extracted from the detailed costs estimating worksheets for each alternative (specifics can be found in Appendices B-H).  

	Quantitative Factors
	Alternative Transfer
	Alternative New Build
	Alternative Hybrid

	Total Present Value Benefits
	$79.02M
	$75.32M
	$83.44M

	Less Total Present Value Costs
	$95.96M
	$95.51M
	$81.34M

	Net Benefit
	$-16.94M
	$-20.19M
	$2.10M

	Net Benefit/Cost Ratio
	0.82
	0.79
	1.03

	Cumulative Benefit/Cost Ratio
	1.08
	1.06
	1.34

	Breakeven (Months) from Inception
	125
	128
	108

	Breakeven (Months) from Implementation
	95
	92
	72

	
	
	
	

	Ranking (1 = Highest)
	2
	3
	1
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Key CBA Definitions:
· Non-Recurring Costs: These costs include design, development and implementation costs (DDI), procurement efforts, hardware and software purchases and facilities during DDI.
· Recurring Costs:  These costs are related to ongoing license fees, facility charges, ongoing maintenance and operations, staffing.
· Total Projected Costs:  The total of non-recurring and recurring costs across the analysis period.
· Cumulative Benefits:  The total amount of benefits gained across the analysis period.
· Total Present Value Costs:  This is the Total Projected Costs * Discount Factor.
· Net Benefit:  This is result of the Total Present Value Costs subtracted from the Total Present Value Benefits.  
· Benefit/Cost Ratio: Divide the Total Present Value Benefit by the Total Present Value Cost.
· Breakeven (Months) from Inception:  Starting from the initial month of the project, the breakeven month is the month where the Total Cumulative Benefits = Total Projected Costs. 
· Breakeven Month from Implementation:  Starting from the implementation month, the breakeven month identifies the payback month, which is the point of time where Total Cumulative Benefits = Total Projected Costs.

Taking in account the existing OCSS processes, operations and environment; an exhaustive assessment of current and future business needs; an analysis of the six alternatives; an in-depth cost benefit analysis of the top three viable alternatives, including the Status Quo as a cost baseline; First Data recommends Connecticut OCSS move forward with the Hybrid alternative for the new CCSES system.
[bookmark: _Toc504746532][bookmark: _Toc507058915]Rationale for Hybrid Recommendation
The Hybrid alternative delivers a new child support system for OCSS with a phased migration from the current technical architecture to open system architecture and modernized relational database platform.  This alternative represents the best return on investment, as well as the option that is best aligned with DSS’s enterprise solutions and vision for integrating shared services.   
The following three factors provide the support for the recommendation of a hybrid solution:  best overall economic value for Connecticut; reasonable development and implementation timeframe, and; greater quantitative benefits with earlier payback.
Best Overall Economic Value - As is evident in Table E-2, the Hybrid Alternative offers the best overall economic value for the State of Connecticut as it is completed with the lowest cost and benefits being realized earlier. 
Reasonable Development and Implementation Timeframe - A modernized CCSES can be implemented in approximately 42-months from the start of the planning phase assuming that the State begins the pre-core activities during project initiation phase.  These early activities incorporated in the Hybrid approach enable OCSS to leverage existing DSS enterprise software earlier than either of the other alternatives.
Quantitative Benefits and Payback - The Hybrid alternative offers the best overall return on benefits and cost avoidance for the State of Connecticut over the twelve year analysis. The Hybrid alternative payback timeframe is estimated to be October 2026 while the Transfer payback is estimated to be closer to April 2028.  The New Build alternative estimated payback timeframe is June 2029.



[bookmark: _Toc507058916][bookmark: _Toc504746533]Project Background 
In January 2017, the Connecticut Department of Social Services (DSS), Office of Child Support Services’ (OCSS) contracted with First Data Government Solutions (FDGS) to investigate the viability of and alternatives available for replacing the Connecticut Child Support Enforcement System (CCSES).  The First Data team worked closely with the OCSS leadership and staff to complete the tasks listed below and provide a Transitional Feasibility Study (TFS).  TFS is a preliminary study that determines whether a proposed project is technically, financially, and operationally viable. The study evaluated the need for system modernization by comparing available options, and making recommendations based on meeting business and technical requirements, compliance with Federal guidelines and State standards, weighing of benefits vs. risks and overall cost. The TFS provides CT DSS / OCSS leadership with the information needed to determine the best option for their modernization roadmap and to document justification for that decision.
The feasibility study methodology as a whole was to perform a sequence of activities for which the outputs of each form the foundation for the next step in the process.

	Evaluate current Business Needs
Document As Is Functional/Tech Environments
Document into RTM
Evaluate current Business Needs
Document As Is Functional/Tech Environments
Document into RTM
Conduct/Document Gap Analysis
Review with State Project Group

	Evaluate Approaches:
· Transfer a Certified System from another State
· Implement COTS
· Enhance existing CCSES
· Replace with New Development
· Hybrid, combination of any of the above
· Replace with OCSE Model Tribal System

Assess viable alternative to meet needs/gaps by scoring in AA tool the business/technical requirements, from RTM, for each alternative
Determine viable alternatives to be included in the CBA
Gain approval of approach and alternatives to be moved to CBA with State Project Group
	Conduct a cost benefits analysis on viable alternatives
In depth account of recurring and non-recurring costs
Defined quantitative and qualitative benefits
Evaluate costs vs benefits over a twelve-year period to determine ROI utilizing a proprietary tool
Recommend optimum solution for CCSES Replacement System
Work with State Project Group to determine approach/solution
	Create Feasibility Study Report (FSR)
Includes in-depth findings and recommendations for selected alternative

Includes overview of the process to date

Includes Executive Summary of findings & determinations

Review report with State Project Group prior to submission to federal OCSE
	Based on approval of FSR by OCSE develop IAPD for overall approach/budget
Review IAPD with State Project Group

Submit IAPD to OCSE for approval

Respond quickly to any federal questions or clarifications

Gain federal approval of IAPD and modernization strategy


[bookmark: _Toc506543765][bookmark: _Toc507059189][bookmark: _Toc500851113][bookmark: _Toc504744338][bookmark: _Toc476297442]Figure 1.1 – Feasibility Study Components
[bookmark: _Toc507058917]Background
Connecticut Department of Social Services administers and delivers a wide variety of services to children, families, adults, people with disabilities, and elders, including health care coverage, child support, long-term care and supports, energy assistance, food and nutrition aid, and program grants. DSS is the State agency responsible for administering a number of programs under federal legislation, including the Food Stamp Act, the Older Americans Act, and the Social Security Act. 
The Department is headed by the Commissioner of Social Services, Roderick L. Bremby. The agency delivers most of its programs through twelve (12) field offices (including three benefits centers available by phone) located throughout the state, with central administrative offices located in Hartford. In addition, many services funded by the agency are available through community-based agencies and partners. 
[bookmark: _Toc507058918]Office of Child Support Services (OCSS) 
The mission of the OCSS within the Connecticut DSS is to: Improve the well-being of children, promote the self-sufficiency of families and Deliver quality child support services, with recognition that to grow and thrive, children require the financial, medical, and emotional support of both parents, regardless of their living situation or relationship. Improving well-being of children and their families is done, in this context, by: 
· Establishing legal paternity of children;
· Locating non-custodial parents;
· Establishing monetary and medical support orders that obligate parents to support their children; 
· Assisting parents in addressing any needs or issues they may have via referrals to other agencies and / or community resources that include a robust Fatherhood Initiative program; 
· Collecting and distributing child support payments; and,
· Modifying child support orders when appropriate.
OCSS has cooperative agreements with other agencies under the Child Support Program’s ‘umbrella.’ Those agencies include:
· The Attorney General’s Office (AGO), which is the legal counsel for the Child Support Program; 
· Support Enforcement Services (SES), Judicial Branch, responsible for court based enforcement and most modification processes; 
· Family Support Magistrates; 
· Judicial Branch, responsible for adjudicating court cases in the Child Support / IV-D Program; and,
· Court Operations, of the Judicial Branch. 
The John S. Martinez Fatherhood Initiative of Connecticut is a multi-agency statewide program led by the DSS. This initiative focuses on providing fathers with the skills and support they need to be involved in the lives of their children. 
The Fatherhood Initiative began in 1999 and serves as the umbrella under which all fatherhood efforts within and across agencies fall. Other agencies partnering in the Initiative include the Department of Children & Families, Department of Corrections, Department of Education, Department of Labor, Department of Mental Health & Addiction Services, and Department of Public Health. Overall, the Fatherhood Initiative offers a comprehensive set of services, including intensive case management, economic stability services, and group sessions, all geared towards promoting the positive involvement and interactions of fathers with their children. OCSS is a strong supporter of the Fatherhood Initiative, and has made this program a key success factor of their CCSES modernization effort. 
In the initial development and maintenance of CCSES, Connecticut follows federal guidance, initially provided by OCSE as the, Automated Systems for Child Support Enforcement: A Guide for States, hereafter referred to as the Guide for States, for use by states in developing automated child support enforcement systems and issued in July of 1987, the year Connecticut implemented CCSES. Revisions to that guidance include: 
Revised June 1993: included changes required by the Family Support Act (FSA) of 1988; 
Updated April 1999: updated to reflect PRWORA requirements;
Updated December 1999: technical guidance and updates;
Updated August 2000: technical guidance and updates;
Updated June 2007: to assist the States and Territories as they consider optional enhancements and modifications to their statewide CSE systems. This version included some, but not all, recommended system changes related to new statutory or regulatory requirements of the Deficit Reduction Act of 2005. Optional functionality such as electronic income withholding, QUICK, a web-based process to obtain interstate financial and case status information from participating states, and using the statewide system to support customer service were included; and,
Updated 2009 (latest update): incorporates functional requirements of the Deficit Reduction Act (DRA) of 2005.
Federal OCSE has issued numerous guidance documents for states, many of which had impacts to existing child support systems, including the Final Rule, issued in Action Transmittal (AT) 16-06 on December 20, 2016. Connecticut, with its 1987 core system, struggles to keep up with program changes and has been unable to gain the benefits and efficiencies available in more modern solutions.
[bookmark: _Toc507058919]Program Performance
In addition to the need to update the system to allow continuing program operation, OCSS leaders want to elevate Connecticut’s child support program to one of the top programs in the country as measured by the federal performance measures. 
The federal performance measures of Paternity Establishment Percentage (PEP); Obligation Percentage; Current Support Payment Percentage; Arrears Payment Percentage; and, Cost Effectiveness Ratio are used when determining program effectiveness as well as incentive payments the Connecticut Child Support program receives from the federal government. 
Connecticut’s 2016 preliminary and 2015 final reported performance, the latest measures available, are generally below the weighted national average, as shown in the table below. Rankings are placement among 54 entities, which includes 50 states, the District of Columbia, Guam, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.
The following charts show how Connecticut’s national performance compares to the highest performing state for 2016. At the time of the As-Is work product, the latest available data was federal fiscal year (FFY) 2015, which showed an overall national ranking of 44th, representing a significant improvement from its 2014 ranking of 48th. In the interim, the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) released preliminary 2016 performance numbers, which shows an overall national ranking of 39th. 
	 Performance Measure
	2016 Connecticut Performance Level
	2016 National Weighted Average
	Highest Performing State in 2016
	Connecticut’s 2016 National Rank

	IV-D Paternity Establishment
	96.40
	96.29
	Arizona
	32

	Support Order Percentage
	91.13
	86.49
	Maine
	11

	Current Support Percentage
	61.60
	65.57
	Pennsylvania
	37

	Arrearage Case Percentage
	61.16
	64.72
	Pennsylvania
	37

	Child Support Performance Incentives Act (CSPIA) Cost Effectiveness Ratio
	3.13
	5.22
	Texas
	47


[bookmark: _Toc506551390][bookmark: _Toc507059127]Table 1.1 – Performance Comparison 2016 (Preliminary)
	Performance Measure
	2015 Connecticut Performance Level
	2015 National Weighted Average
	Highest Performing State in 2015
	Connecticut’s 2015 National Rank

	IV-D Paternity Establishment
	94.44
	100.21
	Arizona
	21 

	Support Order Percentage
	86.70
	85.73
	Maine
	28

	Current Support Percentage
	61.04
	65.16
	Pennsylvania
	38

	Arrearage Case Percentage
	59.77
	63.84
	Pennsylvania
	39

	Child Support Performance Incentives Act (CSPIA) Cost Effectiveness Ratio
	3.22
	5.26
	Texas
	47


[bookmark: _Toc506551391][bookmark: _Toc507059128]Table 1.2 – Performance Comparison 2015
The impact is shown in the year-over year improvement. For this comparison note that in the final row of the Table 1.3 below, the, Cost Effectiveness Ratio, improvement is stated in negative numbers. In this instance, Connecticut collected $3.33 in 2014 for each dollar spent, and collected $3.13 for each dollar in 2016, an overall reduction in expenditures of 6%. 
	Indicator
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2014 to 2016 Percent Change

	Paternity Establishment Percentage (PEP)
	92.6
	94.44
	96.4
	4%

	Obligation Percentage
	81.13
	86.7
	91.13
	11%

	Current Support Payment Percentage
	58.26
	60.32
	61.6
	5%

	Arrears Payment Percentage
	59.02
	59.77
	61.16
	3%

	Cost Effectiveness Ratio
	3.33
	3.22
	3.13
	-6%


[bookmark: _Toc506551392][bookmark: _Toc507059129]Table 1.3 – Performance Comparison 2014-2016, Connecticut
However, staff cuts imposed late in 2016 and into 2017, combined with inefficient and outdated technologies supporting CCSES, will continue to negatively impact overall performance. 
CCSES modernization presents Connecticut with the opportunity to upgrade, transfer, or replace the current system in order to realize the benefits of systems that are in line with best practices, including: 
Mining existing data to present more meaningful information for decision making;
Providing users with a more graphical interface to improve productivity, enhance automated workflow, reduce training time; and, 
Providing self-service access to parents and relevant third parties for routine queries and functions that will free up caseworker resources for other tasks.

[bookmark: _Toc507058920]Needs Assessment 
The project required conducting a Needs Assessment of Connecticut’s status regarding modernization of existing systems, processes, and controls.  In the initial As-Is Work Product, First Data documented the current, or “As-Is” state of the CCSES, that identified at a high-level how day-to-day operations are performed.  Next, we developed the Requirements Traceability Matrix (RTM), provided as Appendix A, documenting federal and state requirements; assessing and scoring the current level of meeting those requirements; documenting the gap analysis between As-Is and future needs; and capturing the requirements necessary to support OCSS’s future vision. 
The components of the Needs Assessment consist of the following: 
· Current State (As-Is) Work Product;
· Business/Technical Requirement Needs Work Product; and,
· Gap Analysis Work Product.
0. [bookmark: _Toc507058921]Overview
Workforce reductions within the State of Connecticut DSS have significantly impacted the organizational structure and the day-to-day operations of OCSS. These reductions, coupled with the current limitations of the existing system, force staff to create manual workarounds or to use external processes and other technical solutions to perform their job functions. Due to the absence of advanced technology and a shrinking and overburdened work force, the ability for OCSS to perform vital work functions and validate and report accurate data is at risk. 
Implemented in 1987, the current system is unable to meet all the program needs, resulting in extensive out-of-system workarounds and manual interventions. Even though new systems and information technology supports have become commercially available, and more advanced automation has been presented by the Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE), Connecticut has been unable to fully integrate and benefit from these advancements due to system and human resource constraints. 
CCSES, as currently designed, does not provide efficient and effective support to program leaders, managers, child support case work staff, and customers. A few examples of the limitations of the current system follow:
Data Management – CCSES does not support automated functions / workflow. For example, when case conditions indicate that an action can be taken to secure support for a child, the system should automatically trigger a series of actions without waiting for worker intervention. The automatic case management scenario applies to many business processes currently performed manually.
System Design – CCSES does not collect all the data elements necessary to support automatic case management scenarios. In addition, the system allows participant records to exist multiple times within the data base, making “connecting the dots,” among cases challenging. An example of the impact of the system design is that knowledge of an obligor’s pay amount and cycle, employment status, and court orders and agreements, should trigger more accurate and timely delinquency actions.
Financial Management – CCSES requires worker intervention to release held monies or retroactively distribute receipts, all actions that should be automated. In addition, the system is unable to support critical Connecticut court cases, which include: 
· Beasley vs. Ginsberg: This lawsuit requires all employers to submit their payments to the SDU within seven days of withholding and include the date of withholding (DOW). The SDU monitors all employer receipts (paper and electronic) for compliance with the Beasley v. Ginsberg lawsuit.
· Walters vs. Ginsberg: This requires OCSS to give notice to recipients and to take appropriate actions to ensure the recipient receives his/her child support payment(s) within 5 business days after discontinuing cash / TANF benefits.
Document Management – CCSES does not generate documents automatically when case conditions change, nor does it track and age the documents for next actions, and offer a robust methodology for adding new documents, updating existing documents, and tracking changes to templates.
Interfaces – CCSES supports limited interfaces with critical systems requiring staff to log into and out of multiple systems to gather the data needed to do their jobs. Passwords have varying rules and are changed frequently, resulting in staff needing to maintain paper or electronic logs that contain passwords. In addition, the short “inactive” time allowed by each system means continuous logging-in to even the most frequently used systems. The interfaces that do exit, such as National Federal Case Registry, National Directory of New Hires, CSENet, and Query Interstate Cases for Kids (Quick), are only partially automated resulting in ongoing manual processing for even the most routine actions.
Security – CCSES was not designed with a robust roles-based security that poses significant threats to data security and violates industry standards that require information be provided to individuals only on a “need to know” basis. Another security violation is that the system does not issue and maintain a participant Personal Identification Number (PIN) for access to the IVR, and any website functionality that will be developed. In addition, the system does not support the applicable requirements of Raymond vs. Rowland, which resulted in a Settlement Agreement overseen by the federal court in New Haven beginning in 2008 in which DSS agreed to implement Universal Design Principles and make changes to the: 
· Physical Environment;
· Communication Environment;
· Information Environment;
· Human and Social Environment; and, 
· Administrative / General Environment.
System Architecture – CCSES is effectively a monolithic architecture where each screen-module or batch program handles all aspects of use and database interaction itself instead of relying on common modules to perform those tasks.
Code Reuse – CCSES supports limited tools and standards that encourage code modularization and reuse. The lack of tools and standards makes CCSES difficult and costly to maintain. In addition, the lack of expertise in maintaining and updating UniVerse code, the language of CCSES, poses the very real threat that at some point in the near future, the system will cease to be maintainable.
Database Structure – CCSES, as designed, is not built on the power of a Rational Database Management Structure. Instead it is effectively a “hierarchical” database, where the programming code manages all the relationships. This structure requires the application developer to understand the data model and results in inconsistency because the database engine is not able to enforce data relationships.
There are aspects of CCSES that meet the child support program’s current business needs, and staff have been extraordinarily innovative when crafting processes and solutions to the system shortfalls. However, the observations and SME inputs indicate the CCSES is inefficient to use, difficult to learn, and provides insufficient functionality for anything more than minimally acceptable program operations. Improvement in the current system is severely constrained by the internal architecture, the lack of system supports such as dashboards and other modern monitoring tools, and the lack of a true relational database. 
The Needs Assessment Report describes where the current CCSES system fails to perform because of its aging technology and the lost opportunities to the OCSS to accurately store data, track cases, collect monies, develop necessary reports, and provide mandated security.  A modernized solution will be able to take full advantage of the technology enablers and provide the OCSS staff with new and improved methods to serve the citizens of Connecticut. The Needs Assessment Report is the foundation of Feasibility Study process and will feed into the Alternative Analysis, Cost Benefit Analysis and Feasibility Study recommendations. 
[bookmark: _Toc507058922]Needs Assessment- Objective and Approach
As stated in the DSS/OCSS Feasibility Study Request for Proposals, the purpose of the Needs Assessment is to:
Identify the current and future state needs; 
Identify the existing CCSES system’s ability to meet the current needs; and,
Develop a Gap Analysis identifying how the future needs of the State will be met through this system modernization effort. 
This document includes records of business needs, high level requirements definition and documentation, as well as the Gap Analysis of missing functionality, functionality in need of automation, improvement or modification from the current CCSES, and a conceptual system design of a future state system.
To gather the data included in the initial As-Is analysis, FDGS conducted a series of site visits to observe work-in-progress, meetings, and interviews with subject matter experts (SMEs) selected by OCSS and SES. The SMEs represented all types of CCSES users, including support staff, case work staff, managers, program executives, and technical staff.  Topics spanned the spectrum from case initiation through case closure to database structure and usage.  During these visits, FDGS staff documented how work is currently performed and asked the SMEs to describe their pain points. The outcome of this initiative identified the strengths and weaknesses of CCSES. 
[bookmark: _Toc507058923][bookmark: _Toc475713307]Current State (As-Is) 
The First Data team documented the CCSES As-Is through meetings with and observations of Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) from both the Office of Child Support Services (OCSS) within Department of Social Services (DSS), and the Support Enforcement Services (SES) Division within the Judicial Branch, as well as an examination of available documentation on the system background, business functions, and processes.
The First Data team jointly gathered information about how work is accomplished using the current system and identified pain points. OCSS, SES, and First Data participated in fifteen (15) site visits and meetings, as shown in the following table (Table 5).
	
	Date
	Office
	OCSS Contacts
	SES Judiciary Contacts
	ePMO Contact
	First Data Participants

	1
	Feb 14, 2017
	New Haven
SES CPU 
	 
	Dan Grabowski
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer,  Albert Decker, Kim Jaudon, Gary Therrien

	2
	Feb 14, 2017
	New Haven DSS/OCSS 
	Tara Sanders
	 
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer,  Albert Decker, Kim Jaudon, Gary Therrien

	3
	Feb 15, 2017
	Waterbury DSS/OCSS Office
	Edgar Young
	 
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer,  Ted Webber, Albert Decker, Bob Dixon

	4
	Feb 17, 2017
	Waterbury Court 
	Edgar Young
	 
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer,  Ted Webber, Bob Dixon

	5
	Feb 21, 2017
	New Britain Court
	 
	Dan Grabowski
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Laura Killebrew, Albert Decker, Kim Jaudon, Barbara Petrides, Gary Therrien

	6
	Feb 21, 2017
	New Britain Office SES
	 
	Dan Grabowski
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Laura Killebrew, Albert Decker, Kim Jaudon, Barbara Petrides, Gary Therrien

	7
	Feb 23, 2017
	State Office
	Mark Hennessey
	
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer, Albert Decker

	8
	Feb 23, 2017
	Hartford SES
	 
	Dan Grabowski
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer, Laura Killebrew, Albert Decker, Kim Jaudon, Bob Dixon

	9
	Feb 28, 2017
	Training Discussion Meeting
	Darleen Klase, Jolene Monahan-Wilding, Michele Bruschino
	 
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Barbara Petrides, Debra Deloian-Van Geer, Kim Jaudon

	10
	March 8, 2017
	SDU
	Jane Marcoux, Johanna Dolge, Alicia Rodriguez
	 
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Laura Killebrew, Albert Decker, Kim Jaudon

	11
	March 15, 2017
	Central Office
	Edgar Young, Jane Marcoux, Johanna Dolge, Lynn Reeves, Anthony Judkins, Tara Sanders, Mark Hennessey, Edward Kennis
	 
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer, Bob Dixon, Gary Therrian

	12
	April 12, 2017
	OCSS Central Office
	Jane Marcoux, Johanna Dolge, State staff performing job functions
	
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer, Laura Killebrew, Kim Jaudon

	13
	April 13, 2017
	SES Central Registry
	Denise Beaulieu, Raychel Carey, Patricia  Allen-May
	Dan Grabowski
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer, Laura Killebrew, Kim Jaudon

	14
	April 13, 2017
	SES Call Center
	Call Center Staff
	Dan Grabowski
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer, Laura Killebrew, Kim Jaudon, Bob Dixon

	15
	April 18, 2017
	OCSS Central Office
	Central Office Staff
	
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer


[bookmark: _Toc506551393][bookmark: _Toc507059130]Table 2.1 – As-Is Site Visit Schedule
[bookmark: _Toc507058924]Future State (To-Be) 
The First Data team documented the needs and suggested solutions staff shared that went beyond the observed “pain points.”  All of these, whether from meetings and interviews or from direct observation and questions, served as inputs for the next step, which was defining the To-Be, or future, system needs. 
To fully identify the To-Be needs, the First Data team reviewed identified federal and state requirements, the documented observed pain points, and staff-identified solutions and needs. For continuity and ease-of-use, these requirements were presented in what would become the Requirements Traceability Matrix (RTM). Also included in the RTM was a requirement-by-requirement Gap Analysis, Appendix A. Using these as the starting template, the team convened a series of Visioning Sessions with leadership and SME State staff to further describe the needs for the future. 
The Visioning Session meetings, dates, topics and participants are included in the following table. (Table 2.2) 
	
	Date
	Topic
	Participants
	ePMO Contact
	First Data 
Participants

	1
	May 2, 2017
	Case Initiation 
	Bryant Phillips, Jolene Monahan Wilding, Nicole Dilernia, Sunny Wilmes, Beth Rude, Godfrey Ferguson, Denise Hall, Mark Hennessey, Maria Lopez, Lynn Reeves, Edgar Young, Tara Sanders, Ned Kennis, Faith Donnelly

	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer,  Kim Jaudon, Laura Killebrew,  Gary Therrien, Bob Dixon


	2
	May 2, 2017
	Administrative Enforcement

	Jane Marcoux, Johanna Dolge, Jolene Monahan Wilding, Beth Rude, Edgar Young, Mark Hennessey
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer,  Kim Jaudon, Laura Killebrew,  Gary Therrien, Bob Dixon


	3
	May 3, 2017
	Financial Management
	Mark Hennessey, Johanna Dolge, Jolene Monahan Wilding, Diana Serena, Maurine Goff, Andy Davis
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer,  Kim Jaudon, Laura Killebrew,  Gary Therrien, Bob Dixon


	4
	May 3, 2017
	Locate 
	Edgar Young, Tara Sanders, Lynn Reeves,  John Dillon, Mark Hennessey, Edward Kennis
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer,  Kim Jaudon, Laura Killebrew,  Gary Therrien, Bob Dixon


	5
	May 3, 2017
	Establishment
	Godfrey Ferguson, Bryant Phillips, Jolene Monahan Wilding, Nicole Dilernia, Sunny Wilmes, Beth Rude, Ned Kennis,  Mark Hennessey, Maria Lopez, Lynn Reeves, Tara Sanders, Faith Donnelly, Edgar Young, Diana Ditunno
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer,  Kim Jaudon, Laura Killebrew,  Gary Therrien, Bob Dixon


	6
	May 4, 2017
	Fatherhood
	Mark Hennessey, Tara Sanders, Diana Ditunno, Willis Moore, Anthony Judkins
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer,  Kim Jaudon, Laura Killebrew,  Gary Therrien, Bob Dixon


	7
	May 9, 2017
	Enforcement
	Mark Hennessey, Tara Sanders, Dan Grabowski, Mike Petry, Raychel Carey, Lynn Reeves, Ned Kennis, John Lomax, Paul Bourdoulous
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer,  Kim Jaudon, Laura Killebrew,  Gary Therrien, Bob Dixon


	8
	May 9, 2017
	Enforcement – Judicial
	John Lomax, Tara Sanders, Dan Grabowski, Mike Petry, Raychel Carey, Lynn Reeves, Ned Kennis, Paul Bourdoulous, Edgar Young
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer,  Kim Jaudon, Laura Killebrew,  Gary Therrien, Bob Dixon


	8
	May 10, 2017
	Interstate
	Beth Rude, Patricia Allen-May, John Lomax, Tara Sanders, J. Mubare, Shawn Conner, Dan , Grabowski, Raychel Carey, Lynn Reeves, Ned Kennis, Lynn Reeves, John Dillon, Jolene Monahan Wilding, Mike Petry
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer,  Kim Jaudon, Laura Killebrew,  Gary Therrien, Bob Dixon


	9
	May 16, 2017
	Workflows, Reporting, Content Mgmt, Forms & Notice Generation
	Mark Hennessey, Vibhas Chandrachood, Tara Sanders, Jeff Musonedz, John Dillon, Sunny Wilmes, Mike Petry, Ned Kennis, Godfrey Ferguson, Lynn Reeves, Jane Marcoux, Johanna Dolge, Dan Grabowski, Edgar Young, Dominic Parker, Beth Rude
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer, Albert Decker, Ted Webber,  Gary Therrien, Bob Dixon


	10
	May 17, 2017
	Customer Relationship
	Melissa Bedore, Vibhas Chandrachood, Mike Petry, Shawn Conner, Beth Rude, Mark Hennessey, Diana DiTunno, Johanna Dolge, Tony Judkins, Dan Grabowski
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer, Albert Decker, Ted Webber,  Gary Therrien, Bob Dixon


	11
	May 17, 2017
	Service Delivery (Usability, Website, Help, Policy)
	Dan Grabowski, Mike Petry, Shawn Conner, Ned Kennis, Mark Hennessey, Tara Sanders, Edgar Young, Jane Marcoux, Diana DiTunno, Johanna Dolge, Tony Judkins, Lynn Reeves
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer, Albert Decker, Ted Webber,  Gary Therrien, Bob Dixon
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	May 18, 2017
	Security, Privacy, Confidentiality
	John Dillon, Dan Grabowski, Mike Petry, Beth Rude, Johanna Dolge, Mark Hennessey, Edgar Young, Sunny Wilmes, Godfrey Ferguson, Pat Bourdoulaous, Vibhas Chandrachood
	Vibhas Chandrachood
	Debra Deloian-Van Geer, Albert Decker, Ted Webber,  Gary Therrien, Bob Dixon



[bookmark: _Toc506551394][bookmark: _Toc507059131]Table 2.2 – Visioning Sessions Schedule
The To-Be requirements, including the Gap Analysis, are documented in the Requirements Traceability Matrix (RTM). 
[bookmark: _Toc507058925][bookmark: _Toc475713309]CCSES Business Needs
Business needs identified during the team’s meetings, visits, and visioning sessions are summarized in this section by functional area, using the areas identified in the Guide for States, and augmented by specific Connecticut needs. Since a shortfall in one area impacts casework tasks in other areas, the same topics and themes appear across multiple areas. The full list of requirements is contained in the Requirements Traceability Matrix (RTM).
[bookmark: _Toc507058926]Case Initiation
[bookmark: _Toc507058927]Needs Met By Current System
In Connecticut, case initiation is the process during which applications and referrals for new cases are handled and new IV-D case records are created, or existing case records updated with incoming information. After cases are created, they are forwarded to the appropriate processing unit and CCSES, during a batch process, submits the cases to the Federal Case Registry (FCR).
The Guide for States, Section A, requires that automated systems process information for non-IV-A cases, and process referrals from Title IV-A (TANF), Title IV-E (Foster Care), and Title XIX (Medicaid) agencies. The system must maintain information on case participants and on non-IV-D orders, as well as interface with the FCR. CCSES minimally meets these needs.
[bookmark: _Toc507058928]Needs Not Met By Current System
Chapter III, Section A-7 of the Guide for States requires that the system accept and maintain identifying information on all case participants. This action is not consistently met. In the CCSES system, participant records are allowed, by design, to exist multiple times in the database. This practice leads to reporting and case process errors since information is not consistent for a single participant and information that exists on one “instance” of a participant may not be present on another. It also results in the inconsistent application of Chapter III, Section A-5 which requires that participants are assigned unique case identification numbers.
Even when CCSES functionality complies with OCSS needs, the functionality requires significant manual intervention. The number of manual check points – such as maintaining paper documents to check against incoming data – suggests there is little confidence that the CCSES interfaces process cases or data correctly. This requires staff to spend significant time and effort verifying and correcting information.
The lack of Interfaces is one of the categories most often identified by SMEs when discussing the needs for a modernized system. Another is the labor-intensive manner in which staff must handle non-IV-A applications for service. CCSES does not support modern application processes (such as applications via the web) meaning all applications require applicants to appear at an office while State staff manually enter information. These needs and other most frequently identified necessary improvements are described below.
Application Support
OCSS needs a system with a modern platform that can interface with Web and other mobile applications allowing non-IV-A applicants to enter their own application information, as well as to receive necessary information regarding services. There also needs to be application support for referrals that may come through the Fatherhood Initiative program. Applications received through this process should include the origination designation, and be assigned manually to appropriate casework staff for review if information is needed, or, alternatively, be entered into an automated workflow that determines the next appropriate action.
Interfaces
DSS is in the process of implementing a new eligibility system, ImpaCT, which provides for information to flow from ImpaCT through the existing system, and then through an interface to CCSES. Because the ImpaCT system is not fully implemented at this time, OCSS staff are reliant on paper referrals from TANF to assure that the case and appropriate members have come through the interface and that the interfaced information is consistent. An IV-E interface is currently non-existent. Interface needs include:
· Receiving accurate, dependable data on participants and case statuses – including information on good cause and family violence;
· Gathering head-of-household information;
· Accessing immediately Vital Records or other information regarding paternity status for a child(ren);
· Determining accurately whether participants are known to the system, whether on active, inactive, or closed cases;
· Determining accurately whether the case is new, or in fact an update for an existing case, including previously closed cases that may have case closure codes indicating a need to reopen;
· Presenting a case, along with all known/possible match information, for staff review in the event that an automated determination of whether or not a case is new is not possible;
· Ceasing the creation of duplicate individual records and cases by using proven and reliable algorithms;
· Performing modernized exchanges with interfaces sources, such as the Federal Case Registry (FCR), State Case Registry (SCR), and CSENet/QUICK;
· Identifying the specific services received in IV-E cases; and,
· Supporting interfaces with a broad number of other agencies, such as child welfare.
Participant and Case Data
The system does not provide for all the fields necessary to fully support automated case processing. The ability to capture expanded information will allow for more efficient and timely processing of applications and referrals. Examples of improved capture and maintenance of participant and case information include:
· Ensuring that participant records exist only once in the database, with all known information gathered and automatically used for each case he or she is associated with, regardless of the participant’s role on the case;
· Allowing multiple roles for a single participant among cases – for example, an individual may be a custodial party on one case, and a non-custodial parent on another – and maintaining a single history of all roles on all cases with associated dates for each; 
· Noting the source, which includes a confidence ranking, and verification status of demographic information;
· Gathering more expansive demographic data – for example, aliases and multiple “good” addresses;
· Collecting incarceration status – including anticipated release dates;
· Including parole status – including the name and contact information for parole officers as well as pertinent parole dates;
· Noting detailed good cause information received from Interfaces, or Domestic Violence information from any source; 
· Connecting employment dates and income amounts and maintaining this history; 
· Tracking participant movement and associated dates among cases – for example, a child who is living with his/her mother, moves to an aunt’s home, then back to the mother’s home; and,
· Assigning case types and status automatically upon case creations based on included business rules.
These types of information fields are often noted in the diaries/case notes. However, it is not collected in a standard way and finding the information is difficult. Since there is no way of knowing if the information is included in the diary/case notes, staff may miss helpful information when reopening cases, or when opening a new case in which one or more participants are known to the system.
Case Management
The referral process is cumbersome, unreliable, or in some cases non-existent (e.g. IV-E cases). However, manual workarounds exist to assure accurate and timely case initiation actions. OCSS needs a system that automatically manages cases based upon rules that are applied to all known participant and case data at the point of initiation/referral. 
Application of these rules must result in the system reliably taking necessary automated actions without staff intervention. Actions include generation of all appropriate documents/requests through multiple media (e.g. email, secure web mail, interfaces, and paper documents). State staff should be alerted when an action/decision is required. When federally required notification exists, the alerts must be managed in a way that minimally impacts staff time.
Once the application/referral results in a newly created or updated case, the system needs to automatically assign the case to the correct staff based on defined criteria for further processing/monitoring. The system must also allow for the manual reassignment of cases, either singly or in groups, based on staff/management security roles, within or between offices.


System Design
The system must accommodate the single entry of a data element to be used as required by the participant/case information. For example, an address for a participant is to be entered only once and used accordingly by the system to determine next actions on all associated cases. All fields necessary to accommodate the business rules must be included in the system design. Fields must be supported by easily updatable tables whenever possible to allow fast and economical changes to be made as program needs change.
[bookmark: _Toc507058929]Needs Met By Current System
The current system partially meets, the requirements defined in Chapter III, Section B, of the Guide for States. CCSES does contain some interfaces; though most are not as robust as they need to be to fully automate to the extent possible locate activities. For example, the system does record, maintain and track discovered information. However, system challenges make retrieving this information cumbersome. Forms and diaries are generated to help staff identify when new information is received. The locate process performs matching on employer and home address information. When information is deemed to be “new” using rudimentary checks, case data is updated and forms or diaries are generated—income withholding for new employers or postal verifications for new home addresses for example. Data deemed to be unreliable is posted to a locate backscreen for manual case review and processing. 
The State has implemented an off-system support from a Commercial Off-The-Shelf (COTS) software product, Informer, which extracts data elements from the CCSES database for the creation of paper reports, assisting staff in determining which cases need action. The bulk of locate work, however, is done by staff manually signing into individual databases to search for and attain information. These processes are time consuming and inefficient.
[bookmark: _Toc507058930]Needs Not Met By Current System
Identifying addresses, employers, assets and other key information, such as the existence of licenses, for non-custodial parents (NCP) is difficult and time consuming. The system allows addresses and employer records to be over-written by certain interfaces, primarily the result of not having a robust rule engine to assist with validity determination. This adds to the loss of valid information, or to input of information previously determined to be invalid – such as old address that come through various interfaces. 
The system does not provide a framework that allows for the easy exchange of information with a broad range of different entities.
The system does not allow for multiple “good” address types – for example, an address for an employer may be good for receipt of income withholding documents, but not good for affecting service of process on the NCP since his or her work location may be entirely different. In addition, since the system contains inadequate data fields, much information is stored in free-form text in dairies/case notes. Searching these notes is time consuming and cumbersome, particularly since results are not a sure thing. There may or may not be valid information available there. 
While the system does offer some “alert” processes, alerts are not supported by flexible case work assignments, so that the individual who needs the locate information may not receive the alert. One way the State addresses this is in programming and implementation of reporting through Informer. However, working these reports requires the generation of paper pages that are manually distributed to staff adding to possible errors because this does not allow staff and managers to easily determine what has been completed. 
Needs identified often include the issues addressed below:
Interfaces
Locate processing in CCSES is largely manual and time intensive. The automated locate process interfaces with important federal and state sources, such NDNH, FPLS, FCR, State New Hire from DOL, SSN verification through the Social Security Administration (SSA and others, but does not electronically interface with all mandated sources. The ability to interface with as many sources as possible eliminates/reduces redundant staff intervention). 
Interface protocols must be easy to implement with different sources, consistent in how data is received and used, and data elements must be clearly and easily updatable by the interfaces, both incoming and outgoing. The system must provide for easy monitoring to assure each interface is operating correctly, based on the rules of each interface.
Participant and Case Data
The system needs additional fields to capture broad types of participant data to the level of detail needed for case management, reporting, and business intelligence. The fields include multiple address types for participants (e.g. home; frequent visitor; mailing) as well as multiple employer address types (e.g. income withholding; benefits information; physical work address) along with appropriate “verified” indicators. There must also be fields that indicate how information was verified – with a confidence table – and on what date(s) the information is or was valid.  Histories of all locate activities that apply to individuals and case activities must be logically maintained and be searchable.
Case Management
The system needs to store and use information in such a way that the impact of incoming data is maximized. The system must include a rules hierarchy that eliminates or reduces to the extent possible staff intervention when acting upon locate leads, regardless of the source of the lead. If an automated interface cannot be established for a specific source, the system needs to automatically prepare and send the information/documents required to submit the case to the information source. It further needs to provide an easily accessible means to enter into the automated case record all manual attempts to obtain information, and the results of those attempts. The system needs to alert staff to take actions only when an automated action is not possible.
System Design
The system must minimize to the extent possible, redundant data entry. Once a data field is completed, the system must attach that data to the person/case in such a way that it is available when needed by workflow management, document management, rules management and other processes without manual reentry. While entries must be editable, enhanced control should ensure that histories of whom entered/edited the data with appropriate reason codes be included in the system design.
The system design must provide for easy and accurate data verification processes and protocols, and search mechanisms.
[bookmark: _Toc507058931]Reporting
[bookmark: _Toc507058932]Needs Met By Current System
The current system provides the basic capability to gather the data needed to generate the federal 157, 34, and 396A reports as required by Section G.1 of the Guide for States. CCSES also produces alerts, or diaries, to staff that assists in case management, as well as the data for financial and performance reporting. However, these activates are minimal, and must be augmented with significant staff efforts. CCSES is the source for the data for the 157, although other systems provide additional data, such as full-time equivalent (FTE) data. Data for the 396A report comes primarily from the State’s financial management system, with some data gathered from CCSES to prorate IV-D and non-IV-D shares of expenses. Data is also pulled directly from the databases within the organic CCSES, verified and validated by State staff on Excel spreadsheets or via Informer reports, which are then used to manually generate federal reports such as the OCSE 157 and OCSE 34 or to assist with day-to-day case management duties. 
[bookmark: _Toc507058933]Needs Not Met By Current System
CCSES does not provide efficient, timely, and reliably accurate reporting support. The lack of reporting support recently resulted in an error in Connecticut’s 157 reports that resulted in a sanction against the State’s funding. While implementation of Informer has increased the ability to extract and use data for limited reporting support, this out-of-system solution requires significant manual intervention to use and maintain. Reporting needs not met are summarized below.
Data Warehouse and Reporting
The system design should incorporate a data warehouse that includes all the data elements required to provide and track specific data for federal and management reports. It needs to produce reports for specific time periods, and on-demand timeframes, that reconcile to previously reported data. The design should ensure that reporting outputs are updated as State staff update data, and produce the needed alerts if standards and goals are not met. It needs to allow for robust reporting to aid in both report production and proactive planning based on progress toward federal and state goals and requirements. There also needs to be an easy-to-use query reporting tool. 
Daily Worklists
The system must allow for multiple methods of notification to State staff of necessary case actions. Worklist assignment must be made based on case owners, as well as “process” owners, e.g. review and adjustment, medical support, and enforcement, in support of specialization of case work activities. Worklists need to be generated to multiple State staff as appropriate, and to “escalate” when case activities are not handled. In addition, once an action has been taken, the system must automatically close any associated worklist notifications/alerts. 
Generation of notifications must occur to allow sufficient time to take actions necessary to get support to families in a timely manner. The system needs to provide automated case notification, and also allow State staff to manually set reminders on cases.
 Arrears Affidavits
The system needs to produce an automated arrears affidavit. The affidavit should be inclusive of all court orders and the time frames associated with any modifications, as well as providing a mechanism to easily modify and update any inputs.
Performance Review Statistics
The system needs to provide the ability to gather statistics that support effective program performance monitoring. It needs to gather statistics on staff performance, including but not limited to, adherence to mandated time frames, case actions undertaken, and collections on assigned cases and perform reporting on all measures and activities, to include performance measure and supervisor/management reporting. The statistics need to be generated at the worker, case, office, regional, and statewide levels. 
Self-Assessment Support
The system needs to support the self-assessment process by performing random case selection and review checklists and other necessary information, including generation of the final report. 
[bookmark: _Toc507058934]Customer Relationship Management
[bookmark: _Toc507058935]Needs Met By Current System
The current system partially meets the organization’s needs regarding customer relationships. The interactive voice response unit (IVR) is operated by the State Disbursement Unit (SDU) vendor that provides limited financial information – payment information – and offers the option to speak with an SDU customer service staff. It is not interactive. The IVR does present callers with the option to speak to an SMI customer service staff, opt out to the SES Rockville Call Center, or to OCSS Administrative Enforcement Unit. Customer service State staff are able to answer questions related to SDU payment processing and can take and enter some other case information and notes. Questions they cannot answer are referred to either OCSS or SES for resolution. Payment information is obtained via a nightly file download to the IVR. 
There is also an IVR operated by SES that offers limited call routing, but no interactive ability. The SES Call Center has its own telephone number that customers may call directly, or they may connect to the SES call center from an option in the SDU call center’s telephony. The SES IVR provides basic call routing functionality, but no case specific information. While the call center exists primarily to handle cases assigned to SES staff, State staff do attempt to provide information to any caller. In instances where an action is indicated, staff refer the caller to the appropriate office – whether SES or OCSS – for that action to be taken. 
Staff has access to QUICK to access other state’s IV-D case data.


[bookmark: _Toc507058936]Needs Not Met By Current System 
Incoming Interactive Voice Response (IVR)
The system needs to support central IVR capabilities to serve participants, employers, Fatherhood participants, and members of the general public. It must interact with the IVR to allow for the provision and receipt of information from customers and employers when requested, correctly receive, maintain, and manage incoming information, and report on all telephone contacts. In addition, it needs to accept and pass data to notify staff when a contact results in a casework need.
The interface with the IVR needs to include all the data elements needed to provide meaningful case information to callers (e.g. financial information, case activity information such as upcoming appointments and court dates), and basic case status information. It must also trigger document generation when requests for documents are triggered by an IVR interaction.
Website Support
The system needs to support State Child Support Customer Service websites. The system must be capable of:
· Providing account and identity setup and verification.
· Accepting online, smart, application data entry with edits for mandatory data.
· Providing application status.
· Accepting document uploads and capturing associated identifying information such as the document types. 
· Handling application modifications and/or cancelations. 
· Providing appointment status.
· Capturing family violence indicators.
· Accommodating communication between the public and State staff.
· Intake requests for child support order review and adjustment.

Interfaces need to include enhanced data exchanges that automatically update the associated data elements, such as change of addresses; change of employers and income; change of health insurance coverage, and payments made by telephone or web. Incoming requests for forms, or receipt of information requiring form generation, such as a new employer for an NCP, need to automatically generate the requested/required form without staff intervention.
Staff/ Interstate/ Employer Portals
The system needs to support multiple portals that are accessed by different user types through modern, in-depth data retrieval/exchange protocols. The portals and exchanges/protocols need to contain all the data elements necessary to provide and received participant and case information. Each also needs to be capable of exchanging and creating necessary documents associated with case reporting, requesting, or other actions.
Support Additional Activities
The system needs to offer a direct exchange with QUICK that allows staff to access the application / information without leaving the system. It needs to also support mobile application data exchange. The system needs to maintain a history of customer contacts, and the method of contact, e.g. telephone, website, mobile applications and maintain an audit trail of customer IDs and contacts.
[bookmark: _Toc507058937]Security, Privacy, Confidentiality
[bookmark: _Toc507058938]Needs Met By Current System
The system partially meets the security requirements contained in Section H of the Guide for States. The system provides limited capture of the data needed to evaluate and recognize risk. While the system offers a mechanism for providing Security, Privacy and Confidentiality for all information stored in the application as well as the ability to secure a case which may require confidentiality based requirements other than Protected Health Information (PHI) or Personally Identifiable Information (PII), the effectiveness of these processes is dependent on manually input information. 
System, terminal, and password identifications are controlled, randomly selected, and uniquely identify the system user. The system automatically requires password resets and provides security levels for access to records and files and uses automatic sign-off techniques. It detects, records, and locks out unauthorized attempts to gain access to system software and data.
The application software includes recovery and restart capabilities for events such as operator errors, data errors and/or hardware/software failures. The system accurately processes and exchanges date/time data.
[bookmark: _Toc507058939]Needs Not Met By Current System
Information Security
A 2017 IRS audit found that data restrictions were not adequate to secure data at a granular (case or record) level. The lack of the ability to provide a PIN to users of the IVRs was another deficiency cited in the audit. 
Data Elements
The system needs to capture additional data elements to support a fully automated mechanism for providing Security, Privacy and Confidentiality for all information stored in the application. The system needs to capture the additional data elements necessary to conduct an audit that measures the system's vulnerability to fraud or theft, loss of data, physical destruction, unauthorized access, intrusion, and harm to agency activities.
Role Based Security Access
The system needs to provide robust role and attribute based security to users based on their work assignments and need. Currently CCSES provides only role-based security in certain cases. System Administrator and User security levels seem well-defined; however, all users in the same role have the same access to data in all cases. No record viewing cases are captured. Changes made by users are, for the most part, tracked and are partially revivable out of the case chronology, but an auditable log needs to be available. The system needs to restrict and audit access in to certain information based on caseload assignment. 
[bookmark: _Toc507058940]Document Management
[bookmark: _Toc507058941]Needs Met By Current System
CCSES document management consists of menus of available documents from which State staff manually select, edit, and print the necessary documents to take case actions. Documents are created using the COTS product Planet Press. A document history is maintained on each case with a listing of documents printed. However, a copy of the document with the text contained in the original case is not maintained within CCSES.
[bookmark: _Toc507058942]Needs Not Met By Current System
The current system does not offer a modern platform allowing for easy template creation and updates, for document generation, for on-screen editing of documents created using all known data elements, and consistent creation of automatically created and sent documents. While the document history retains the fact that a specific type of document was created, it does not retain a copy of the content of the document. 
The system needs to provide for a document management solution that produces easily editable templates and documents that use modern platforms. All known and verified data fields should pre-populate both automatically created and forwarded documents as well as created-on-demand documents. Documents created and sent in the past need to be viewable on-line. 
Document Management
The system needs to support a robust document management capability. Document templates must be easy to add and update. The system needs to maintain version histories for each document. Document management must also support workflows and automatically generate documents or packets of documents needed to support next actions when information on an individual or case indicates needs for new or follow-up actions. The document management solution needs to include timeframe monitoring and reporting components. 
The document management solution needs to: 
· Provide 2D bar code reader capability;
· Capture and store metadata related to documents and document types;
· Provide document search via multiple data fields such as case, member, date ranges, document types, etc.;
· Provide a text search within a document;
· Integrate with Judicial filing system (inbound and outbound) to process all incoming and outgoing legal documents;
· Allow access to document management from a State approved mobile device;
· Notify appropriate worker(s) that a document has been received- based on business rules;
· Capture electronic signatures;
· Store various formats such as PDF, Word, Excel, JPG etc.;
· Import faxed documents;
· Provide a scanning solution that handles all aspects of scanned documents;
· Provide for the centralized printing of all forms;
· Include both print and automated processing; and,
· Create housing verification requests, scan and store authorizations, via interface with the Connecticut Housing Authority.
The current system does not support any of the above-listed needs, resulting in labor intensive document handling processes.
Electronic Document Capabilities
The system needs to provide the ability to email appropriate documents, bills / coupons, payment records, appointment notices, and other designated documents when a validated email address exists coupled with an indicated desire to receive electronic notification is noted on the system for the receiving party. The system needs to provide the ability for individuals to complete and sign forms electronically. The system should be able to further support these functions in mobile applications.
The system needs to support notification (documents) to clients via text or email of correspondence available on the portal and to capture the text or email sent in the Doc Management System (DMS), with the ability to receive confirmation of DMS or email delivery.
The system also needs to allow the worker to import electronic documents/emails into the document management system and index it to the appropriate case.
Form Template Creation and Maintenance
The system needs to provide the ability for specified users to create new forms templates and maintain existing form templates. Form templates must be searchable by any included text, and an automated method of prompting users to review expiring forms must be available. When producing the standardized forms, staff need to be able to select forms and directly print them for mailing from their office or allow for batch printing to a central location. All form templates must include bar codes for imaging purposes.
In the case of federal or state forms that have expiration dates, the system needs to track these expiration dates and notify the appropriate State staff when expiration dates are approaching. 
The Federal Office of Management and Budget (OMB) approves versions of federally mandated forms for prescribed periods of time. At the end of the authorized period, the OMB releases a new version of the form, often times with the only change being the expiration date. The system needs to maintain these expiration dates on their form templates. In addition, the newly required international forms resulting from the Hague Convention, effective January 1, 2017, need to be part of the system.

[bookmark: _Toc507058943]Workflow Management
[bookmark: _Toc507058944]Needs Met By Current System
The current system does not fully support workflow management. It tracks and ages activities based on coded aging, and generates case alerts / diaries based on this coding which does help ensure that basic workflow occurs. 
[bookmark: _Toc507058945]Needs Not Met By Current System
The system needs to provide for workflow by using business rules for automatic and manual launching of activities, and providing prompts to workers identifying the appropriate required next steps listed below.
The system needs to:
· Assign cases based on pre-determined rule;
· Update the case records with data in selected document fields which may be imported into the document management system;
· Assign the case to the next function based on the business rules for that function;
· Validate data prior to the system setting the case to the next step/function;
· Alert the worker, based on pre-defined rules, to determine if next step is appropriate; (e.g. checking data from other systems to ensure accurate case processing);
· Have the ability to reconfigure workflow when needed without programming;
· Provide workflow at the case and worker level;
· Notify Supervisors for approvals prior to moving a case to the next step based on pre-determined rules;
· Provide a Supervisor checklist and approval needs for certain processes and to the extent possible, pre-populate those list with system data (e.g. case closures);
· Provide configurable dashboards for supervisors that provide access to cases, functions, and tasks completed with easy navigation to supporting documentation;
· Alert State staff at the time of needed action to associated / companion cases that may impact the action based on per-determined criteria;
· Reassign existing caseload(s) to another worker or multiple workers based on business needs;
· Provide Configurable timeframe alerts; and,
· Support – both automated and manual – enforcement workflows.

[bookmark: _Toc507058946]Court – Judicial / Administrative
[bookmark: _Toc507058947]Needs Met By Current System
The current system is used by both OCSS and SES and offers both agencies the ability to see and use the data contained within it. Both agencies use Informer and Planet Press, to augment CCSES’s abilities. However, both have had to fit the system to their differing case management approaches, resulting in unclear work assignments and follow-up difficulties. 
[bookmark: _Toc507058948]Needs Not Met By Current System
The system needs to provide for workflow by using business rules for automatic and accurate processing to the next appropriate case action. It must provide the functionality to support program operations that occur in multiple agencies and offices. 
System Design
OCSS has cooperative agreements with other agencies under the Child Support Program’s ‘umbrella,’ all of which must be seamlessly accommodated by the system. Those agencies include:
· The Attorney General’s Office (AGO), which is the legal counsel for the Child Support Program;
· Support Enforcement Services (SES), Judicial Branch, responsible for court based enforcement and most modification processes;
· Family Support Magistrates, Judicial Branch, responsible for adjudicating court cases in the Child Support / IV-D Program; and,
· Court Operations, of the Judicial Branch. 

The system needs to limit processing that may be contrary to the business rules or policies of the program. For example, State staff can alter distribution in such a way that in interstate cases, funds paid bypass distribution among cases that are not interstate cases. When such alterations are made by another agency, OCSS may not discover the change unless that case is selected for a quality control review.
Case Management
The system needs to apply workflow rules that follow the case between and among agencies. Most cases initiate within application/referral processing by OCSS, then proceed through court order establishment by OCSS, with most judicial enforcement processing handled by SES, and other processes, primarily administrative enforcement remedies, continuing within OCSS. Notifications of transfer need to be handled by the system, with alerts generated to the appropriate staff when actions need to be taken. The maintenance of case information, including copies of pertinent documents, must be sufficient to allow these transfers without requiring paper files to determine case status and needs. 
The system needs to interface with the court’s eFiling system and include work and document flow that creates the court packets with all the necessary forms. Court activities need to be guided by workflows that ensure that all case processing continues appropriately.
Interstate Case Processing
The system needs to identify and track all different case types, including Tribal cases, Intergovernmental and International cases that are handled by the Central Registry operated by SES. Workflow processes must automatically direct administrative case actions handled by OCSS to the appropriate staff, based on robust case assignment rules. 
Court Activity Support
The system needs to provide for a shared calendaring application that creates court dockets to include all necessary information, e.g. parties served and the method; guidelines calculations; and arrears affidavit creation, without manual intervention by the staff. The interface between the system and the court’s eFiling system needs to ensure accuracy by checking that the case captioning and other information agree. 
The system needs to support multiple methodologies of effecting service of process (SOP) – whether by OCSS, SES, sheriffs, or others performing the function. Workflow needs to be invoked to ensure SOP actions complete according to applicable business rules.
[bookmark: _Toc507058949]Intergovernmental
[bookmark: _Toc507058950]Needs Met By Current System
The current system minimally meets the requirements in Sections D-7 through D-12 of the Guide for States. Data required to meet basic requirements is gathered and tracked. However, much of the process requires manual entry and retrieval of data.
[bookmark: _Toc507058951]Needs Not Met By Current System
Interfaces
The system needs to fully automate interfaces with all federal and tribal systems for the automatic exchange of data. When workflow or tracking and aging functions within the system indicate that a required next action is due, the system needs to automatically notify the other entity – initiating or responding states and tribes – of the requirement without staff intervention whenever possible. If staff need to initiate the action or make a decision, the system needs to appropriately alert the staff to the needed action.
Person and Case Data
The system needs additional fields to capture all the data to the level of detail necessary for intergovernmental workflow compliance, tracking and aging, document creation, and reporting. 
Case Management
The system needs to transmit and receive interstate referrals through the Child Support Enforcement Network (CSENet) and using Direct File Transfer (Frame Relay Communication): 
· Transmit and receive information related to interstate referrals for all CSENet Standard Transactions (e.g., CSI, LO1, PAT, EST, ENF, MSC, and COL);
· Receive, process, access locate sources, and respond to LO1 request;
· Provide the caseworker with online access to information received in response to LO1 and CSI requests, and allow the caseworker to electronically move selected information to the case record.

The system needs to provide and maintain an easily updatable  table of states, territories, tribes, or other nations that participate in CSENet and the extent to which they participate (transaction types), and verify against this table before initiating CSENet actions. When CSENet is available, the system needs to automatically perform next action, initiate workflow, or notifying the staff and initiate workflow when CSENet cannot be used.
The system needs to provide specialized interstate/Tribal/international configurable workflows based on case activities (e.g. review and adjust, medical support, administrative enforcement). It also needs to include case processing, workflows, and document management for international cases that recognize the Hague agreement of January 2017.
[bookmark: _Toc507058952]Establishment
[bookmark: _Toc507058953]Needs Met By Current System
CCSES minimally meets the requirements in Chapter III, Section C of the Guide for States. The system monitors, tracks, and reports on paternity and support order establishment and accepts, maintains, and processes information pertaining to established support orders and medical support services. 
[bookmark: _Toc507058954]Needs Not Met By Current System
Although CCSES minimally meets the needs defined in Guide for States, processing is manual and does not support the current business environment, in which work is done by State staff that is part of different organizations located in various offices. Case processing is largely manual and requires significant workarounds to ensure adequate case processing occurs, resulting in highly inefficient staff time usage. For example, Chapter III, Section C-2 of the Guide for States requires that the system automatically generate the required documents to establish an order for support or to serve process. While CCSES does generate the documents, it does not capture in a data field all the information necessary to ensure SOP is accurately served, requiring additions to the documents, nor does it have the information necessary to monitor progress of SOP. These results in the need for manual tracking – including handwritten notes and documents being manually maintained in a calendar formatted filing system for follow up.
Interfaces
The system needs to interface with the Department of Public Health to obtain Voluntary Acknowledgments of Paternity (VAP) and transmit these documents into the system and transmit back to VAP court ordered non-paternity decisions that negate the VAP to assure all legal records remain in sync. The system also needs to interface with Genetic Testing providers to track scheduled appointments, appearances for appointments, and result of testing. Interfaces need to be able to include document images. 
Case Management
The system needs to recognize without staff intervention the next required action on a case and automatically initiate that action. Along with initiating the action, the system also needs to generate the appropriate documents and/or alert the appropriate staff when manual intervention is required. The system needs to be able to recognize that different staff may be responsible for discreet actions in the process, and alert only the correct person of the needed action. An example is that specific staff may be responsible for effecting service of process on all cases assigned to an office. Therefore, that staff should get the alert that a case is ready for service, notice of or opportunity to print the existing SOP documents, and receive the follow up alerts that are invoked by the SOP workflow.
The system needs to identify and effectively manage all order types and place of origin. This includes monitoring when an obligor provides health insurance vs. charging a cash obligation, or if the obligor is ordered to pay a percentage of health care costs. The system must be able to accept and maintain copies of bills/receipts for medical coverage, the total paid by the custodial party, the dollar amount percentage owed by the NCP, and the amounts and dates paid. The system needs to include appropriate edits whenever possible to prevent inappropriate worker entries; inappropriate actions; and entry of invalid data. It needs to calculate balances automatically based on the effective dates of all orders, historical and modified and adjust balanced accordingly. The system needs to create payment histories that meet customer and court needs either through a simply printable screen shot or online reports/affidavits that may be generated directly from the payment screen with the click of a single button. The report affidavit should be designed to include all the information necessary, such as payment types – current, arrearages, medical, etc. – and dates received, and mask certain information sources, such as Federal Tax intercept payments.
Case histories need to be logical and easy to use, allowing staff to follow the history of the case from a date certain (entered) forward; to sort on types of histories; and search for specific entries. Case histories should minimize the use of free form, allowing free form information to be entered after designated headings to allow for history searching and must include the person making the entry or if the entry is system generated by source. For example, information automatically updated from an interface with the Department of Labor should include that source. The system needs to support case closure when paternity status/case action combinations allow closure in accordance with the January 2017 final rule.
The system needs to monitor and identify cases based on business rules (e.g. review when incarcerated; review when an employer is verified for an individual with a zero-dollar order) to support Connecticut’s review and modification procedures. It also needs to alert multiple parties of tracking and aging or review and modifications according to case load assignment criteria.
Person and Case Data
As in other areas, the system needs to contain additional fields that allow for the capture of specific person and case data. These include multiple addresses, dismissals and reason codes, case status, family violence, service of process information, hearing information, medical, dental, vision, and prescription insurance coverage information. It also needs to identify if the only available insurance is Medicaid or CHIP when the child (ren) has that coverage.
The system needs to automatically capture all cases associated with the NCP and apply appropriate credits to the guidelines calculations and use the information to assure accurate case processing.
It also needs a repository of third party data to include: employers, magistrates and judges, insurance providers, correctional institutions, parole and probation officers, and other state information. The repository needs to include the necessary controls to minimize duplication of third parties or errors in data. The magistrates and judges repository needs to be used to associate the individuals with all court actions, to include court outcomes (e.g. orders, continuance, and dismissals) and reasons, for which they are responsible. 
The system needs to capture whether genetic testing was submitted voluntarily or based on a court order, as well as method of paternity establishment: (e.g. child of a marriage, voluntary acknowledgment, court ordered, court ordered via long-arm).
Court Order Information
The system needs to include additional fields that allow entry and maintenance of court order and obligation information. It needs to automatically identify cases requiring review and adjustment activities for federally required 3 year reviews and requests made by case participants either through the web or via direct request to Connecticut child support (SES or OCSS). It also needs to include an easily traceable history of all activity on a case, including court order activity, supporting real-time updates from interfaces and entries, simplified coding schemes, and consistent methods for data entry.
The system interface with the court’s eFiling system needs to automatically update the system to reduce the need for manual staff intervention and allow for the filing of court motions directly to the Judicial e-filing system. Once entered, the system needs to automatically monitor for order compliance and take all next actions it can based on the business rules, and notify staff to intervene only when a manual activity or decision is needed. At that point, the system needs to notify the appropriate staff to take the action.
The system needs to ensure that all accounting processes are uniform Statewide, and not allow for changes that are contrary to business rules. 
The modernized system needs to support all case financial information. It needs to perform arrears affidavit calculations and other supportive financial calculations. The system needs to include in the guidelines calculations all verified employment and wages associated with the employment and time frames valid for each employer/wage combination. When calculating guidelines for review and adjust or modifications, the system needs to automatically calculate and include the percentage of change from the last order to the current calculation. It needs to identify exceptions and what they are, but omit from calculations periods of time during which the NCP is ineligible for payment due to exceptions (e.g. recipient of TANF or SSI benefits). Order histories must track the custodial party for each child in the history (change of custody; money follows the child) as well as who had custody and when.
System Design
The system needs to include not only the ability to prompt State staff to take next actions when the system is unable to take the action automatically, but also to apply edits to prevent incorrect entries. The use of codes and abbreviations needs to be minimized, and the system needs to contain on-line resources, such as field and screen level help, and real-time links to policy manual material. The system also needs to allow for case history sorting in multiple ways to reduce the time spend “hunting” for pertinent information when deciding upon case actions. It needs to import, maintain and automatically use tax tables in guidelines calculations, allowing for manual updates.
Document Generation
The system needs to contain additional fields to handle all the data needed for document generation. It needs to accommodate for different document recipients, and gather all the information needed to create the documents, such as comparisons of court order amounts and dates that accurately create arrears affidavits. It needs to include the ability to gather information from documents stored on the system and handle both incoming and outgoing documents. In addition, document generation needs to prevent disclosure of Personally Identifiable Information (PII) and recognize Domestic Violence indicators to mask any potentially damaging information.
The system needs to create documents, e-sign, and print completed packets in multiple locations, including those sister agencies such as the Attorney General, when required, and forward petition/service packets to appropriate entities (attorney general) instead of printing/mailing.
[bookmark: _Toc507058955]Enforcement
[bookmark: _Toc507058956]Needs Met By Current System
CCSES allows entry and maintenance of court order and obligation information. The automated enforcement process identifies cases that are delinquent and produces diaries and forms to alert staff that potential enforcement action may be necessary.  Manual intervention is needed to evaluate the non-custodial parent’s ability to pay and other elements needed to proceed on court based enforcement or other available alternatives to help bring the case into compliance. For credit bureau reporting, the system identifies all cases with a delinquency of $1,000 or more and creates a file that is sent to the SDU to print and mail forms to the noncustodial parent.
While CCSES contains the information necessary to ensure correct case processing occurs, it does not include the automated processing to make these processes efficient.
[bookmark: _Toc507058957]Needs Not Met By Current System
The current process relies heavily upon manual searches, and manual creation of paper reports from Informer to ensure that case actions occurred timely and correctly. 
Interfaces
Current interfaces are inadequate to efficiently and accurately take all available case enforcement actions. The system needs new automated, timely interfaces that include the necessary level of detail need to replace the manual processes currently used to discover individual and case information. The system needs to generate an automated file containing all cases eligible for Unemployment Compensation Insurance (UCI) and transfer this file to the State Employment Security Agency (SESA) using an electronic interface. It needs to support the State’s license suspension process through electronic interface(s) and communication with other State agencies. It also needs to include in processing matches with Connecticut’s State Based Insurance Marketplace and the Medicaid agency Third Party Liability (TPL) information. 
To resolve case processing questions and ensure case accuracy, the system needs to support document sharing through the interface process. The accuracy of data exchanged during the enhanced and additional interfaces is paramount to ensure successful enforcement actions, and the system must contain edits and rules necessary to ensure accuracy and thus reduce missed opportunities for collections. 
It must also support the functionality to interface with the Connecticut court’s eFiling system for enhanced access to and provision of vital information during the legal process of a case (e.g., status of service of process, whether a case has been filed directly with the court, court dates, etc.) as well as updates of case participant data. The interface with eFiling should contain all electronically stored documents. Based on roles based security, it should provide all parties access to a calendar shared with the magistrates and courts for scheduling OCSS and SES cases and automatically enter scheduling information when available via an interface.
Person and Case Information
As with other areas, the system needs to include additional fields to collect the data necessary to ensure that correct enforcement actions are taken. For example, CCSES does not include processing that assures that the account(s) follows the child when custodial parties change. Data elements that augment insurance plan information, employer information including multiple types of addresses, interstate and foreign contact information and addresses, could eliminate delays in case processing and avoid mistakes.
Data Management
Once data is captured in the system, the modernized system needs to include extensive logic to manage and use the information to reduce the need for staff intervention and increase case processing accuracy. For example, filing for bankruptcy needs to trigger an automatic workflow that triggers the appropriate actions and interfaces, while suppressing actions not allowed. This is also true of employment changes, address changes/verifications, insurance changes, arrests and incarcerations, and other changes in data field.
System Design
The new system needs to be designed to expand the automated logic of single pieces of data into functionality that relates multiple data elements to automated decision making and actions. For example, the system needs to be able to use the obligor’s employment status, pay cycle, and court order information to accurately determine when a noncustodial person has stopped paying and automatically initiate successful enforcement remedies. It must be designed to include the ability to interface with or upload, or create within the system, Connecticut specific cash register information, which includes information on payments made in the offices, generation of receipts, and necessary end of day reconciliation as well as a real-time way solutions for processing cash payments. It needs to track and accurately use information including: number of such requests for assistance received, number of cases for which the State collected support in response to request and the amount of such collected support and include the amount of collections on lines 2d and 2f on OCSE Form 34.
The system must support enforcement workflows that are triggered either automatically or manually.
Alerts
The system needs to reduce alerts to workers by taking actions automatically whenever possible. Alerts should be meaningful and specific, directing staff to the appropriate system screen/area for the completion of the activity. The current system generates vague alerts, directs alerts to the wrong staff, and does not prioritize work in ways that maximizes outcomes for families. Staff need to spend their time on complex case activities, with the system performing routine functions that case rules can direct.
Enforcement
The system needs to accommodate many work functions that are currently performed manually. It needs to accommodate Connecticut-specific rules regarding Final Balance settlement (reduces the balance to a lump sum payment), to integrate the Fatherhood Initiative processes into the order compliance process, and summarize what is known on each individual based on Connecticut business rules for use in the court. It also needs to collect and analyze information regarding a "present ability to pay" and incorporate that information into potential enforcement actions per Connecticut business rules.  The system should include an automated work flow to monitor subsequent enforcement activities. 
In addition, it should automatically take next actions and initiate workflow management when employers are not in compliance with program requirements. It should identify cases in which there are two or more verified employers allowing an employer to be designated as "primary" and take the next action, including notification of the staff, and initiate workflow when the primary employer withholding is not meeting the full obligation(s). 
The system should recognize, accept, and initiate workflows to 1) begin enforcement actions, 2) track court activity while the action is pending, 3) track any bench warrants (Civil Capias Mittimus), performance bonds, and cash bonds, 4) generate notices to case participants according to Connecticut business rules, and 5) track post-court activities (i.e. order adjustments for arrears findings, court payments, order adjustments to current support, bond disposition, etc.) 
Also, it should generate the documents /notifications required to record or serve a lien in another State and automatically generate the required documentation and notify the caseworker to remove the lien and/or restore the bond when the past-due support is received. 
The system should automatically screen information provided to determine: a) which individuals applying for or receiving unemployment compensation owe support obligations being enforced by the IV-D agency, and b) issue income withholding or take next appropriate action to deduct the child support order from unemployment compensation benefits. 
The system should automatically identify cases that meet the State’s criteria for matching of other State’s financial institutions or other entities where assets may be found. The system needs to provide for edits and controls based on state defined business rules to controls when Connecticut will use Financial Institution Data Match (FIDM) in support of interstate contracts with the financial institutions. It should include and use in FIDM next action determination an editable, based on roles-based security, table of all financial institutions Connecticut interfaces with that includes, at a minimum, demographics, history, and requirements for interfaces. 
The system should automatically identify cases that meet the State’s criteria for submitting for insurance match, such as that the obligor must be associated with an active case, must not be excluded from the insurance match, and must have a delinquency of $500 or more.
Document Generation
The current document generation process is limited and requires extensive manual processing. The system needs to interface with the judicial systems for form creation and version tracking (includes judicial, federal, and other entities), and accept prototype and templates for all agencies when possible. 
It should be able to automatically generate Connecticut specific FIDM contract documentation. Additionally, it should produce a hard copy report (or form such as a lien notification) for use with those financial institutions not participating in an automated match and automatically produce all documents necessary to attach an asset held by a financial institution or prompt the caseworker to take action through the system to generate documents in support of the attachment of such an asset if additional decision making it indicated by the business rules.
[bookmark: _Toc507058958]Financial Processing
Financial processing includes the receipt, allocation, distribution, and disbursement of support payments. The SDU receives all payments and associates each to an NCP using the NCP’s Social Security Number, when it’s available. If the SSN is not available, searches are done on names along with other criteria such as CCSES file number or key number. Searches may also be conducted using case numbers or court docket numbers, if available. The SDU creates a file of payments received that is uploaded to CCSES for distribution, disbursement, and balance calculations. If no identifying information is available and the NCP cannot be found, the payment is considered “unidentified”. Unidentified Payments are included on the Receipts File sent by the SDU which are added to the daily report of payments that failed to apply appropriately for further research by the SDU and child support staff. 
[bookmark: _Toc507058959]Needs Met By Current System
While CCSES minimally meets the requirements of Section F of the Guide for States, there are requirements for manual intervention and validation that are time consuming and inefficient. The system does accept and uniquely identify all payments and provides financial controls for posting and balancing all payment transactions. It does automatically generate billing notices to non-custodial parents, including a statement of account containing the correct amount of current and past due support however, there is no system ability to generate additional billing coupons for payment submission. It also supports varied payment/collection cycles, e.g., weekly, monthly, etc.
[bookmark: _Toc507058960]Needs Not Met By Current System
Several areas of improvement were identified that would make the process of accounting, reporting, and reconciling the system more efficient and tightly controlled. Some of these improvements would reduce the program’s financial burden by addressing gaps in the escheatment process that leads to reissuance of formerly escheated collections and fully supporting that insufficient funds process that is current in place which leads to loss of funds when payments to custodial parties are made yet the check from the non-custodial parent’s account fails to clear. 
Other improvements would reduce the significant manual effort required to adjust accounts and ensure accuracy. Systems with the amount of manual effort CCSES requires to process and report on payments exaggerate the possibilities of errors simply through the fact that people can and do make errors.
System Design
The modernized system needs to require that all reconciliation actions are taken within the system. It must support the ability to create, adjust, and satisfy recoupments both automatically and manually.
Interfaces
The system must support an interface with the Connecticut State Treasurer’s Office’s financial system, rather than requiring the manual entry it now does to accomplish reporting needs. Core-CT is the State’s Oracle PeopleSoft Enterprise Resource Planning system for Budgeting/Financial Management/Human Resources is run by the State Comptroller. CCSES has no automated interface with the Office of State Treasurer. Instead, data regarding funds requiring transfer to the IV-A, IV-E, and Title XIX agencies is manually input into the Treasurer’s system. 
It also needs to accept electronic payments (e.g. credit or debit cards), through a web interface or other payment processing solution that interfaces with the new system. 
The new system needs to accurately maintain the Unreimbursed Assistance (URA) balance. While the current CCSES system does maintain a URA balance, the balance on the system is often times incorrect when compared to that of the TANF program. Inaccuracies currently occur when URA updates are not received consistently from the IV-A agency or there are interface issues, or when prior month or mid-month case type changes are not handled appropriately, issues that need to be corrected in the new system. When the URA balance is incorrect, erroneous distribution of payments may result.
Case Management
To minimize manual efforts and assure accuracy, the new system needs to process non-sufficient funds (NSF) checks, to include reconciliation and notification, within the system. There needs to be an obligation type or other clear designation for recoupments and associated processing, tracking, and aging. The system needs to provide the ability and associated processing to void checks and receipts, and capture reasons, recognize receipts, and process according to rules. It must identify and mark voided receipts in a way that ensures that payments are not erroneously reissued.
The modernized system must provide notices through multiple channels, including electronic communications and IVR improving customer service and accuracy, and reduce demand on limited staff time to answer and provide information on routine questions.
The system must be able to apply business rules to system notification, and alert multiple workers about a single financial transaction requiring action. 
Through an interface or other automated methodology, the system needs to create notification to the bank identifying all escheated payments and advising the bank to void all. It needs to support the escheatment process with applicable workflows, document generation, tracking and aging and track and age unapplied, undisbursed, and unidentified payments through escheatment. 
The system must automatically perform daily reconciliation processes to ensure that all funds received into the system for the day have been handled in some manner. Currently, CCSES has no automated means of determining if all monies received in a particular day have been properly and completely allocated; whether to a case or to unidentified funds. 
The system must automatically process Unidentified Payments according to established business rules, notifying the staff only when worker intervention is required.
In addition, the system must support creation of ad-hoc reports. It needs to provide standardized reporting and analytics including comparison of selected data (system and banking), and maintenance and use of historical financial data within the system for historical and predictive analytical reporting.
The new system must fully support automated retroactive adjustments. Currently, if a pay plan is retroactively modified, CCSES calculates from the date of modification up to the present to give the current balance due. Other instances require manual adjustment. 
Data Management
The system needs to include enhanced data exchanges to update the modernized system through interfaces, which includes an interface with OCSS’s designated bank, the State Treasurer’s Office, and electronic bank account statements. The interface needs to capture all necessary data from these interfaces to allow for maximum data processing.
To ensure consistency and identify the reason each distribution is placed on hold, the system needs to have the processing to maintain all possible hold types and apply edits that allow or disallow manual overrides on each hold type, and apply specific staff roles to limit who may make such overrides.
[bookmark: _Toc507058961]Case Management and Monitoring
All diaries of case activity are housed in CCSES. Diaries generate to one of the two case owners, and can be directed to any one of the owners on the 5 ownership lines that can currently be populated. The system cannot handle any kind of case activity specialization or stratification. OCSS has implemented an external process, using Informer, to accommodate specialization. The functionality to filter alerts is limited. The current functionality and processes require significant manual monitoring of case activities. This creates delays in the retrieval and verification of new case information, and there are challenges when tracking cases to meet required time frames. There is also higher risk of overlapping of information updates and errors. Many facets of the appointment scheduling process are manual. 
[bookmark: _Toc507058962]Needs Met By Current System
While CCSES does minimally meet the requirements in Section D of the Guide for States, it primarily functions as a data repository, from which data can be gathered into reports generated from Informer to support case processing. CCSES initiates limited automated closure activities and both OCSS and SES staff have processes in which the closure process is initiated by manual changing of case status or initiation of a form. 
[bookmark: _Toc507058963]Needs Not Met By Current System
Person and Case Data
The modernized system needs to include additional data elements and organize all data elements to allow full automation of all appropriate activities. Data must be displayed in logical ways that support case processing and any necessary staff decision making. All data must include audit trails and time stamping in order to present the chronological effectiveness of the cases data and actions.
Interfaces
The system needs to interface with the Connecticut court's eFile system to provide IV-D case close notification (among other information mentioned throughout this document). It must also interface with the Department of Corrections to obtain expected release date, maximum release date, parole date, if the offense against the child and other data for inclusion in the case closure decision rules, and take next appropriate action, including notification if staff action is needed.
System Design
The system needs to ensure that case closure status corresponds to closure of monetary accounts and / or actions. If a case is open, accounts should be opened; if a case is closed, all associated accounts, except instances where funds are owed to the State, should also be closed. The system needs to automatically initiate closure activities and invoke a work flow when cases eligible for closure based on configurable criteria are identified. 
It must be able to determine continuing exclusive jurisdiction (CEJ) prior to initiating any review and adjust actions and automatically take the next appropriate action, which may be to notify the staff of needed action.
It must identify, automatically if possible or accept manual input, confidential cases and direct according to business rules to appropriate case load assignment. When case roles of the parties change, the system should automatically take action to ensure that court orders are updated, and that support paid follows the child(ren). The system must also maintain in the database history a record of all individuals who took action on or viewed a case.
The system needs to support multiple views of case data based upon the user profile of the person accessing the data. It must also allow for manual selection of the desired case view.
The system needs to provide a full suite of business intelligence, decision support, and query capabilities.
Alerts
The system needs to provide a separate daily, automated worklist that contains notifications (information only items) that do not require staff action.
The action needed worklist must permit the staff to easily select and take action on a work list item. The selection must prompt the system to automatically navigate the staff to the appropriate system function or screen to allow for the respective action or review to take place. Once the action is completed, the item must be automatically closed and removed from the worklist.
Workflow
The system needs to include in the automated workflow management process/ engine all identified business rules to ensure that the case moves efficiently through all case processing actions and includes the ability to invoke specialized workflows based on case activities/actions, (e.g. review and adjust, medical support, administrative enforcement).
For closed cases where the closure reason is failure to locate, and the child is not emancipated, and locate information is verified for the NCP, the system should take next appropriate action (e.g. reopen the case or alert staff to possible reopen) based on established business rules. 
For closed cases where the closure reason is other identified reason codes, such as incarceration, and the child is not emancipated, and locate information is verified for the NCP, the system should take next appropriate action (e.g. reopen the case or alert staff to possible reopen) based on established business rules. 
For closed cases where delinquency, arrearages, and/or unreimbursed public assistance is present, If locate information is verified for the NCP, the system should take next appropriate action (e.g. reopen the case or alert staff to possible reopen) based on established business rules.
Program Administration  
The modernized system must provide the ability to capture workflow tracking and aging on different dashboard views to aid in proactive and aggressive program management. It must include multiple dashboards specific to individual State staff, supervisors, managers, etc. that allow for drill down capabilities to the specific case or participant level.
[bookmark: _Toc507058964]Quality Control (QC) Support
The need for robust quality control in Connecticut is exacerbated by the reality that while the program is the responsibility of OCSS, its functions are carried out by multiple partners. In addition, Connecticut failed a federal performance audit in 2004 and was re-audited in 2007. While performance improved, the 2007 audit did not absolve the 2004 audit finding. The modernized system needs to provide the support necessary to accurately review and understand program performance at the state, local office, unit, and individual staff levels.
[bookmark: _Toc507058965]Needs Met By Current System
Staff work is assigned to QC staff based on the office in which the staff works. While the system provides identification of the cases, it does no automated processing in support of QC.
Using CCSES generated and Informer reports, data are obtained from CCSES to create a variety of reports. These include:
· QC4300 – DSS cases closed but financial accounts open;
· QC6500 – SES cases open but financial accounts are closed; 
· QC4300 – Shows office and # of cases out of compliance (worker must access another report to see the cases);
· Case Process Timeliness Report - Informer Report that QC workers extract to Excel; Report identifies investigator’s cases not meeting due dates. Excel reports are sent to supervisors via Email after QC worker verifies the status;
· State Fiscal Year Reports – manually created from the 34 data. Manually keep prior years for comparison reports; and,
· Incarcerated Paternity Pending Report – These reports are emailed to QC workers and supervisors to review against CCSES. QC worker emails supervisors regarding cases that need paternity.

[bookmark: _Toc507058966]Needs Not Met By Current System
The modernized system must include all processing to adequately assure the quality of staff work being done. It must support quality control initiatives that enable the program to meet and manage compliance with performance measures and ensure data integrity. The system must automatically create and generate all required reporting – including the OCSE 157, 34, 396A reports, as well as other management reports to support quality as required – with all necessary data directly entered from system, without the manual review of supporting reports and manual entry of reports.
It must track and report on performance measures, and management reports that are updated real-time with data for all case activities, to include locate activities, new case processing, establishment actions, service of process management, enforcement actions and monitoring, diary management, interstate case management, case closure identification, and statistical reporting for program management purposes.
It must automatically create and submit the required OCSE reports, including the OCSE 157 performance report, the OCSE 34 quarterly financial report, and the 396A quarterly financial report maintained and submitted by DSS fiscal staff to OCSE. In addition, staff must be able to run these reports “on demand” to track progress or answer program questions. 
The system must support State staff in the QC Unit by identifying data conflicts for dependents and those which need paternity established and identifying for each worker and caseload, work that is in or out of compliance. It must also identify interstate cases where the other state is not responsive for review by QC when time frames or case information identifies discrepancies. 
The modernized system needs to include a quality control dashboard configured according to state needs, as well as static quality reports, adhoc, and on-demand reports.
[bookmark: _Toc507058967] Fatherhood Initiative 
The current system provides no support for the Fatherhood program in Connecticut. A modernized system should provide this support. It needs to identify cases eligible for Fatherhood services, and cases on which services have been requested. The system needs to monitor, track and report on services provided. Reporting must include an impact analysis of the services on performance measures.
Case Management
Upon application entry by Fatherhood Initiative staff, the modernized system needs to conduct member and case matches to identify existing member information and automatically capture member Fatherhood participation. The system needs to provide comprehensive view of case, member, child, order, and payment data associated with the participant to Fatherhood users with limited use capabilities.
There also needs to be a method for IV-D State staff to create a referral to the Fatherhood program.
Individual and Case Information
The system needs the ability to capture whether program participation is voluntary, suggested by a court, or due to some other circumstance. 
The system needs to include in individual participant records a field that indicates participation in the Fatherhood program and associated time frames for activities (e.g. date application was received, date services began, date services ended, whether participant completed the program, results of participation).
In addition, there needs to be a Fatherhood-only case type for cases not included in the IV-D caseload and use this case type for program financial tracking which excludes them from Federal IV-D caseload and participant reporting.
The system needs data fields that capture contact and organization information for inbound and outbound referrals, as well as a referral reason codes. It also needs to capture reasons for denial and termination of services, and maintain the history of the participant and participation activities.
Interfaces
The system needs to provide an interface with the Department of Mental Health to exchange Fatherhood initiative data.
Dashboards and Reporting
The system needs to include specific dashboards and reports that provide the ability to drill down to the individual level for all information pre- and post-Fatherhood participation. It must maintain the history of the participant and participation activities. 
The system should also determine, track, and report on the impact of arrears forgiveness on program funding. It should monitor, track, and report on services provided and produce reports showing all participation outcomes, including the child's engagement with father. Reporting capabilities should identify, track and report on all services provided to the participant by: participant, office, program, state, and other OCSS-defined fields. Reporting must include an impact analysis of the services on performance measures. It should also provide survey ability and other means of tracking customer satisfaction.
Document Management
The system document management solution needs to include all Fatherhood Initiative forms, and capture and use:  participant types, reason codes, and other data on the Fatherhood forms.
Workflow Management
The system must track and age by referral source and alert the appropriate staff for follow up based on rules criteria. The system must identify cases potentially eligible for Fatherhood services and automatically taking the next case action, such as notification generation, invoking a workflow to automatically tack the next action which may include notifying the staff, and including actions in the case record and on reports. 
[bookmark: _Toc507058968]Gap Analysis Work Product
The Gap Analysis leverages the information gathered and ties together the work of the previous two work products. The intent of the Gap Analysis is to clearly understand the gap between “Where are we now?” and “Where do we need to be?” 
CCSES meets the requirements for a federally certified system as defined in the Guide to States, in place at the time of its certification. However, it does so in a manner that is heavily depended on outside resources such as the COTS Informer product which is tediously labor-intensive, less detailed, and with less focus on best practices than are possible with a more robust system. A few examples of modernization that would positively impact operations for both State staff and customers are:
Performance Reporting  
CCSES performance reporting limitations, both in creation of federal and state mandated reports and management reports, can be easily addressed by a modern system that incorporates reporting, business intelligence, and data warehouse features.
Case Management 
Inclusion of workflow management and document management processes, with all the data fields necessary to support each, will make case processing more efficient.
Financial Management 
To fully meet all federal and state requirements and Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP), the financial component must reduce its reliance on repetitive manual entries, case narratives serving as an audit trail, and potentially arbitrary decision making that may affect distribution and disbursement. 
The requirement-by-requirement Gap Analysis is included as part of the RTM, Attachment A, to allow the state to track not only the requirements, but the gaps in meeting those requirements in a single place to have full traceability.
[bookmark: _Toc507058969]  CCSES Technical Needs
[bookmark: _Toc487533674][bookmark: _Toc507058970]System Overview 
This section provides a technical overview of the existing system, its major shortcomings and addresses, in particular, the technical gaps identified in the RTM and previous section.
CCSES has been in operation since July 1987. It is a federally required and certified case processing system (45 CFR §302.85) that maintains case records and account information serving 167,150 minor children (FFY 2016 counts). The system carries out all functions of the Title IV-D Child Support Enforcement Program, and is the principal tool used by OCSS and cooperating agencies for: case initiation, locate, establishment, case management, enforcement, financial management, reporting, security and privacy, and customer service. 
The diagram below depicts the As-Is CCSES Conceptual Architecture. The diagram contains various elements grouped together. These groups, or layers, are:
· Access Channels – the means by which users interact with the system;
· Integration – the means by which the system and other systems interact;
· Process – the means by which business processes are executed;
· Business Services – the functionality which directly implements the Process layer;
· Data Access – the functionality which provides business services with access to data; 
· Data Persistence – the functionality which actually stores data (generally: files and databases);
· Core Infrastructure – the functionality which underlies the actual system (network, operating system, platform, hardware, hosting, etc.);
· Security and Disaster Recovery – the functionality which ensure that the system is available, secure and that data remains private and uncorrupted;
· Development and Testing – the functionality by which updates and enhancements are made to the system; and
· External and Partners – the external agencies with which the system interacts.
The diagram is visually coded to allow the state of various components to be understood:
	Title
	Description

	

	Item is a group or layer

	

	Item is Deprecated, meaning obsolete, nearing obsolescence, inadequate or not preferable.

	

	Item is not standardized across DSS 

	

	Item is standardized across DSS

	

	Functionality provided by the CCSES application.


[bookmark: _Toc506551395][bookmark: _Toc507059132][bookmark: _Toc485120390]Table 2.3 – As-Is Conceptual Architecture Legend
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[bookmark: _Toc506543766]
[bookmark: _Toc507059190]Figure 2.1 – As-Is System Design
As depicted in Figure 2.1, there are many “deprecated” and non-standard items within the existing architecture. 
CCSES is a monolithic character based application using an older UniVerse multivalued database system. As an application designed in the mid 1980’s, CCSES reflects the technologies and security sensibilities of the day. This includes utilizing a character based “green screen” user interface and an older UniVerse multivalued database system with a hierarchical data structure. Entering and accessing data are overly onerous tasks that are counterintuitive to new users and their user training. Even minor changes to the existing green screens can present productivity and training challenges to experienced users. The hierarchal database structure makes it impossible to maintain client relationships, leading to poor data quality, duplicate records, and significant manual intervention to meet federal and State reporting requirements. 
While the agency has vigorously enhanced the system since going live in 1987, compliance with multiple regulatory requirements from Health and Human Services (HHS), IRS, SSA, and others, is becoming harder to maintain and these attempts at compliance consume an increasing amount of resources, both human and monetary capital. Some requirements, such as data labeling and continuous monitoring, cannot be fully satisfied within the existing application.
Major shortcomings in the CCSES system include limitations or lack of:
· Available software maintenance resources; 
· Usability and data quality;
· Graphical user interface;
· Web portals;
· Automated workflow management; 
· Electronic document management, forms and correspondence;  
· Interoperability, and, 
· Regulatory reporting compliance. 

[bookmark: _Toc487533675][bookmark: _Toc507058971]Available Software Maintenance Resources
OCSS has limited expertise and resources to maintain and operate the CCSES system, typical in a system this old. The requisite level of programming knowledge does not exist “in-house” at OCSS and technical support expertise for the UniVerse platform is getting more difficult to find nationwide. The company providing UniVerse has been sold twice and its legacy products are trending downward, especially in the USA. The lack of available software maintenance resources poses a risk to OCSS and limits its ability to acquire professional services to make system or application changes or enhancements, including those in line with regulations or industry best practices. OCSS has already experienced various problems with acquiring supporting resources for this system – a previously issued request for application support received a total of two responses, with one of the respondents using the other as a subcontractor. 
[bookmark: _Toc487533676][bookmark: _Toc507058972]Usability and Data Quality
The CCSES database design leads to poor data quality and manual effort. The following are examples that illustrate some of these limitations: 
· Records for non-custodial parents and dependents are created multiple times on the system by design. It is increasingly difficult to keep other systems and case registries in balance when the  system itself can’t maintain data integrity within its own internal tables; 
· Because non-custodial parent records exist multiple times on the system, batch processes such as automated enforcement and automated batch locate response processing often result in the creation of multiple mailings; and,
· Because of this data topography, answering simple questions such as “How many children are served by OCSS?” requires significant manual processing. 
[bookmark: _Toc487533677][bookmark: _Toc507058973]Graphical User Interface
OCSS and SES staff utilize Windows 7 PC’s and Laptops, but connect to CCSES as a Citrix Desktop client using a 3270 terminal emulator. While the workers utilize the graphical interface of Windows PC’s for word processing, email and spreadsheets, they are forced to access CCSES as a character based terminal with no graphical presentation of data on screens which limits the ability to have drop down boxes for data entry which affects data quality, makes organizing case management files very difficult, and is counter intuitive to workers working at the same time with office automation or web search screens. This has led to many workers having to utilize two screens at the same time to do work.
[bookmark: _Toc487533678][bookmark: _Toc507058974]Web Portals
There is no “Client Web Portal” available for clients to get or share information on child support. This lack of a user interface forces clients to call into a call center or, once an account is set up, use an IVR to get basic financial account information. Significant time savings and improved services were identified by SME’s if a Client Web Portal were available to support clients.
The lack of a Worker Web Portal makes mobile access to CCSES very difficult and limits interoperability with other systems to get needed data in a timely fashion.
The lack of an Employer Web Portal was also identified as a gap in the current system with similar benefits in time savings and service improvement as a Client Web Portal.
[bookmark: _Toc487533679][bookmark: _Toc507058975]Automated Workflow Management
The current CCSES system has very limited ability to automatically route a task or document to the next step in the case management process. There is no ability to set up workflow rules without programming changes. This severely limits the ability of the users to set up routing tables by function or worker for specific tasks with time limits and appropriate alerts when those tasks are not being completed in a timely manner. The current system has very limited ability to automate workflow and requires technical staff to do so when available. The result is a high level of manual interventions and workarounds by Child Support staff to ensure cases are being processed as required.
[bookmark: _Toc487533680][bookmark: _Toc507058976]Electronic Document Management, Forms and Correspondence
The current system does not include an electronic document management system. Documents that need to be associated with a case are typically scanned and indexed for a particular case and stored in the CCSES transactional database. This limits their ability to be cross referenced across cases or retrieved on any other basis than how they were indexed  which limits worker’s ability to manage appropriate case folders. 
Forms in the current system are used for data entry into the system or to complete a template for a formal form required for a case. They are also utilized to generate notices to clients, but still require workers to manually print the notice and send it out by mail. Lack of automated forms and correspondences requires significant manual work.
Many of the workflow rules in the Child Support processes are also triggered by documents, forms submissions, and correspondences (including notices). This type of workflow management requirement requires the CCSES system to interoperate with the document management system, and if separate, the system managing correspondences. 
[bookmark: _Toc487533681][bookmark: _Toc507058977] Interoperability
CCSES exchanges data with numerous other systems via batch interfaces. Creating and maintaining these interfaces becomes more expensive and problematic with each passing year. CCSES has only one true modern interface acquired through the donation of software and professional services from a Connecticut company to allow CCSES to participate in the Query Interstate Cases for Kids (QUICK) system. 
To create true data exchange interoperability with other systems would require CCSES to incorporate an integration services layer to its architecture that allows data exchange with outside systems automatically without manual intervention. This would be a major architecture change to the current CCSES system.
In addition to interoperability with other systems to exchange data, there is a need to interoperate with any systems utilized within the DSS/Judicial enterprise of systems to support the business functions of Child Support. Currently CCSES does not interoperate with any other systems used in the State other than the network and its ancillary security functions. Examples of systems that could be utilized in the current State enterprise are; Enterprise Master Data Management, Enterprise Service Bus, FileNet Content Management, Adobe LiveCycle, Corticon, MS Outlook (Exchange), and ScanOptics. Interoperability with these systems would be a major architecture change to the current CCSES system.
[bookmark: _Toc487533682][bookmark: _Toc507058978]Regulatory Reporting Compliance
There are deficiencies in the current system that result in errors in data usage and reporting. An example that shows how this impacts federal regulatory compliance is reporting on the federally required performance measures. Significant and recurring manual effort is required to meet federal reporting requirements. While CCSES does maintain raw counts and numbers of activities and outcomes, manual review and validation of these data points are required in order to create and submit required reports. The number of individuals involved coupled with the manual effort increases the risk of errors in the reports.
[bookmark: _Toc507058979][bookmark: _Toc480483795]CCSES Technical Needs Summary
The following section summarizes the technical needs under the following categories.

· Architecture - Needs having to do with the base design of the system;
· System Security - Needs having to do with code level and system level security;
· Data Ownership and Exchange - Improved structures to allow for smooth data sharing with other agencies and clearer rules for data ownership; and,
· Components - Specific technology additions that will provide some key capability and/or improvement.

[bookmark: _Toc507058980]Architecture - Core 
[bookmark: _Toc507058981]Technical Needs Met By Current System
The CCSES has multiple architectures supporting the applications through which
OCSS/SES and the District Attorneys in Connecticut do their work. This architecture provides basic support for the current applications and has an efficient batch window.

[bookmark: _Toc507058982]Technical Needs Not Met By Current System
Connecticut developed the mainframe system under what was at its time good process, but that now includes insufficient architecture design and development standards. The development led to a monolithic architecture, with little of the architectural layering that many information technology professionals now consider to be a best practice in current software development methodologies. The age of the code base and development environment also present challenges. Fewer resources with appropriate skills are available to maintain CCSES and the lack of structure makes training new developers significantly more difficult. As skilled and knowledgeable development staff leave the program, it becomes more and more daunting to keep up with inevitable fixes and enhancements. The limitations of the current architecture make further development costlier and encourages inconsistency across the system.

The new system needs a more sustainable, flexible and extensible core architecture. It needs to be developed with a modern architecture and programming platform. This need is particularly true in order to support the many functional needs advanced by system users.

[bookmark: _Toc507058983]Architecture – Code Reuse
[bookmark: _Toc507058984]Technical Needs Met By Current System
In its current design, CCSES offers little opportunity for code reuse. Each screen-module or batch program has been developed to handle all aspects of user and database interaction independently (data validation and presentation, calculation and derivation, storage and retrieval, etc.) instead of relying on common modules to perform those tasks.

[bookmark: _Toc507058985]Technical Needs Not Met By Current System
The inability to leverage common code modules makes maintenance more difficult and costly than it could be since: a) there are not common places to change code that will take effect across the system; b) deeper analysis is required to identify the source code that is at issue when fixing a bug or considering an enhancement; c) the redundancies mean that there is more source code to maintain than there ought to be and; d) the expanding code base leads to software complexity increasing over time. The new system needs to offer a broad set of common and reusable code modules that handle common tasks in a uniform way, and to leverage those components as the primary method for implementing standard functionality (e.g. identifying whether conflict of interest exists for a specific worker/case combination, finding the current address, setting an alert, etc.).

[bookmark: _Toc507058986]Architecture – Relational Database
[bookmark: _Toc507058987]Technical Needs Met By Current System
CCSES, as designed, was not built on the power of a relational database management system (RDBMS). Instead, the CCSES database environment requires that the code manages all the data relationships. Some ancillary applications that are part of CCSES do use relational structures for limited data sets.

[bookmark: _Toc507058988]Technical Needs Not Met By Current System
The Technical SME’s expressed a need to leverage a robust relational database to reduce data duplication, promote data integrity and improve security. Modern RDBMSs, such as DB2, are partners in system development, taking the chore of managing data relationships off of the application code.

An RDBMS, combined with good relational database design, has a powerful effect on the architecture and the effectiveness of the code by handling these elements of data management consistently. The new system needs to implement a fully relational database model to reduce the burden on the application developer and to improve the reliability of the data. A relational database model also encourages consistency and reduces data redundancy by enforcing proper structure.

[bookmark: _Toc507058989]System Security – User Management
[bookmark: _Toc507058990]Technical Needs Met By Current System
As with many mixed legacy / newer-generation systems, the identity and access management scheme in place for the CCSES is distributed, with all mainframe access controls being handled by RACF security, and all remaining security authorization being managed by an OCSS-wide Active Directory user repository. 

[bookmark: _Toc507058991]Technical Needs Not Met By Current System
Technical SMEs recognized that the distributed user management across the CSF Systems allows inconsistent permissions to be defined, and creates more work than is necessary to maintain user credentials. 

[bookmark: _Toc507058992]System Security – Database Encryption
[bookmark: _Toc507058993]Technical Needs Met By Current System
Some mechanisms exist to protect confidential information including Federal Tax Information (FTI) and Personally Identifiable Information (PII). OCSS uses protocols to encrypt all network traffic travelling over the wide area network (WAN). However, the CCSES database does not store encrypted data.

[bookmark: _Toc507058994]Technical Needs Not Met By Current System
Most modern databases, including IBM’s DB2, include provisions encrypting specific segments of sensitive data within the database (often at the table and/or field level). Encrypting allows for the protection of data from “side door” attacks, even when the data is not in transit (so-called “at rest” data). The new system needs to encrypt highly sensitive data within the database. 

[bookmark: _Toc507058995]System Security – Database Model
[bookmark: _Toc507058996]Technical Needs Met By Current System
CCSES currently provides an adequate amount of security to the data it contains, but OCSS management acknowledges that risks remain and that CCSES needs to have an improved level of security.

[bookmark: _Toc507058997]Technical Needs Not Met By Current System
The current database does not have any built-in awareness of the different security classifications the department uses (data security levels 1-42), which makes it difficult or impossible to match the level of data protection to the sensitivity of the data. In the new system the structure of the database should segregate highly-sensitive data into specific groupings that can be more closely audited and protected. Alternatively, a layered security scheme should be put in place to specifically implement the requirements defined by IRS Publication 1075 and NIST 853 (for example). The new system should also adopt and enforce applicable security protocols and standards established by stakeholder-agencies (DAS, OCSE, and IRS).

[bookmark: _Toc507058998]Data Ownership and Exchange - Data Interchanges
[bookmark: _Toc507058999]Technical Needs Met By Current System
The current system provides for a number of data exchanges with partner agencies and private entities. 

[bookmark: _Toc507059000]Technical Needs Not Met By Current System
Technical SMEs pointed out the need for a more flexible support for data exchanges and interfaces. The individually programmed current data exchanges are primarily batch routines, which are difficult to maintain, particularly when partners make changes to the data structures. The new system needs several modern capabilities to improve the development and maintenance of these exchanges:

Compatibility with web services. An ability to interact securely, often real-time, with other systems via standard Internet protocols such as Hypertext Transfer Protocol (HTTP) and Extensible Markup Language (XML).

Enterprise Service Bus (ESB). ESB focuses on building a “bus” inside of the system architecture to handle data transformation on the “edge” (when receiving data from or sending data to outside systems). Its main benefit is to insulate system business code from the specifics of the data-packaging format by creating a buffer between them.

Support for Standards Based Exchange Models. More and more states are using standards based data exchange models such the National Information Exchange Model (NIEM) as a way to facilitate the development and support vital data exchanges between agencies. The new system needs to support such models.

[bookmark: _Toc507059001]Data Ownership and Exchange - Data Ownership
[bookmark: _Toc507059002]Technical Needs Met By Current System
In the current model, CCSES supports IV-A referrals, but the IV-A program "owns" and controls the person data by virtue of controlling the Client Index (CI) table(s). In order to manage data that only IV-D cares about, a branch-and-modify scheme is in place where the IV-D system copies the original IV-A data about a client but then proceeds to modify it independent of the IV-A version.

[bookmark: _Toc507059003]Technical Needs Not Met By Current System
While the ability to get referrals easily from the IV-A agency has clear benefits, its implementation in CCSES has drawbacks. The branch-and-modify scheme complicates person data reconciliation and leaves it open to question which version of the data is in fact most accurate. The new system needs to adopt a model that supports data sharing between the IV-A and IV-D programs while allowing each agency to manage the data unique to its business fully.

[bookmark: _Toc507059004]Components - Data Warehouse
[bookmark: _Toc507059005]Technical Needs Met By Current System
The current systems minimally support the creation of required reports and provide little in the way of true business intelligence. Currently, CCSES provides data that must be re-entered into numerous Excel spreadsheets for reporting, statistical and decision support purposes. The man hours that are needed for generating and creating federal reports are at over 1,000 work hours.  

[bookmark: _Toc507059006]Technical Needs Not Met By Current System
The manual activities needed to create and validate the reports is over 1,000 work hours. The new system needs a true data warehouse to provide better business intelligence and decision support to supervisors and Program management while unburdening the staff with the need to manually manipulate data strictly. The system should not only store relevant data for federal reporting and predictive analytics, but also it should actually generate the federal reports, on demand, with accurate data at the time of generation. 

[bookmark: _Toc507059007]Future Technical Needs Identified
Many technical needs were identified during the technical interviews and information gathering sessions that the team conducted, and unmet needs are in some sense a “future” need. The following needs are specifically forward-thinking in nature, and so the team has designated them as future needs.

· Service Oriented Architecture (SOA). SOA is a specific architecture style that embraces concepts of code modularization and reuse by focusing on the creation and consumption of Services as the basis for most or all of the business logic in the system. SOA makes it easier to implement and consume Web Services. SOA also helps to facilitate the integration with external systems that also use SOA and Web Services, as many newer systems do.
· Two-Factor Authentication. Two-factor authentication meets IRS requirements for protecting sensitive FTI, and improves the access controls used by the department. 
· Support Reuse. DSS wishes to “reuse” as many of their enterprise components as possible in future state systems.  
· Compatible with Cloud Services. While Cloud Services is not a mandatory component or a DSS enterprise component, OCSS is willing to explore this service for environment level transition, e.g., development environment, testing environment etc.  

[bookmark: _Toc507059008]Conceptual Systems Design
This section presents a conceptual design that graphically depicts the future CCSES and encompasses the business and technical vision documented within this Needs Assessment. 
The current CCSES system infrastructure and architecture needs major changes to address the aging software and hardware components that it is currently built on, to fill the gaps in business and technical functionality that currently exist, and to meet the changing business needs and technology enablers of the future. The alternatives for implementing these changes will be addressed in the Alternatives Analysis and Cost Benefit Analysis components of the Feasibility Study of modernizing the CCSES. This section will provide a Conceptual Systems Design to aid in the assessment of those alternatives, their costs, and how they will meet the future needs of Connecticut Child Support from a system perspective.
[bookmark: _Toc507059009] Future CCSES Systems Architecture Framework
The results of the Business/Technical needs and the Gap Analysis of the current system’s ability to meet those needs defined in Section 2 identified several new technologies required to enable CCSES to meet those needs. While the current system uses updated hardware platforms, the system architecture is not built around the architecture layers or tiers that a modern system requires to incorporate these new technologies. The User Interface needs to be modernized to provide a graphical interface to users, and the Business Functional Layer of the core application would need significant changes to meet this need. In addition, the current architecture would not support the integration to the application of different types of User Interfaces such as a Worker Portal, Client Portal or Employer Portal.
The technical need for users to automatically access data and documents from many sources also requires an architecture layer to be built outside the business application layer that manages the access of that information totally independent of the application. The current architecture was built around a system design that is independent of other systems and therefore is difficult to add the needed technical components and their functionality. Modern system architecture principles require a design that separates the management of the user interface and access to information in separately managed tiers of services so that the core business application does not have to be upgraded to accommodate new user interfaces or information sources. This makes the System Design much more flexible to take advantage of new technology enablers without making changes to the application itself. 
CCSES Business/Technology needs identified in the Needs Assessment also require the integration of document management functionality and automated workflow management based on rules that can be managed separately from the application code so they can be easily changed by DSS staff and not require application programmers. These needs also necessitate an architecture and systems design that separates these functions, but is able to manage them as services in a holistic and seamless way. 
To facilitate adaption to changes required to support a modern system, federal guidelines require new state systems to incorporate a Services Oriented Architecture (SOA) to integrate the technology components as modules. This approach is articulated in several federal guidelines, including the Medicaid Information Technology Architecture required for systems using Enhanced Funding (90% federal funding of systems or specific supporting system modules).
Based on the need for a modernized architecture platform that will support the Connecticut Child Support Business/Technical needs identified, the First Data team has developed a Conceptual Systems Design for CCSES that will accommodate current and future needs while providing an SOA framework that is adaptable, meets the enterprise architecture direction for the State of Connecticut, and can take advantage of reusing many of the integration services modules already being put in place for Human and Health Service agencies, including the federal information hub.
[bookmark: _Toc507059010]Conceptual Systems Design Framework
Figure 2.2 provides an overview of the Conceptual Systems Design Framework. Many of the new technology enablers that are being targeted to transform the business functions of Child Support are found in the User Interface Layer, Business Functional Layer and Information layers of the Systems Design Framework. To ensure that the technical functionality of these enablers interoperate with each other in a holistic way, Integration Services Layers are identified to manage the interactions between user, application and information sources. This SOA approach allows for the accommodation of changes to technology with the least amount of disruption and cost to CCSES. 
The Conceptual System Design can be used in the assessment of modernization alternatives in how each solution alternative best meets the system architecture needs and business requirements. The Conceptual System Design can:
· Assist in identifying how the alternative solutions will fit into the strategic State and DSS Enterprise Architecture, 
· Identify how alternative solutions are built on technology components in a modular fashion to ensure a long system lifespan,
· Identify what costs can be saved by reuse of specific technology components already being utilized, 
· Identify modules or components that might qualify for federal Enhanced Funding.
· Provide a target environment that will support an iterative or phased implementation that can ease the cost and complexity of the transition to a modernized system.
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[bookmark: _Toc506543767][bookmark: _Toc507059191]Figure 2.2 – Conceptual System Design



The integration service layers are composed of “middleware” technologies that allow the modules to be plugged into the CCSES architecture and taken out when their lifespan is no longer viable. The need for interoperability between the core CCSES application and various sources of data and documents is also facilitated via an Information Integration Layer that manages the connections required by the business function within the application with the appropriate information sources. This design allows the application to look across all required information sources automatically. 
0.0.1 [bookmark: _Toc507059011]User Interface Layer 
While current CCSES workers are limited in their ability to access the application because of 30 year old 3270 emulation technology, the technology for User Access devices is constantly changing. For example, the User Interface Layer, or Front Door needs for CCSES include support for Windows PC’s, tablets or smart phones using very different operating systems and capabilities that need to be utilized for very different user types. When an operating system used by these devices needs to be updated or a new device and associated technology is required, the User Interface changes needed are accommodated in the User Integration Layer and not in the business application, thus reducing the amount of application code changes required. This approach will facilitate future needs such as texting clients to notify them of court dates or payment dates automatically.
0.0.2 [bookmark: _Toc507059012]User Interface Integration Services 
This tier of the Conceptual Systems Design is designed to manage the activities between the various types of User Interfaces and the Business Functions as services. These services provide security of access to the system, route users to the appropriate business functions required based on role and user type (client, worker, employer, etc.), and independently manage access to different business functions such as case management, document management, financial management or messaging applications such as email, text, voice or calendaring. Most of these services are already in place for DSS and the State via the BEST services platform and can be reused along with network support services.
0.0.3 [bookmark: _Toc507059013]Business Functional Layer
The Business Functional Layer is where the business application resides that manages most of the Child Support case management processes and tasks. The Conceptual System Design diagram in Figure 2.2 depicts the major activities that are supported for this core business function. 
Financial Management functions for Child Support are depicted as a separate business function since this function is often provided as a separate business module. It could be provided by some existing solution as a component of the Child Support application, but if provided as a separate module it could be changed more readily. In either case, these business functions need to interact with each other as seamless as possible.
In addition to the CCSES application there is a Content Management function that manages documents, forms and correspondence. This business function manages information required in a case folder that is not structured case data such as Word documents, images, emails and their attachments, case notes, texts and voice messages. The Content Manager stores these unstructured information sources in the Document Management Library as documents using the same indexing and retrieval services as documents. 
0.0.4 [bookmark: _Toc507059014]Information Management Services
The Information Management Services tier of the Conceptual System Design includes services that provide the verification and validation of data being entered into the CCSES database, as well as the secure retrieval of data from the CCSES database being accessed by the application. Unstructured data is managed as a Document Management service in this tier, but includes the various forms of information. 
Reporting tools are depicted as a service in this tier as they are utilized to provide ad-hoc or analytical reporting from the CCSES Reporting Warehouse or as reporting Dashboards from the CCSES Transactional Database. Interfaces with other systems for data are also managed as a service in this tier for real-time data access directly or through data hubs via Enterprise Service Buses or for different types of Batch interfaces that will be required for the foreseeable future.
0.0.5 [bookmark: _Toc507059015]Information Layer
The Information Layer includes the many sources of data that are needed by the various types of CCSES users. This includes the CCSES Transactional Database, the CSES Document Library, the CCSES Reporting Warehouse, the Judicial E-filing Library, the state and federal agency databases needed for data, hospitals, QUICK, and LexisNexis. A Business Rules Repository has been added to as a data source because the need for easy to change and manage business rules by State staff will probably encompass a Rules Engine that contains those rules and is separate from the CCSES business application. 

[bookmark: _Toc507059016][bookmark: _Toc497038691]Alternative Analysis 
First Data wants to start by acknowledging the outstanding participation, forward thinking attitudes, and forthcoming information from all the project stakeholders for the Alternatives Analysis effort.  This included business and technical pain points, and even “wish lists” that resulted in the foundational requirements used in conducting the alternatives analysis.  With the help of our partners, the FDGS team documented the current situation through meetings with and observations of Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) from both the Office of Child Support Services (OCSS) within Department of Social Services (DSS), DSS Information Technology Services (ITS) and the Support Enforcement Services (SES) Division within the Judicial Branch, as well as an examination of available documentation on the system background, business functions, and processes.
Federal regulations codified in 45 CFR Part 95 require that a feasibility study, alternatives analysis, and cost/benefit analysis be conducted and submitted to ACF with the Implementation APD, on which Federal approval and funding depend. Since Connecticut demanded a deeper and more holistic consideration, our fresh user-centric approach to feasibility looks not only at all the known alternative systems, but at innovative alternative implementation approaches. 
[bookmark: _Toc507059017] Alternatives Analysis Approach 
Our approach to complete the Alternatives Analysis included the following: 
· Researched the child support systems in all 50 states plus territories and the Model Tribal Systems (MTS); 
· Conducted a targeted survey to state IV-D directors;
· Participated in conference calls to key states to better understand specific system related processes; 
· Identified those state child support systems that meet Connecticut’s criteria and standards; 
· Evaluated and scored alternatives against criteria benefits and risks; 
· Determine viable options using an inclusive starting list with multiple evaluation steps;
· Scoring and comparison of  seven viable options; and,
· Analysis of Benefit, Confidence Level, Implementation Approach, Risks and Costs.
This shift in focus led us to consider our alternatives from two viewpoints, the Traditional consideration of alternatives options and Inventive implementation approaches.

0. [bookmark: _Toc497038694][bookmark: _Toc507059018]Alternative Analysis Methodology
The First Data methodology for conducting the analysis of each alternative involved the following set of activities:
· Aggregating the project goals, objectives, requirements, constraints and assumptions;
· Developing the decision criteria;
· Customizing the AAM framework for CT specific criteria;  
· Scoring each alternative against decision criteria;
· Tabulating scoring results to determine replacement strategies and priortize to the most viable options; and,
· Provide an Alternative Analysis Report of comprehensive findings and recommendations. 
The analysis leads to identification of the most applicable alternatives on which to conduct the CBA. 
[bookmark: _Toc497038692][bookmark: _Toc507059019]Traditional Alternatives Options
In a traditional approach, alternatives are identified and analyzed against a set of largely objective, data-based criteria.  To meet this need, our first step in identifying alternatives was to survey the possibilities and consider options that are currently available. The initial part of the process was analytical, relying on facts and data, resulting in eliminating alternatives which were not technically or operationally feasible.
Federal guidance suggests that states should consider more than one technological design alternative when considering an automation project. In addition, states are required by regulation [45 CFR §95.605.1(vi)] to consider transferring systems developed in other States, which may help expedite system development, minimize cost, and ensure project success if another state’s processes closely mirror Connecticut’s.
[bookmark: _Toc497038693][bookmark: _Toc507059020]Inventive Implementation Approaches
As we considered the multiple ways system modernization impacts the program, program operations, and its users (staff, partners, and customers).  The team focused on lessening risks for negative impacts as a result of   modernization and gaining the early incremental benefits.  We reviewed several  states, including New York and Colorado, who phased in or are phasing in modernization over multiple years, New Jersey and California, which used more traditional approaches, and in Massachusetts, which is pursuing a “new build / big bang” option.  By identifying alternate ways to construct systems, learning from similar engagements throughout the country, and applying targeted research, we were able to consider alternates for each option category.  
[bookmark: _Toc497038695][bookmark: _Toc507059021]Aggregating Goals/Objectives, Requirements, and Constraints/Assumptions 
The First Data Alternative Analysis Methodology starts with defining the strategic goals and project objectives before evaluating the alternatives.
[bookmark: _Toc507059022]Business Goals and Objectives
The business goals and objectives center around developing federal and state funding requests for a replacement of CCSES that are efficient and cost effective. Supporting this goal, our objectives are: 
· Determine a solution and approach that spreads the costs across multiple years – a target of five (5) to avoid excessive funding requirements for any single budget year.
· Determine an approach and implementation plan that achieves measurable, incremental benefits early and continues for the long-term (including M&O).
· Leverage the current DSS and Judicial technical and staff assets by reusing technology platforms and solutions that are currently in place, have proven dependable and meet the long-term goals of OCSS.
· Identify those components needed for the new system that could qualify for 90% HHS Enhanced Funding.
· Replace the current CCSES system with one that supports the unique dual agency arrangement in Connecticut and meets State needs for enforcement of child support services, while meeting the recently published federal ACF certification requirements.
· Ensure that any solution being evaluated has been built on an administrative structure and workflow that closely matches Connecticut (ex. Not county based).
· Minimize the need for paper based documents, forms, and correspondence. 
· Maximize the use of the document management, scanning, correspondence technology enablers for the new system.
· Streamline the current processes and procedures required for case management by leveraging workflow tools and business rules to minimize manual efforts required, ensure timely processing of cases, and to support allocating staff efficiently across the Child Support caseload.
· Implement rules based workflow tools that can be managed by DSS staff to quickly accommodate changes to business processes and procedures.
· Change current processes to use proven processes and procedures from other states if a transfer alternative is chosen or use Business Process Reengineering to develop new processes for requirements if the core application is built from scratch.
· Improve client services by implementing a Client Web Portal and call center services to provide the public convenient access to information needed, reduce the need to come into offices or send in paper forms and correspondence to receive needed services, and improve the timely flow of information to the State.
· Improve current accounting functions needed for Child Support by implementing / integrating fully functional financial management as part of the new system.
· Evaluate reusing accounting modules from other states if they can be integrated with the alternative solution chosen.

[bookmark: _Toc507059023]Technical Goals and Objectives 
Our technical goals and objectives support implementing a new system solution that will have a long life span with a target of at least 25 years. To this end, systems or solutions being considered should not be designed and originally built over 10 years ago. Supporting this goal, our objectives are:
· Using an architecture framework that allows the addition or replacement of technology components with minimum changes to the core application and database.
· Implementing a new system that leverages the latest technology platforms and services to enable staff to maximize automation capabilities and minimize the current manual effort required to administer the Child Support program in Connecticut.
· Transitioning the current hierarchical database to a relational database that incorporates unique client identifiers to increase efficiencies for the core application functions and increases data integrity for reporting purposes.
· Developing a data warehouse that supports current and future reporting needs of child support, including ad-hoc, analytical, and predictive analytical reporting.
· Minimizing the current use of paper by implementing a document repository that supports the storage and retrieval of all documents required to manage cases and provide services to clients and the courts.  Access to documents should be provided by establishing Electronic Case Folders within the core application, indexed to reference relevant documents across all cases.
· Creating document management interfaces with the current e-Filing case repository being implemented in the judicial system to facilitate case management across the organizations. 
· Maximizing the reuse of existing DSS IES technology platforms and components to reduce costs and complexity, and leverage investments in hardware, software and technical expertise.
· Using proven, existing IES technical components immediately if they can be implemented without changing the legacy core application. 
· Implementing as many of these technology components as soon as practical to ensure that the new CCSES system leverages the technology standards of the Integrated Environment Solutions (IES) architecture to the fullest.
· Maximizing interoperability between the child support system and other systems, as well as the interoperability between the child support technical platforms, to support real time data access requirements and reduce data redundancy in the child support database and data warehouse, and support the current state and federal guidelines for use of web services.
· Building the new system on a web services-based infrastructure and architecture that supports direct data access to other systems.
· Planning the interfaces with other systems, including partners, well ahead of time to ensure appropriate MOU’s and SLA’s can be put in place.  This may require additional funding for work done by other agencies or partners to meet new interface requirements so that this is not a bottleneck during implementation.

[bookmark: _Toc497038697][bookmark: _Toc507059024]Requirements
To gather the high-level requirements necessary to evaluate, the First Data team:
· Conducted an as-is analysis;
· Gathered the to-be requirements; 
· Conducted a gap analysis between the as-is and to-be; and,
· Created the Requirements Traceability Matrix (RTM) with the to-be requirements.
The detailed methodology and results of the As-Is, To-Be, and Gap Analysis is provided in Sections 3.4 and 3.5 of this document. These requirements form various criteria for alternative scoring. Detailed business and technical requirements are detailed in Appendix A, RTM. 
[bookmark: _Toc507059025][bookmark: _Toc497038698]Constraints 
During First Data’s research, we documented the key constraints and assumptions that established baselines for the analysis. Constraints have been categorized as those imposed by laws and regulations and technological best practices.
Laws and Regulations
Both federal and state laws and regulations impact Connecticut’s modernization initiative. 
Federal Laws and Regulations
The federal laws are addressed in the areas below. Since 1981, OCSE has supported the development of automated information systems for child support programs by providing enhanced federal financial participation (FFP) (up to 90 percent). This support provides states with the financial resources to develop and acquire cost effective automated systems that meet the requirements of law.  Despite the availability of FFP, state development and implementation of compliant child support systems was slow.
To stimulate development, Congress passed the Family Support Act of 1988 (FSA 88 Public Law (P.L.) 100-485), enacted October 13, 1988, mandating the implementation of automated child support systems in every state; requiring that such systems be fully operational not later than October 1, 1995; and rescinding enhanced FFP for child support system development and equipment costs effective September 30, 1995. P.L. 104-35 (enacted October 12, 1995) extended the deadline for implementing the automation requirements of FSA 88 to October 1, 1997.  This statute did not extend the availability of FFP.
Family Support Act of 1988. The Family Support Act of 1988 (FSA ’88, P.L. 100-485) includes a significant number of provisions related to CSE automated systems.  The federal Administration for Children and Families (ACF), Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) has developed a guidance document to assist states in implementing the automated systems provisions included in FSA ‘88.  The document, Automated Systems for Child Support Enforcement:  A Guide for States (the Guide), included specific objectives and related system certification requirements and has been subsequently revised in April 1999, and updated in December 1999; August, 2000; June 2007; and 2009; that last of which incorporated the functional requirements of the Deficit Reduction Act of 2005.  The latest update, issued in September 2017 occurred during the conduct of this alternative analysis report. 
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996. The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA P.L. 104-193), enacted August 22, 1996, reinstated FFP at the 90 percent rate, with limits, retroactive to October 1, 1995, and through September 30, 1997, to enable states to complete the development and implementation of a child support system that meets FSA 88 requirements.
PRWORA also provided FFP at an enhanced rate of 80 percent (capped at $400 million federal share) for system development and implementation costs related to the Automated Data Processing (ADP) requirements of FSA 88 as well as the system requirements specified in PRWORA.
The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA, P.L. 104-193) contains additional provisions and interfaces required for child support enforcement systems. The most significant requirements of PRWORA were; New distribution rules, State Case Registry (SCR), and State Disbursement Unit (SDU).
OCSE issued an Action Transmittal (OCSE-AT-98-11) dated March 25, 1998 that provides a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to implement the provisions of PRWORA related to CSE program automation.
Child Support Performance Incentive Act (CSPIA) of 1998. This act was created to provide for an alternative penalty procedure for States that fail to meet Federal child support data processing requirements, to reform Federal incentive payments for effective child support performance, to provide for a more flexible penalty procedure for States that violate interjurisdictional adoption requirements, and for other purposes.
The additional criteria under CSPIA require that the system meet the following requirements:
· Address all functional requirements of CSPIA, FSA ’88, and PRWORA as set forth in federal law and regulations and the Automated Systems for Child Support Enforcement: A Guide for States;
· Calculate the distribution of child support collections in accordance with section 457 of the Act and instructions issued by OCSE, including the distribution of support paid within the state, or in different states, and for distributions of support payments to other states;
· Provide a single point of contact in the states for receipt and automatic processing and referral of interstate cases, including monitoring and tracking of case activity on all interstate and intrastate cases within the state;
· Ensure the standardization of forms, data elements and definition throughout the state in compliance with any OCSE issued standards; and
· Provide for the efficient and effective processing of child support cases as quickly as would be processed through a single statewide system that meets federal requirements for such system.

[bookmark: B._Authority]Code of Federal Regulations and Public Laws. The origin of the programs overseen and financed by HHS/OCSE is the Social Security Act. Included under OCSE’s scope of review authority is Title IV-D, Child Support Enforcement.
Public Law 96-265 provided for enhanced FFP in the establishment and implementation of comprehensive, automated, statewide management information systems supporting the child support program. The Child Support Enforcement Amendments of 1984 (P.L. 98-378) extended enhanced federal funding for income withholding activities and hardware to states.
Authority for the requirements described in this document is codified in the Social Security Act, Sections 451-469B. In addition, specific parts of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) apply, in particular:
45 CFR Part 75, Subpart D: Establishes retention requirements and access rights for programmatic, financial, statistical, and other types of records pertinent to grants. This subpart also sets requirements for contracting that ensure fair and equitable practices and procedures with contractors and consultants.
45 CFR Part 95, Subpart A: Sets a two-year limit for states to claim FFP in expenditures under state plans approved for certain titles of the Social Security Act, including the child support program under Title IV-D.
45 CFR Part 95, Subpart E: Establishes requirements for preparation, submission, approval of -­ and adherence to -- state cost allocation plans for public assistance programs.
45 CFR Part 95, Subpart F: Specifies the conditions for FFP in the cost of acquiring (as previously approved by OCSE) data processing equipment and services under an approved state plan; sets forth the approval and reporting processes of the Advanced Planning Document (APD) and updates; provides an exemption to the capitalization and depreciation provisions of Subpart G for ADP equipment; requires access by OCSE to all aspects of state systems; and sets states' responsibilities for ADP security. Authorizes the department to conduct periodic on-site surveys and reviews of state and local agency ADP methods and practices (§ 95.621).
45 CFR Part 95, Subpart G: Prescribes requirements concerning the computation of claims for FFP in the cost of equipment under public assistance programs and identifies requirements for the management and disposition of equipment.  Applies to equipment purchased by state agencies and equipment purchased under service agreements with other state agencies and under cost-type contracts.
45 CFR Parts 300 to 305: Sets forth operational procedures, reporting requirements, incentive payments process and requirements, and standards for audit for the Title IV-D program.
45 CFR Part 307: Sets forth the requirements for the acquisition and operation of comprehensive, statewide child support systems. This includes the programmatic conditions and functional requirements required for states to qualify for funding of systems acquisitions.  This part also sets forth OCSE's oversight responsibilities.
OCSE Requirements. Guidelines to assist states in implementing the automated systems contained in numerous Action Transmittals issued by OCSE, the ACF’s Information Systems Review Guide, and ACF’s Feasibility, Alternatives, and Cost-Benefit Analysis Guide all include applicable provisions that govern CSE automated systems development.  Connecticut’s automated CSE system must meet the provisions and requirements set forth in these federal laws, regulations, and guidance documents.
State Laws and Regulations. For the most part, the state laws and regulations governing the CSE program in Connecticut, support federal regulation.  Consideration was afforded to requirements imposed by legal decisions in the development of the RTM. 
Technical Constraints
The following are constraints for the alternatives:
Outdated application that limits the choices for new technology as the compatibility issue arises. CCSES is a monolithic character based application using an older UniVerse multivalued database system. Entering and accessing data are overly onerous tasks that are counterintuitive to new users and their user training. Even minor changes to the existing green screens can present productivity and training challenges to experienced users. Further, the current design leads to poor data quality and duplicate records. 
While the agency has enhanced the system since going live in 1987, compliance with multiple regulatory requirements from HHS, IRS, SSA, and others, is becoming harder to maintain and these attempts at compliance consume an increasing amount of resources, both human and monetary capital. Some requirements, such as data labeling (or tagging data elements for special processing such as masking for security, and privacy) and continuous monitoring, cannot be fully satisfied within the existing application.
The major shortcomings in the CCSES system include limitations on:
· Available software maintenance resources; 
· Usability and data quality; 
· Interoperability, and, 
· Regulatory compliance. 
Limited maintenance resources that put ongoing operations at risk - OCSS has limited expertise and resources to maintain and operate the CCSES system. The requisite level of programming knowledge does not exist “in-house” at OCSS and subject matter expertise for the UniVerse platform is rare nationwide. The lack of available software maintenance resources poses a risk to OCSS and limits its ability to acquire professional services to make system or application changes or enhancements, including those in line with regulations or industry best practices.  
[bookmark: _Toc485120352]Usability and data quality shortfalls due to hierarchical database structure - The CCSES database design leads to poor data quality and wasted effort. The following are examples that illustrate some of these limitations: 
· Records for non-custodial parents and dependents are created multiple times on the system by design. It is increasingly difficult to keep other systems and case registries in balance when the  system itself can’t maintain data integrity within its own internal tables; 
· Because non-custodial parent records exist multiple times on the system, batch processes such as automated enforcement and automated batch locate response processing often result in the creation of multiple mailings; and,
· Because of this data topography, answering simple questions such as “How many children are served by OCSS?” requires significant manual processing.

[bookmark: _Toc485120353]Interoperability impracticalities - CCSES exchanges data with numerous other systems via batch interfaces. Creating and maintaining these interfaces becomes more expensive and problematic with each passing year. CCSES has only one true modern interface acquired through the donation of software and professional services from a Connecticut company to allow CCSES to participate in the Query Interstate Cases for Kids (QUICK) system. 
[bookmark: _Toc485120354]Regulatory compliance issues - There are deficiencies in the current system that result in errors in data usage and reporting. An example that shows how this impacts federal regulatory compliance is reporting on the federally required performance measures. Significant and recurring manual effort is required to meet federal reporting requirements. While CCSES does maintain raw counts and numbers of activities and outcomes, manual review and validation of these data points are required in order to create and submit required reports. The number of individuals involved coupled with the manual effort increases the risk of errors in the reports.
These constraints are risks that must be considered when making a decision as to the direction to take.  
[bookmark: _Toc507059026]Assumptions
Our assumptions when considering the various alternatives are:
Management
· The project will be planned and managed using a Project Management Plan (PMP) with approved project Standards and Governance;
· System documentation will be available in an agreed upon tool;
· Planning, design, operations, and training documentation will be required;
· The State will provide or procure quality assurance oversight to the project;
· The State will provide or procure project management functions; and
· The state will provide or procure change management support.

Staffing
· Staff time will be calculated on 176 hours per month;	
· Salaries and expenses for state staff assigned to the project will be paid by the project and considered as part of cost benefit;
· The development team will consist of both state and contractor staff; and,
· Vendor staffing levels encompass the cost of software design, development and testing, data conversion, training support, site preparation, and system implementation. 	

Development
· Development, conversion, and implementation activities will be segmented into phases;
· Considerations for each development phase will include:
· System Design, development, testing, and implementation,
· Data conversion,
· User training, and
· Site Preparation.	
· A dedicated facility will be required for development activities. 

Project Management and Implementation Support 
· A PMO will be contracted through CT DSS as the enterprise project management office (ePMO);
· A Quality Assurance/ Quality Control (QA/QC) vendor will be contracted to mitigate risk;
· An IV&V vendor will be contracted; and,
· A systems integration/development vendor (SI / DDI) will be contracted to conduct development and implementation activities.

[bookmark: _Toc497038699][bookmark: _Toc507059027]Developing Decision Criteria
The First Data team developed the criteria and sub-criteria against which all viable alternatives were measured based on the outcomes of the Needs Assessment and Gap Analysis, including incorporation of the RTM. The broad decision criteria, AAM, for assessment are:
Business Needs - The business needs are those high-level requirements identified in the decomposition of the Connecticut RTM. The First Data team grouped the requirements in the RTM into two logical categories to support quantitative analysis: business compliance considerations, shown as business needs, and technical compliance considerations, shown as technical needs.
Business Benefits - The business benefits are the natural outcomes of meeting the business requirements. They focus on Connecticut’s goals surrounding improved program performance, efficiency, and customer service.
Technical Needs - Technical needs began with the high-level requirements from the RTM, and were supplemented by technical needs identified during subsequent research and data gathering. 
Technical Benefits - Technical benefits are the outcomes of meeting the business requirements, and are focused on Connecticut’s goals around preferred platforms, available assets, system life cycle, and ease of implementation and maintenance.
Confidence Level - The confidence level factors evaluate the probability of success associated with each system alternative.  It is a secondary analysis of risks that includes such factors as impact on operations, equipment, software, information flow, organization, operations, development, space and facilities, security and privacy, and cost.  
Implementation Approach - This added category scores each alternative against the state’s desire that implementation:
· Offers benefits to staff and/or customers in each phase of development; 
· Impacts on-going operations as little as possible; 
· Occurs in five or fewer years; and,
· Allows a more even funding demand across years.

Risks - Risks reflect those most important to Connecticut as considerations across all options. First Data developed a risk assessment model that identified the typical risk points for Connecticut’s system development initiative and scored those risks across all the alternatives.  
Cost Comparison - During our research of options, we gathered or developed high level costs estimates to apply during the analysis process. These are not the costs that will be developed during the Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) phase, but rather reflect “straw man” comparative numbers for use in high-level consideration.
The First Data team conducted data collection tasks that included review of available documentation, interviews, structured onsite office and central operations visits, a questionnaire/survey, and a detailed team assessment (business and technical) for each of the alternative systems.  
[bookmark: _Toc497038700][bookmark: _Toc507059028]Scoring Alternatives / Decision Criteria
Each criterion was considered in a different tab within the AAM and scored across all viable alternative options.
[bookmark: _Toc497038701][bookmark: _Toc507059029]Business Requirements 
The First Data team, along with participants from across Connecticut’s OCSS and Judicial Support Enforcement Services (SES), identified the business and technical requirements necessary for the replacement system to meet Connecticut’s child support program goals. These requirements were refined through discussions with program leaders and through numerous working sessions, prior to being included in the RTM. 
The result of this effort was the identification of 813 discreet high-level requirements that support 109 umbrella requirements. Of these umbrella requirements, 86 are business requirements and 23 are technical requirements. The same requirements were scored across all the identified alternatives to assure consistency and objectivity within the analysis.
The RTM business requirements were organized into logical groupings that mirror the requirements groupings in the OCSE Guide for States. During the course of the project, in September of 2017, OCSE updated the Guide for States that had been in place since 2009. The First Data team performed a side-by-side comparison of the requirements in the updated guide to ensure all federal certification requirements were captured. This comparison is included in Appendix A.
The alternatives must, at a minimum, satisfy the requirements for:
· Case Initiation;
· Locate;
· Reporting;
· Customer Relationship;
· Document Management;
· Workflow Management;
· Paternity, Support, and Medical Order Establishment;
· Enforcement;
· Intergovernmental;
· Financial Management;
· Case Management;
· Quality Control; and,
· Fatherhood Initiative.

Although Fatherhood Initiative in not included in the Guide for States, it is an important part of Connecticut’s program improvement and customer service strategy and is therefore afforded equal importance in the analysis. Supporting functionality is to be incorporated into the system wherever feasible and allowable under IV-D rules.
First Data developed a scoring tool to allow every requirement to be scored on how well it was met or would be met by the alternative. The scoring tools are further discussed in the sections on each alternatives analysis and are included in the appendixes to this report. Scoring was conducted by team members who looked at the facts of the alternative information to determine if the alternative did not meet or only minimally met the requirement, partially met the requirement, or substantively or totally met the requirement. 
[bookmark: _Toc507059030]AAM Scoring 
The scoring tool was used to score business needs, business benefits and technical needs. A description of how this tool was used follows.   
Scoring Legend
When the solution meets the specific requirement to the extent shown in the table below, the associated 1-5 score is applied.
1 =   0 - 20%
2 = 21 - 40%
3 = 41 - 60%
4 = 61 - 80%
5 = 81 - 100%

Methodology for Scoring Requirements
The scoring sheet contains the requirements from the state approved Requirements Traceability Matrix (RTM). Each solution was evaluated using these requirements. In the scoring sheet, each requirement is broken down into sub-requirements, and, as they pertain to the chosen solution, is evaluated as: 1 = does not meet the requirement; 3 = partially meets the requirement; 5 = completely meets the requirement.
These scores are rolled up to the parent requirement level and the sub requirements averaged to give the overall score, 1 - 5, of how the solution being considered meets the requirement. See the scoring chart above.


Methodology for Scoring Business Benefits
Each requirement that supports an expected benefit is identified. The requirement scoring is then applied to the benefit. The scores of all requirements are then tabulated and average, resulting in an overall score for each benefit for the option.
Business Benefits Legend
· ICP = Increased number of children with paternity established
· ICO = Increased number of families/children with court orders established
· ICS = Increased current support collections
· IAF = Increased payments toward arrears to families
· IAS = Increased payments toward arrears to the state
· CAV = Reduction / avoidance of TANF block grant funds expended
· IRA = Improved reporting accuracy
· IFR = Improved family relationships due to Fatherhood Initiative

The following table lays out, at a high level, the benefits and implications of each of the requirements categories. The degree to which benefits are realized or implications felt changes with the alternatives under consideration.
	Requirement Category
	Benefits
	Implications

	Case Initiation
	· Individuals exist only once on the database allowing all known information to be immediately applied to case processing
· Data accuracy is improved
· Consistent application of known data
· Improved customer service
· Increased productivity
	· Requires reconfigured or new relational database
· Requires conversion of data and data/person clean-up
· Requires process changes
· Requires staff training


	Locate
	· Improved interfaces discover data more quickly
· More automated processing increases staff productivity
· Advance automation reduces errors that cause case delays or missed / inappropriate actions
· Deletes stored duplicate data
· Increased productivity
	· Interfaces require additional programming to automate
· Business rules regarding next actions must be defined and incorporated
· Interface partners need to be consulted to improve data exchanges
· Requires new processes
· Requires staff training

	Reporting
	· Allows fact base program analysis
· Supports advanced program planning activities
· Reduces possibilities of federal, state, and audit errors
· Increases productivity
	· Requires reconfigured or new relational data base
· May require additional reporting software

	Customer Relationship
	· Allows for customer self-service
· Increases customer comfort level with information gathering and dissemination processes
· Reduces waiting times to open new cases
· Allows customers to update their own information and thus expedite case actions
· Increases productivity

	· Requires public education and outreach
· Requires update to software
· Requires process changes
· Requires training

	Document Management
	· Potential to reduce paper usage
· Avoids lost or misfiled documents and notices
· Allows tracking and aging to ensure documents are properly responded to
· Allows sharing of documents across offices
· Improved customer experience when documents are available on-line or to staff members
· Automates next actions
· Automates document creation and maintenance
· Increases productivity
	· Review of all current documents required
· Creation of document templates required
· Requires additional software
· Training required
· Requires new processes

	Workflow Management
	· Ensures actions accurately flow from newly applied data
· Automates many currently manual processes
· Reduces chance of “lost” information and actions
· Increases productivity
	· Requires new processes
· Requires training
· Requires rules agreement and documentation – consistent practices

	Paternity, Support, and Medical Order Establishment
	· Improved productivity
· Improved quality of information
· Immediate access to case information from different staff members performing different functions
· Reduces chance of “lost” information and actions
· Improved accuracy of information as manual processes are automated
· Increased paternity and support order performance goal percentages
· Improved case accuracy and customer service due to eFiling interface
	· Requires new processes
· Requires training
· Requires coordination with OCSS / SES / courts and other partners
· May require data clean up
· Requires change management


	Enforcement
	· Improved productivity
· Improved accuracy of enforcement actions
· Improved quality of information
· Reduces chance of lost information and actions
· Improved accuracy of guidelines calculations
· Improved accuracy of arrears to family and arrears to state calculations
· Improvements in collection of current support and collection of arrears performance goal percentages
	· Requires new processes
· Requires training
· Requires coordination with OCSS / SES / courts and other partners
· Requires change management
· May require data clean up

	Intergovernmental
	· Increased information sharing among national and international agencies
· Automated responses to other state’s requests increase
· Increased quality of information
· Increased productivity
	· Requires training
· Requires process changes
· Requires coordination among partners
· May require data clean up

	Financial Management
	· Improved account balance accuracy
· Accurate distribution
· Increased productivity
	· Requires training


	Case Management
	· Improved information exchanges among agencies
· More timely actions are taken
· Reduces changes of lost or inaccurate actions
· Improved data/ case history accuracy
· Improved productivity
	· Requires training
· Requires process changes
· Requires change management

	Quality Control
	· Improved accuracy of information
· Improved accuracy and
· appropriateness of case actions
· Greater consistency among all
· offices
· Improved customer service
	· Requires training
· Requires documentation of standards and policies


	Fatherhood Initiative
	· Improved family relationships
· Improved reliability of current
· support and arrears payments
· Expedited paternity and court
· order establishment
· Impacts all four performance
· goals of paternity, court order,
· current support collections and
· arrears collections percentages
· Improved customer service
	· Requires public outreach
· Requires process changes
· Requires training
· Requires document and report
· development
· Requires process documentation
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[bookmark: _Toc507059031]Business Benefits
Business benefits are the outcomes of meeting the business requirements viewed through the lens of Connecticut’s goals, as defined in the CT Child Support Enforcement System Transition Feasibility Study request for proposal. The business benefits are:
· Increased number of children with paternity established due to business requirements / productivity gains;
· Increased number of families/children with court orders established due to business requirements / productivity gains;
· Increased current support collections to families due to business requirements / productivity gains;
· Increased payments toward arrears due to families due to business requirements / productivity gains;
· Increased payments toward arrears due to the State due to business requirements / productivity gains;
· Reduction / avoidance of Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) block grant funds expended due to business requirements / productivity gains;
· Improved reporting accuracy due to business requirements;
· Improved family relationships due to Fatherhood Initiative requirements; and,
· Collections increase from decreased training time from business requirements
[bookmark: _Toc497038703][bookmark: _Toc507059032]Technical Requirements
The technical requirements identified and documented through discussions with program leaders, numerous working sessions, and included in the RTM, where part of the scoring tool completed for each alternative. 
The alternatives considered must, at a minimum, satisfy Connecticut’s technical needs for a system replacement that:
· Offers a system that is thoroughly documented, flexible, and can be more easily maintained (uses existing enterprise approved technologies);
· Provides a technical architecture that includes storing information in well-known, reliable, and open database structures and platforms;
· Safeguards against unauthorized access and enhances security;
· Supports dashboards;
· Implements using an iterative approach;
· Includes Web Portal Architecture;
· Supports Call Center;
· Helps Business Processes;
· Supports Document Management;
· Enhances Financial Management;
· Supports Information Integration Management;
· Avoids federal penalties and loss of incentive funding; and
· Eases future modification and maintenance.
The following table shows the benefits and implications inherent in meeting each of the technical goals.
	Requirement Category
	Benefits
	Implications

	Offers a system that is thoroughly documented, flexible, and maintainable
	· Improves system integration
· Facilitates future changes
· Increased quality
· Reasonable maintenance costs
	· Requires training
· Requires coordination

	Provides a technical architecture that includes storing information in well-known, reliable, and open database structures and platforms 
	· Improves data access
· Expands reporting capabilities
· Allows new data types – such as images
· Enables a data warehouse
· Skilled technical staff are more readily available
· Interfaces are more easily created / accommodated 
· Accommodates current and future enterprise architecture and platforms
· Offers modular components
· Supports reuse of existing assets
· Supports a shared services model
· Provides / supports business intelligence
· Capable of Cloud Services (FedRamp certifiable)
· Ability to reuse existing assets
	· Requires conversion from or interfaces with sources
· Requires training
· Requires documentation
· Written procedures must be developed
· Must develop the enterprise architecture and platforms
· Must document all sharable assets and services
· Requires detailed implementation approach

	Safeguards against unauthorized access and enhances security
	· Reduce erroneous or fraudulent activities
· Protect the privacy rights of individuals 
· Data is protected from intrusion / alteration/ destruction unauthorized disclosure of confidential information
	· Written procedures must be developed
· Test plans are required

	Supports dashboards

	· Allows casework stratification to allow staff to work as efficiently as possible
· Allows managers to track individual performance
· Allows managers to track unit, office, and state-wide performance 
· Supports special initiatives to meet customer needs
· Increases productivity
	· Requires training
· Requires change management
· Requires documentation

	Implements using an iterative approach
	· Benefits may be realized prior to full implementation
· Costs may be spread more evenly across implementation years
· Reuse of existing assets is more practical
· May result in cost savings
	· Must document all shared assets and services
· Detailed implementation approach
· Must develop documentation
· Must develop rules and criteria


	Includes Web Portal Architecture
	· Improves customer service
· Improves customer satisfaction
· Supports the electronic exchange of documents, forms, and notices
· Improves notifications tracking
· Improves employer relations
	· Requires public awareness campaign
· Requires training
· Requires documentation (content) development

	Supports Call Center
	· Improved customer services
· Ability for customers to self-serve
· Productivity gains
	· Requires hardware partitioning
· Requires software “scripting” and coding
· Requires system database connection / feed
· Requires public relations outreach
· Requires training

	Helps Business Processes
	· May allow reuse of existing assets
· Enhances ability to work across offices and agencies when single individuals are involved in two or more cases or case actions
· Improved document management options
· Enhanced case management functions
· Enables implementation of a business rules engine
· Allows task routing based on completed or outstanding tasks and/ or documents
· Improved productivity
	· Requires user training
· Requires process documentation
· May lead to new / changed business processes


	Supports Document Management
	· Expedites form / notice creation with predefined templates
· Allows document indexing for easy retrieval
· Improves speed of information searches
· Improves customer service
· Enhances productivity
· Allows for storage of other communications such as emails, attachments, and voice messages
· Allows forms / notices to be generated to paper or electronic formats
	· Requires user training
· Requires process documentation
· May lead to new / changed business processes
· Requires template creation/ maintenance

	Enhances Financial Management
	· Integrated financial functions allow quick and correct assessment of program progress
	· Documentation of financial processes
· Requires training

	Supports Information Integration Management
	· Offers ability to manage “unstructured” forms of information such as documents, case notes, notifications, etc., including automated indexing to case folders 
· Improves assessment of program performance across all performance goals
· Supports a data warehouse
· Allows on-demand reports to address constituent and public official questions and concerns
· Enables business intelligence
	· Requires training
· Requires process changes
· Requires change management
· Staff and office hardware and peripherals must support new offerings


[bookmark: _Toc506551397][bookmark: _Toc507059134][bookmark: _Toc495476103][bookmark: _Toc495651068][bookmark: _Toc497029825][bookmark: _Toc497038704]Table 3.2 – Technical Requirement Benefits and Implications
[bookmark: _Toc507059033]Technical Benefits
As with the business benefits, technical benefits are the outcome of meeting the technical requirements. The technical benefits that support Connecticut’s program goals are:
· Ability to adapt to the State of CT technical environment and standards;
· Ability to support user access methods for workers and clients (for example, Client portal);
· Alternative supports modularity and is service based (SOA);
· Alternative offers ease of making changes to adapt to business needs (configurable); 
· Alternative offers a predicted system life expectancy that is viable for 20-25 years;
· Alternative can be hosted remotely in the cloud;
· Alternative allows business rules for policy and processes to be easily adopted/updated;
· Alternative supports a reasonable exit strategy from the legacy and, in the future, the Maintenance and Operations (M&O) vendor; 
· Alternative can be implemented incrementally with measurable benefits;
· Alternative can be implemented  with minimal disruption to staff; and
· Alternative supports reuse of existing CT assets.
While the benefits flow from the requirements, our technical analysts conducted additional research to determine how well each benefit could be expected to be realized by the alternative. Based on this research, our discussions with Connecticut staff, our survey of and discussions with other state staff, and experience with available systems, a score of one to five was assigned to the benefit. 
1=  0 – 20% likelihood that the alternative will deliver the benefit; 
2= 21 – 40% likelihood;
3= 41 – 60% likelihood; 
4= 61 – 80% likelihood; and,
5= 81 – 100% likelihood.

[bookmark: _Toc497038705][bookmark: _Toc507059034]Confidence Level
The confidence level factors are scored against the probability of success associated with each system alternative.  It is a secondary analysis of risks that includes such factors as impact on operations, equipment, software, information flow, organization, operations, development, space and facilities, security and privacy, and cost. The confidence level factors are:
· Minimal program operations impact;
· Hardware maintainability, reliability, flexibility, compatibility, obsolescence;
· Software maintainability, reliability, flexibility, compatibility, obsolescence;
· Information accessibility, conversion, format, storage;
· Organizational structure, training, personnel, skill requirements;
· Technical operational impacts;
· Security and Privacy;
· Ability to successfully implement solution;
· Solution will be updatable and maintainable with minimal programming needs; and,
· Solution offers multiple access channels for customers/clients.
The scoring of Confidence Level was based on our research on other state experiences, our discussions with Connecticut staff, our survey of and discussions with other state staff, and experience with available systems. Each factor was assigned a score of one to five.  All of our team members participated in this scoring, each providing an individual score which was jointly discussed and averaged for the final analysis. All scoring uses the same percentages as listed above in Section 3.5.5.
[bookmark: _Toc497038706][bookmark: _Toc507059035]Implementation Approach
This category scores each alternative against the state’s desire that the implementation:
· Offers benefits to staff and/or customers in each phase of development; 
· Impacts on-going operations as little as possible; 
· Occurs in five or fewer years; and,
· Allows a more even funding demand across years.
Therefore, each alternative was scored in the AAM against the implementation approach sub-criteria below:
· Incremental (not Big Bang)
· Timeframe to implement
· Impact on staff resources
· Ability to spread costs over multiple years
· Tangible benefits for each phase of Implementation
· Success in other similar implementations
· Minimum technical environments required

The scoring of Implementation Approach was based on our research on other state experiences, our discussions with Connecticut staff, our survey of and discussions with other state staff, and experience with available systems. Each factor was assigned a score of one to five. All of our team members participated in this scoring, each providing an individual score which was jointly discussed and averaged for the final analysis. All scoring uses the same percentages as listed above in Section 3.5.5.
[bookmark: _Toc497038707][bookmark: _Toc507059036]Risks
All large scale development projects face multiple risks that could negatively impact successful development and implementation if not identified and monitored.  First Data created a risk assessment model that identified the typical risk points of a Connecticut system development initiative.  
The risks scored on the AAM are:
· Availability of code developers; 
· Ability to easily enhance system functionality with minimum risk to system
· Time to implementation;
· Extent of necessary  involvement of state business and technical SMEs to detail requirements adequately exceeds availability;
· Agency staff availability to develop detailed requirement and test them throughout implementation;
· Ability to adapt to changes during implementation;
· Compatibility of the data schema needed by CT to the incoming database;
· Data conversion impact, including conversion of historical data;
· Ability to accommodate state specific / needed interfaces;
· Ability to accommodate Child Support functionality across multiple agencies;
· Existing testing tools (vendor and state)  that supports development throughout the lifecycle;
· Availability and cost of technical resources to support a sole purpose product.
The scoring of Risk is also based on our research on other state experiences, our discussions with Connecticut staff, our survey of and discussions with other state staff, and experience with available systems. Each factor was assigned a score of one to five. All of our team members participated in this scoring, each providing an individual score which was jointly discussed and averaged for the final analysis. All scoring uses the same percentages as listed above in Section 3.5.5.  An important aspect of risk scoring is that it may appear counter-intuitive.  Due to our AAM tool, putting more weight on low risk results in a higher score for the alternative. Thus, a high risk score does not equal high risk, but rather low risk.
[bookmark: _Toc497038708][bookmark: _Toc507059037]Cost Comparison 
The final decision criteria scored in the alternatives analysis was related to costs. During our research of options, we gathered or developed high level cost estimates to apply during the analysis process. 
The cost sub criteria scored in the AAM are:
· State Personnel
· System Development

[bookmark: _Toc507059038]Cost Comparison 
The final decision criteria scored in the alternatives analysis was related to costs. During our research of options, we gathered or developed high level cost estimates to apply during the analysis process. 
The cost sub criteria scored in the AAM are:
· State Personnel
· System Development
· Data Conversion
· Technical Support
· Data Base Preparation
· Cultural Change
· Project Management
These are not the costs that will be developed during the Cost Benefit Analysis phase nor are they dollar figures, but rather reflect “straw man” comparative numbers for use in high-level consideration. 
The scoring of Cost is based on our research on other state experiences, review of vendor proposals, our discussions with Connecticut staff, our survey of and discussions with other state staff, and experience with available systems. Each factor was assigned a score of one to five. All of our team members participated in this scoring, each providing an individual score which was jointly discussed and averaged for the final analysis.  All scoring uses the same percentages as listed above in Section 3.5.5. As with risk scoring, an important aspect of cost scoring is that it may appear counter-intuitive.  Due to our AAM tool, putting more weight on low costs results in a higher score for the alternative. Thus, a high cost score does not equal high cost, but rather low cost.
[bookmark: _Toc497038709][bookmark: _Toc507059039]Tabulate Scoring Results
Scoring results determine the most desirable replacement strategies. Alternatives are priortized by the most viable options. The First Data AAM allows scoring on the sub-criteria within each decision criteria tab.  
Scoring considers two dynamics: 1) the importance of the requirement to program operations – the weight; and, 2) the extent to which the alternative meets the sub criteria.

	Definition of Weight
	Weight 

	Mandatory for program operations
	100%

	Important for program operations
	66%

	Desirable for program operations
	33%



Requirements that must be met to comply with federal certification requirements and/or Connecticut laws, regulations and/or processes are weighted at 100% in the AAM.  Requirements which reflect program needs but not absolutes are weighted at 66%, and those that are considered by Connecticut to be nice-to-have improvements that increase staff and customer satisfaction are weighted at 33%. 
Weighting considers factors such as whether the requirement is required by federal or state law, regulation, or policy, or is central to ongoing program operations. Weighting does not intend to confer value on sub-criteria. It is possible that the value subsequently determined in the cost benefit analysis may actually be significant. Rather this attribute seeks to simply identify those sub-criteria that must be present in the new system from those that are not absolutely mandatory.
The second dynamic is the extent to which each alternative meets the sub-criteria. The team scored each sub-criterion individually, and these scores were averaged to yield the overall scores for each.
	Definition of Score
	Score

	Alternative fully or substantively (81-100%) meets the criteria
	5

	Alternative significantly meets the criteria (61 – 80%)
	4

	Alternative partially meets the criteria (41 – 60%)
	3

	Alternative somewhat meets the criteria (21 – 40%) 
	2

	Alternative does not or only minimally meets the criteria 
	1



The combination of the two dynamics results in comparative scores for all sub criteria, which are aggregated to the criteria level, and then compared across alternatives. 
[bookmark: _Toc497038710][bookmark: _Toc507059040]Provide an Alternative Analysis Report
The final step in the alternatives process methodology is the drafting and submission of the results and findings report as the Alternatives Analysis Report.  In addition to presenting the scoring results and comprehensive findings, it aggregates each alternative’s score against the decision criteria and offers recommendations on the most desirable approaches. The analysis leads to identification of the most applicable alternatives on which to conduct an in-depth CBA.
[bookmark: _Toc497038711][bookmark: _Toc507059041]Compare and Evaluate
The methodology for the feasibility study as a whole is to perform a sequence of activities for which the outputs of each task builds on the previous to form the foundation and input for the next step in the process.

[bookmark: _Toc506543768][bookmark: _Toc507059192][bookmark: _Toc497030668]Figure 3.1 – Feasibility Study Components
OCSS chose to pursue the alternatives considered in this report as each represents distinctive effort, cost, benefit, timeframe, confidence, and risk characteristics. As research proceeded, the dynamic of approach to implementation was added. In considering the available information about states’ certified systems, the First Data team determined that none of the states certified by OCSE are using COTS applications.  Even though Florida did program and configure its system on a SAP framework, the system itself involved extensive custom programming and is therefore not truly a COTS solution.  As such, a complete COTS solution was removed from consideration. 
However, our review of current state resources in Connecticut indicates that certain currently held assets may be reusable in the CCSES modernization effort. While not a complete COTS solution, these components are considered.
In addition, even though the team was able to score many of the requirements met or not met by the MTS, this option was also ruled out as not viable.  The detailed findings for this decision are included in Section 6.8 below. 
The First Data team began by identifying a set of high level business and technical requirements against which system alternatives were evaluated. To ensure an objective analysis of how well each alternative, each sub criteria was scored as:

· 1 = does not meet or minimally meets (less than 20%) the requirements
· 3 = partially meets the requirements; and 
· 5 = fully or substantively (more than 80%) meets the requirement.  
This methodology avoids the “shades of grey” that sometimes occurs when analysts attempt to apply percentages beyond these boundaries to system offerings. The analysis of business and technical requirements followed this established methodology to ensure that all alternatives were scored using the same criteria. 
The following figure provides a visual representation of the general approach followed to evaluate the alternatives.

[bookmark: _Toc506543769][bookmark: _Toc497030669][bookmark: _Toc497038712]
[bookmark: _Toc507059193]Figure 3.2 – Evaluating the Alternatives
[bookmark: _Toc507059042]Research Other State Systems
The First Data team used a structured evaluation methodology to determine all available options and to: 
· Ensure objectivity and independence during the evaluation;
· Focus on Connecticut’s specific requirements;
· Consider all available modernization approaches; and,
· Consider program performance goals.
To determine transfer options, we first established where each of the 54 states and territories were in their respective modernization system life cycle. 
A system with a certification date prior to 2007 was determined to be outside the alternative options for Connecticut’s desired modernization approach, thus older state/territory systems were eliminated from consideration. The remaining systems certified since 2007 are from the states of:
1. California
2. Delaware
3. Florida
4. New Jersey
5. New York
6. Oklahoma
7. Oregon
We next eliminated states that are actively in the process of modernizing and/or replacing their system, which removed Oklahoma and Oregon. Next, we looked at systems whose approach and/or platforms would not work in Connecticut. This eliminated Florida since their platform is SAP and determined less compatible with CT IT. Finally, we looked at overall program performance rankings among the 54 states and territories and eliminated all states ranked 28 or lower, the bottom 50%, as program performance improvement is paramount to Connecticut. This left the states of California and New Jersey for deeper analysis of fit.  
Further details of the transfer system analysis are provided in Section 2.11, Transfer Certified Existing System.
Although federal OCSE’s requirements for a transfer system are that it must be implemented and at least Level 1 certified, we wanted to consider in our analysis the forward thinking approaches being undertaken by states that are modernizing, but which have not yet been certified. To gather information on these efforts, a 20-question survey was distributed to all State Child Support Directors.  The survey focused on key gaps and needs identified by Connecticut’s needs assessment and gap analysis. From these, we identified two additional states, Colorado and Massachusetts that warranted further consideration.  We spoke to staff from those states to determine if their experiences could help shape Connecticut’s options, with the knowledge that these findings would contribute to our evaluation of hybrid or new build systems. Conference calls were conducted with Colorado, Massachusetts and New Jersey to gather additional information about their system implementation.  
Additional research included analysis of other states’ feasibility studies, RFPs, and proposals. We also included an analysis of the MTS, although at a high level only.
The sections that follow provide details of the analysis and results for each of the alternatives.  
[bookmark: _Toc507059043]Alternative Consideration  
Prior to offering the analysis of the alternatives, we describe the As-Is Connecticut environment as a point of consideration and comparison.
[bookmark: _Toc497038714][bookmark: _Toc507059044] As-Is Environment
While a thorough analysis of the environment is documented in the previous As-Is assessment section, we summarize those findings in this section for ease of reference.
OCSS has limited expertise and resources to maintain and operate the CCSES system, typical in a system this old. The requisite level of programming knowledge does not exist “in-house” at OCSS and subject matter expertise for the UniVerse platform is rare nationwide. The lack of available software maintenance resources poses a risk to OCSS and limits its ability to acquire professional services to make system or application changes or enhancements, including those in line with regulations or industry best practices. OCSS has already experienced various problems with acquiring supporting resources for this system – a previously issued request for application support received a total of two responses, with one of the respondents using the other as a subcontractor. 
[bookmark: _Toc480526872]Usability and Data Quality
The CCSES database design leads to poor data quality. The following are examples that illustrate some of these limitations: 
· Records for non-custodial parents and dependents are created multiple times on the system by design. It is increasingly difficult to keep other systems and case registries in balance when the  system itself can’t maintain data integrity within its own internal tables; 
· Because non-custodial parent records exist multiple times on the system, batch processes such as automated enforcement and automated batch locate response processing often result in the creation of multiple mailings; and,
· Because of this data topography, answering simple questions such as “How many children are served by OCSS?” requires significant manual processing. 

[bookmark: _Toc480526873]Interoperability
CCSES exchanges data with numerous other systems via batch interfaces. Creating and maintaining these interfaces becomes more expensive and problematic with each passing year. CCSES has only one true modern interface acquired through the donation of software and professional services from a Connecticut company to allow CCSES to participate in the Query Interstate Cases for Kids (QUICK) system. 
[bookmark: _Toc480526874]Regulatory Compliance
There are deficiencies in the current system that result in errors in data usage and reporting. An example that shows how this impacts federal regulatory compliance is reporting on the federally required performance measures. Significant and recurring manual effort is required to meet federal reporting requirements. While CCSES does maintain raw counts and numbers of activities and outcomes, manual review and validation of these data points are required in order to create and submit required reports. The number of individuals involved coupled with the manual effort increases the risk of errors in the reports.
[bookmark: _Toc480483794][bookmark: _Toc480526875]Business / Functional Status
In the case initiation process, CCSES does perform some required functions, albeit in a heavily manual way. It also creates an automatic diary when a custodial party (CP) is approved for a Title IV-A grant by the Department of Social Services (DSS). If all new case criteria are met, a new case is established in CCSES through an interface. The subsequent processing of the referral requires extensive manual case handling. At the time the DSS staff member creates the IV-A case, he or she also completes, or has the applicant complete, a supplementary document for child support with additional information. This document is provided to OCSS, where it is maintained in a manual file and “matched” with the resultant referral, creating a cumbersome check-and-balance against referrals not being automatically received. 
In some circumstances cases are opened erroneously (e.g., caretaker / guardian situations, incomplete referrals, duplicate cases) and are subsequently closed by the staff member. CCSES does not automatically update information on existing IV-A case participants when this occurs. Further, CCSES requires multiple manual steps to apply and monitor a family violence waiver request. 
Locate processing in CCSES is largely manual and time intensive. While the system has a few interfaces that run in batch over nights or weekends, most do nothing more than generate diaries if new or potentially new information is received. CCSES does not electronically interface with all mandated and necessary sources. 
A data warehouse solution does not exist for OCSS data. Data is pulled directly from the databases within the organic CCSES, verified and validated by state staff on Excel spreadsheets, which are then used to manually generate federal reports such as the OCSE 157 and OCSE 34. 
CCSES currently allows for only two “case owners”; one of these owners is the OCSS staff member who handles cases up to the point of court order entry as well as administrative enforcement remedies, and the other is for a SES staff member who handles interstate and post-court-order establishment cases. Thus, the worklists, or diaries, generate only to those case owners and their supervisors. 
Case work specialization, which is an important part of case management in Connecticut, is not supported by CCSES. Diaries are primarily generated by the lack of an action, therefore casework following these diaries is reactive, sometimes allowing insufficient time to take actions necessary to get to support to families in a timely manner. 
The system’s inflexibility has led to numerous manual processes, which include setting personal diaries, setting calendar alerts outside of CCSES, physical filling systems, and notes on paper calendars. 
In addition, the state has implemented Informer, a Commercial Off The Shelf (COTS) software solution outside of CCSES that reads the underlying CCSES database. Informer extracts data about  cases with predefined parameters – such as cases with arrears amounts in excess of established thresholds, cases with “zero” (an order for child support in the amount of zero) orders where the NCP is employed, and cases with NCPs incarcerated yet court orders are accruing, to name a few. Informer creates a report that is printed, and the paper pages are distributed among the appropriate workers. While the resultant stack of paper and the resulting manual case processing is substantial, these processes that are external to CCSES allow a remarkably motivated staff to serve customers as efficiently as their constraints allow. 
Currently, staff members generate arrears affidavits using a manual process as there is no functionality in CCSES to produce an automated arrears affidavit.
CCSES does provide minimal employee performance statistics and tracking in the Case Time Processing Report, Supervisor Report, and performance measures report, however, this reporting is not sufficient to meet Connecticut’s needs. Information must be gathered manually by supervisors, resulting in excess time and effort expended as well as potential data collection inconsistencies and errors. Some statistics are gathered from CCSES using Informer, which interacts with the data in CCSES to produce reports.
An IVR solution that handles incoming customer calls is provided through an external vendor, SMI, as part of its State Disbursement Unit (SDU) contract and by SES as part of its call center operation. The SDU IVR is not security compliant in that it does not capture a unique PIN for caller identification. The SES IVR provides basic call routing functionality, but no case specific information. 
CCSES provides only partial role-based security. System Administrator and User security levels seem well-defined. However, if a user has access to CCSES, all data in all cases is viewable by the user, with no consistent record of that viewing captured. Changes made by users are, for the most part, tracked and auditable. The inability to restrict and audit access in CCSES to certain information based on caseload assignment has been noted by the IRS as an audit finding. The SSA could make a similar finding based on access to HIPAA data. 
CCSES document management consists of menus of available documents from which staff members manually select, edit, and print those necessary to take case actions. A document history is maintained on each case with a listing of documents printed, however, a copy of the document with the text contained in the original is not maintained within CCSES.
CCSES provides no email capacity or support, nor electronic signature ability. It has no ability to support mobile applications. 
CCSES has limited electronic document creation and management capabilities. Notices contained in CCSES are manually created via a form template on the system, and then printed to be distributed manually. CCSES does show the document’s creation on a Forms History screen, which is often used to determine case status. However, creating the Forms History entry does not store the image of the printed document. Although the courts that adjudicate Child Support cases are using document management and e-Filing systems, there is no interface between the court system and CCSES.
Updating the forms template in CCSES is a cumbersome process involving selections of variables in some fields and entry of free-form text in other fields. Entry of free form information is particularly cumbersome since CCSES offers no “word processing” features. If mistakes are made – even simple mistakes like typos – the entire entry must be deleted and then reentered. 
No structured, configurable workflow processes exist in CCSES. While there is some automated functionality and next-action prompting in the current system, workflow processes are generally manual and time consuming. CCSES communicates work tasks to case owners through diaries. CCSES does not support assignment of families of tasks – e.g. Review and Adjustment or Judicial Enforcement – to staff members who specifically perform these functions. 
Most cases initiate within application/referral processing by OCSS and proceed through court order establishment by OCSS, with most continuing enforcement processing handled by SES, and other continuing processes, primarily administrative enforcement remedies, continuing within OCSS. Notifications of transfer of processing responsibilities between OCSS and SES are made manually via paper files and interoffice mail. Cases also initiate through Interstate case processes handled by the Central Registry operated by SES, with all case processes except administrative enforcement provided by SES.
Magistrate / court calendars may be maintained by the OCSS/ SES office or by the Magistrate / court office. In each case, calendar maintenance is performed outside of CCSES. Staff manually update the fields regarding court dates, times, and locations in CCSES, with no next-action processing is taken by the system. 
No functionality exists for CCSES to interface with the eFiling system. Currently, the Courts’ e-filing system runs underneath FileNet, the same statewide Enterprise standard for document management used by the DSS ConneCT and ImpaCT systems.  
Staff members in any office, OCSS or SES, initiate intergovernmental actions as appropriate. Prompting by CCSES to take actions is not specific but general, and may not be discovered at all except through the use of Informer reports. Forms are prepared manually by selecting the individual forms required for an action from a document list on CCSES, entering the information not auto-completed by CCSES into the document, and printing the forms locally. Packets are manually compiled and then mailed to the responding state central registry. CCSES tracks time frames for processing and creates diaries for staff members; however, the diaries do not accommodate specialized processing. Informer gathers specific case information and creates reports that are printed to paper and can be distributed and addressed by staff. While web services are available, these are provided outside CCSES. 
The Central Registry is operated by SES. All incoming (responding) cases are manually received and reviewed by the Central Registry, then manually forwarded to the local offices when complete. The receiving office staff members review the Responding action requested and take the appropriate next action. Monitoring and tracking actions are primarily handled outside of CCSES using Informer reports. Tribal actions are manual.
The Central Registry handles many of the requests for status through paper (mail) communications, phone calls, and/or email due to an insufficient ability to interact through CSENet, the international network provided by the Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement to facilitate digital communication.    
The Connecticut Vital Records Office within the Department of Public Health maintains completed Voluntary Acknowledgement of Paternity forms and there is no automated interface. Staff handle this need using manual processes. 
The process of establishing court orders depends on manual processes. There is little wage and employment information available via automatic interface, although an interface with the National New Hire registry does exist, making assurance of the accurate application of child support guidelines difficult.
The court order and obligation data are entered manually into CCSES, and CCSES accepts only manual entry of non-IV-D orders. CSSES does perform many financial calculations, but does not perform arrears affidavit calculations and other supportive financial calculations.
While CCSES does some identification of cases that meet enforcement remedy criteria, the identifications are far from all-inclusive causing staff to rely on manual identification of enforcement options. 
CCSES’s financial function partially supports automated retroactive adjustments. It accepts electronic and manual collections. CCSES also allocates wage withholding payment across NCP cases as long as those cases are recognized, as required by federal guidelines. The system uses the Deficit Reduction Act (DRA) distribution scheme to allocate monies across obligations. The current OCSS system provides for the automatic disbursement of distributed collections to appropriate parties. Escheatment is a manual process. The system currently allows for the manual and automatic hold of collections and disbursements.
Recoupments can only be created manually. Both adjustments to and satisfaction of these owed balances are also handled manually.
While the current CCSES system does maintain an Unreimbursed Assistance (URA) balance, the balance on the system is often times incorrect when compared to that of the TANF program. When the URA updates are not received consistently from the IV-A agency or there are interface issues, updates may not be processed. Prior month or mid-month case type changes are not handled appropriately by CCSES, causing the URA balance to be out of balance with the IV-A agency. The URA balance is an integral piece of information when it comes to distributing child support collections. The child support agency is only allowed to retain, as state reimbursement, the amount of assigned arrears up to the URA. When the URA balance is incorrect, this disparity can lead to erroneous distribution results.
Currently, CCSES has no automated means of determining if all monies received in a particular day have been properly and completely allocated; whether to a case or to unidentified funds. Any unidentified payments drop to an “unidentified payments” file that is forwarded to the OCSS Central Office for further manual research.
In the area of case management, diaries of case activity are housed in CCSES. Diaries generate to one of the two case owners. The system cannot handle any kind of case activity specialization or stratification. OCSS has implemented an external process, using Informer, to accommodate specialization. The functionality to filter alerts is limited. The current functionality and processes require significant manual monitoring of case activities. This creates delays in the retrieval and verification of new case information, and there are challenges when tracking cases to meet required time frames. There is also higher risk of overlapping of information updates and errors. Many facets of the appointment scheduling process are manual. 
CCSES initiates limited automated closure activities. Workers can submit a case for closure by completing an Intent to Close form and sending to the parties of the case. CCSES monitors the required time frame, and then sends a diary to the staff member for review. If case closure is still appropriate the staff member closes the case and sends appropriate notice to the parties. In addition, Informer identifies a list of cases that may be eligible for closure based on configurable criteria. Once identified, these cases are printed to a report and distributed to the appropriate staff member. This is primarily a manual process.
OCSS currently maintains a website that provides only general information for both parents and employers. Parents can access, download, and print application forms. However, applications cannot be completed online. SES and the SDU also maintain separate websites.
CCSES offers little in the way of Quality Control support.  Staff work is assigned to QC staff based on the office in which the staff works. Connecticut failed a federal performance audit in 2004 and was re-audited in 2007. While performance improved, the 2007 was not a clear “pass” on compliance. As a result, a series of reports were created to assist in managing work and meeting deadlines. These include:
· QC4300 – DSS cases closed but financial accounts open
· QC6500 – SES cases open but financial accounts are closed 
· QC4300 – Shows office and # of cases out of compliance (worker must access another report to see the cases)
· Case Process Timeliness Report - Informer Report that QC workers extract to Excel; Report identifies investigator’s cases not meeting due dates. Excel reports are sent to supervisors via Email after QC worker verifies the status.
· State Fiscal Year Reports – manually created from the 34 data. Manually keep prior years for comparison reports.
· Incarcerated Paternity Pending Report – These reports are emailed to QC workers and supervisors to review against CCSES. QC worker emails supervisors regarding cases that need paternity.
· To create the required OCSE reports, the OCSE 157, 34, and 39, performance numbers are exported from CCSES into Excel for manual processing to combine and track monthly numbers which are compiled into the year-end reports.
· There is no functionality within CCSES to support program activities. 
· Tribal Cases are handled outside of CCSES.
Connecticut legislation to provide the Fatherhood Initiative program has been in place since 1999, with DSS serving as the lead agency. There are seven certified community sites staffed by community managers that are state funded and four additional uncertified sites funded by either federal grants or other methods.
[bookmark: _Toc480483797][bookmark: _Toc480526897]Technical Status
Overall, CCSES does not fit with the state’s or the agency’s current technical platforms due to largely obsolete technologies. CCSES is the primary application supporting the business functions and is a standalone application initially implemented about 30 years ago and employs technology from that era. This technology includes:
· A hierarchical structure (UniVerse) – the database is hierarchically structured, which the application currently requires. This structure limits data portability and reporting capabilities. The company providing UniVerse has been sold at least twice and its legacy products are generally trending downward in popularity. This has led to ever increasing difficulty in finding adequate support, as those with this skill set are not available for various reasons. UniVerse is not generally included in college software engineering curricula.
· The CCSES architecture also does not natively support certain relationships between tables, such as one-to-many or many-to-many relationships (which are the natural way to model the relationships between multiple parents and their children, and thus are a critical aspect of any child support system).
· Character based interface – this terminal based user interface was one of the first interactive methods for querying and updating data. Because the resulting display is a ‘green screen’ format, there are few if any graphical presentations on the screen, even though the terminals being used are PC’s with considerable graphics capabilities. CCSES consists of many screens that are menus or simply data displays, along with small areas where the user may enter either commands or data. This type of interface is now generally deprecated in favor of graphical user interfaces that are web based, support rich text editing and other more user friendly features.
As a standalone system, CCSES has very limited interoperability with other systems which requires users to depend on batch updates for the latest information. Often users must directly access other systems with a separate log on for each.  The interfaces are not interactive and are generally point-to-point (meaning they are specific to the systems involved, rather than reusable). These interfaces are generally not interactive and are difficult to change. Users frequently need to confirm items from other systems by logging in to them and verifying data in CCSES or re-keying inaccurate or incomplete data into CCSES. When caseworkers access multiple systems for a case their sessions can often “time out”, requiring logging back into that system. Also note that many of the MOU’s developed between DSS and the other agencies they interface with are old and have not been updated for some time.
The most recent update to CCSES hardware occurred in 2015. Due to the 2015 hardware refresh, the system performs adequately, although as noted in the sections above, it does not implement all desired functionality. The current system runs on commodity hardware.
Batch processing occurs nightly within the CCSES application and is manually initiated by an operator. Batch processing includes:
· Inbound interface tasks
· Informer reports
· Aging for various case deadlines (e.g. federal requirements)
· Updates to diaries.
The following are key technical observations and findings. 
	Observations
	Findings

	About the database and application:
This technology has had multiple owners over time       ( VMark, Ardent, Informix, IBM, Rocket Software)
This technology has its own (proprietary) programming language. This has led to increasing support costs for both the technology and for the applications which use it.
This technology has fallen to the 68th most popular database engine (down 5 positions in the past year). (http://db-engines.com/en/ranking March 2017).
The database is stored in a non-first normal form, which does not provide certain optimizations that are standard features of more modern database software.
	The database and associated application have reached or passed the end of their useful life.
The system does not implement a data warehouse.
The system does not implement case management.
The system does not implement workflow.
The system is not web enabled.


	As an enterprise, DSS has not implemented a common data model – although some progress has been made in this area. Consideration should be given to standardizing data across programs.
	Lack of a common data model is a root cause of interface related issues (different values in various systems).


[bookmark: _Toc506551398][bookmark: _Toc507059135][bookmark: _Toc480529471][bookmark: _Toc495651069][bookmark: _Toc497029826]Table 3.3 – CCSES Observations and Findings
The following sections address the seven (7) options and the results of our analysis. 
[bookmark: _Toc497038715][bookmark: _Toc507059045]Alternative One: Status Quo 
When considering any undertaking as far-reaching as a system modernization effort, the first step in analyzing alternatives is to determine if, in fact, the undertaking is necessary. Therefore, the First Data team analyzed and scored the current system using the same methodology we would use for all alternatives to get a true apples-to-apples comparison. The First Data team and Connecticut leaders and staff members jointly scored the current CCSES system. This allowed the First Data team to gain understanding of how Connecticut viewed scoring using a familiar system so that we could apply this knowledge to future scoring. 
CCSES has been in operation since July 1987. It is a federally required and certified case processing system (45 CFR §302.85) that maintains case records and account information on 162,102 active cases, serving 164,738 minor children (FFY 2016 counts). The system carries out all functions of the Title IV-D Child Support Enforcement Program, and is the principal tool used by OCSS and cooperating agencies for: case initiation, locate, establishment, case management, enforcement, financial management, reporting, security and privacy, and customer service. 
CCSES is a monolithic character based application using an older UniVerse multivalued database system. As an application designed in the late 1980’s, CCSES reflects the technologies and security sensibilities of the day. Entering and accessing data are overly onerous tasks that are counterintuitive to new users and their user training. Even minor changes to the existing green screens can present productivity and training challenges to experienced users. Further, the current design leads to poor data quality and duplicate records. 
While the agency has vigorously enhanced the system since going live in 1987, compliance with multiple regulatory requirements from HHS, IRS, SSA, and others, is becoming harder to maintain and these attempts at compliance consume an increasing amount of resources, both human and monetary capital. Some requirements, such as data labeling and continuous monitoring, cannot be fully satisfied within the existing application.
The major shortcomings in the CCSES system include limitations on:
· Available software maintenance resources; 
· Usability and data quality; 
· Interoperability; and, 
· Regulatory compliance. 
Addressing the status quo system is a consideration of the system as it exists today. While it assumes the continuation of necessary maintenance activities, it does not include any enhancements to the current system functionality.  
The following table identifies the requirements assumptions, constraints/risks and benefits associated with replacement with the Status Quo alternative.
	Requirements
	Assumptions
	Constraints/Risks
	Benefits

	Available business and system subject matter experts (SME).
Available system programmers.
Personnel or contractors performing maintenance and operations (M&O) functions.
	Limited modifications required.
Current functionality is maintained.
Costs continue to rise to accommodate necessary knowledge base.
Modifications include system changes to prevent degradation of system performance due to the older system platforms.
	Limited availability of developers.  
Platform offers limited ability to enhance functionality.
Inability to accommodate modern technologies such as self-service and business intelligence.

	Staff are familiar with the system and established work arounds.  
System vendor has been in place and is familiar with Connecticut and system.


[bookmark: _Toc506551399][bookmark: _Toc507059136][bookmark: _Toc495651070][bookmark: _Toc497029827][bookmark: _Toc497038716]Table 3.4 – Status Quo Requirements, Assumptions, Constraints/Risks and Benefits
[bookmark: _Toc507059046]Lessons Learned from Other States
This section is not applicable to the Status Quo alternative.
[bookmark: _Toc497038717][bookmark: _Toc507059047]Scoring the Status Quo Alternative
To understand the data, we first look at what the ideal system solution would be, both as a pure score, which is simply adding up the points without consideration of whether or not a requirement was mandatory, needed, or wanted, and a weighted score, where those factors are considered. In the ideal scenario, each sub criteria and decision criteria receives the highest score possible.  As a point of comparison for all alternatives, the ideal scores are shown in the table below.
	Criteria
	Pure Score
	Weighted Value

	Business Needs
	435
	380

	Business Benefits
	45
	42

	Technical Needs
	120
	95

	Technical Benefits
	60
	52

	Implementation Approach
	35
	30

	Confidence Level
	50
	38

	Risks
	60
	58

	Costs
	35
	30

	TOTAL 
	840
	725


[bookmark: _Toc506551400][bookmark: _Toc507059137][bookmark: _Toc495651071][bookmark: _Toc497029828]Table 3.5 – Ideal System Scoring
For the status quo scoring, we did not score implementation approach since it is not applicable. To maintain our objectivity and continue our desire to compare evenly, we reduced the overall scoring for the option to an ideal pure score of 805 points and a weighted score to 695. For purposes of this discussion, we focus on the weighted scores as those reflect both the requirement and the importance of the requirement in future development.
	Decision Criteria
	Status Quo
	Ideal Score
	% Met Score
	% Met Weighted Value

	
	Score
	Weighted Value
	Score
	Weighted Value
	
	

	Business Needs
	212
	195
	435
	380
	49%
	51%

	Business Benefits
	17
	16
	45
	42
	38%
	38%

	Technical Needs
	49
	44
	120
	95
	41%
	46%

	Technical Benefits
	15
	13
	60
	52
	25%
	25%

	Confidence Level
	22
	16
	50
	38
	44%
	42%

	Risks
	17
	17
	60
	58
	28%
	29%

	Costs
	31
	26
	35
	30
	89%
	87%

	TOTAL
	363
	327
	805
	695
	45%
	46%


[bookmark: _Toc506551401][bookmark: _Toc507059138][bookmark: _Toc495651072][bookmark: _Toc497029829]Table 3.6 – Status Quo to Ideal Comparison
The status quo alternative meets 46% of Connecticut’s needs in a system. Of importance in this analysis is the fact that continuing operations with the current system will significantly fail to drive improved program outcomes. The current system supports only 38% of the desired business benefits and 25% of the technical benefits. A danger in continuing with only the current system is not simply that program performance will not improve but that it will, in fact, diminish. The only area that shows a positive of the current system is in the area of costs, however, performance degradation, over time, would diminish even that positive.
Another look at the data is shown in the figure below.

[bookmark: _Toc506543770][bookmark: _Toc507059194][bookmark: _Toc497030670]Figure 3.3 – Status Quo to Ideal Comparison Chart
[bookmark: _Toc497038718][bookmark: _Toc507059048] Approaches
As mentioned earlier in this section, approach does not apply to the Status Quo evaluation and has been omitted from the scoring.
[bookmark: _Toc497038719]Pros and Cons of the Approach
	Pros
	Cons

	Lower costs in immediate future to maintain the system
	Failure to reach program goals

	Minimal impact to user community for approved changes/enhancements
	Failure to extend system life expectancy

	No additional hardware/software costs or licenses
	Failure to cope with diminished staffing numbers

	
	Reduced ability to add significant enhancements to the core system

	
	Reduced capacity to maintain the system due to proprietary software and minimal resources available that know the software

	
	Longevity of support for aging software//database



[bookmark: _Toc497038720][bookmark: _Toc507059049] Alternative One Conclusion
While the status quo system scoring is poor, we do recommend moving forward with a full cost benefit analysis to validate the financial outcomes of this option and provide a frame of reference for other alternatives.
[bookmark: _Toc497038721][bookmark: _Toc507059050]Alternative Two: Enhance Existing System 
The Enhance Existing System alternative is defined as modifying the current legacy system to accommodate all federal and state requirements, without significant application programming changes or additional hardware or software procurements. 
The objectives for enhancing the existing system are to:
· Modify the existing system to improve functionality; 
· Enhance functionality to improve overall performance and efficiency
· Modify back-end architecture to align with enterprise goals and standards; and, 
· Modernize the technology and extend the life span of the existing system. 

The following table identifies the requirements assumptions, constraints/risk and benefits associated with enhancing the existing system.
	Requirements
	Assumptions
	Constraints/Risks
	Benefits

	Available business and system subject matter experts (SME).
Available system programmers.
Personnel or contractors performing maintenance and operations (M&O) functions.
Personnel or contractors performing activities necessary (planning, designing, programming, testing, implementing) to release enhanced functionality.
Supportive hardware and software.
Business process reengineering (BPR)/ Cultural change consultants for process improvements.  
RFPs as required to obtained needed services. 
Current system ability to process necessary changes. 
	Major modification is needed to all modules, particularly in the case management module.
User interfaces require significant upgrades.
Improved data management and reporting functions incur significant costs. 
Existing platform is adaptable to modernized and enterprise technologies. 
Additional technical services are needed.  
BPR is needed.
	Limited availability of developers and other technical personnel.
Development options in legacy system are limited.
Costs may exceed benefits.
Existing architecture may not lend itself to adaptation. 
Future viability of platform may not exist.
	Leverages current investment in the application, system platforms, and technical expertise.  
Reuse of some components that still meet needs.
Extension of current system lifespan to postpone system replacement.


[bookmark: _Toc506551402][bookmark: _Toc507059139][bookmark: _Toc495651073][bookmark: _Toc497029830][bookmark: _Toc497038722]Table 3.7 – Enhance Current System Solution Requirements, Assumptions, Constraints/Risk and Benefits
[bookmark: _Toc507059051]Analysis of Alternative
This alternative enhances the current system by updating, replacing adding or removing system components to satisfy federal and state requirements as well as remediate shortcomings of the system.  
The First Data team reviewed the AAM and scored those pieces that can be added without fundamental changes to the existing hardware architecture and without addition of new software products. 
Given the fact that the current CCSES is founded on a non-relational database, enhancements are limited. It would not be possible to eliminate duplicate individuals, which makes any meaningful improvements in case processing unattainable.  The State could incrementally add some document management functions and portal capabilities, which would provide, but minimal, worker efficiency through client self-service.   
[bookmark: _Toc497038723][bookmark: _Toc507059052]Lessons Learned from Other States
This section is not applicable to the Enhance Existing System alternative.
[bookmark: _Toc497038724][bookmark: _Toc507059053]Scoring the Enhance System Alternative
We first look at what the ideal system solution would be, both as a pure score, which is simply adding up the points without consideration of whether or not a requirement was mandatory, needed, or wanted, and a weighted score, where those factors are considered. In the ideal scenario, each sub criteria and decision criteria receives the highest score possible.  As a point of comparison for all alternatives, the ideal scores are shown in the table below.
	Criteria
	Pure Score
	Weighted Value

	Business Needs
	435
	380

	Business Benefits
	45
	42

	Technical Needs
	120
	95

	Technical Benefits
	60
	52

	Implementation Approach
	35
	30

	Confidence Level
	50
	38

	Risks
	60
	58

	Costs
	35
	30

	TOTAL 
	840
	725


[bookmark: _Toc506551403][bookmark: _Toc507059140][bookmark: _Toc495651074][bookmark: _Toc497029831]Table 3.8 – Ideal System Scoring
We next look at the comparison of the Enhance Existing System scores to the ideal system scores. As with the status quo, we removed implementation approach from the scoring since it is inappropriate for this alternative.
	
	Enhance Existing System
	Ideal Score
	% Met Score
	% Met Weighted Value

	
	Score
	Weighted Value
	Score
	Weighted Value
	
	

	Business Needs
	220
	206
	435
	380
	51%
	54%

	Business Benefits
	19
	19
	45
	42
	42%
	45%

	Technical Needs
	56
	47
	120
	95
	47%
	49%

	Technical Benefits
	15
	13
	60
	52
	25%
	25%

	Confidence Level
	29
	22
	50
	38
	58%
	58%

	Risks
	30
	30
	60
	58
	50%
	52%

	Costs
	27
	23
	35
	30
	77%
	77%

	TOTAL 
	396
	360
	805
	695
	50%
	51%


[bookmark: _Toc506551404][bookmark: _Toc507059141][bookmark: _Toc495651075][bookmark: _Toc497029832]Table 3.9 – Enhance Existing System Comparison to Ideal
Enhancing the current CCSES would meet 51% of Connecticut’s decision criteria.  As with the Status Quo, the highest scoring criteria are costs, however, the loss of program performance would be significant.
Another look at the data is shown in the figure below.

[bookmark: _Toc506543771][bookmark: _Toc507059195][bookmark: _Toc497030671][bookmark: _Toc497038725]Figure 3.4 – Enhance Existing System Comparison Chart
[bookmark: _Toc507059054]Approaches
The approach section does not apply to the Enhance Existing System evaluation and has been omitted from the scoring. 



[bookmark: _Toc497038726][bookmark: _Toc507059055]Pros and Cons of Enhance Existing System
	Pros
	Cons

	Lower costs in immediate future
	Failure to reach program goals

	Improved worker efficiency
	Failure to extend system life expectancy

	Minimal impact to workers for base system enhancements
	Failure to cope with diminished staffing numbers

	
	Requires additional hw /sw for portal development, test and operation

	
	Limited ability to enhance the base system

	
	Ongoing cost to maintain with inevitable replacement required due to age/supportability of current environment



[bookmark: _Toc497038727][bookmark: _Toc507059056]Alternative Two Conclusion
Based on the analysis, the First Data team recommends that this alternative is not a viable option for moving forward with a cost benefit analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc497038728][bookmark: _Toc507059057]
Alternative Three: Transfer Certified Existing State System
The transfer alternative involves transferring an operational and Level 1 certified child support system from another state. A transfer would mean that the majority of the functionality and technical environment align with the requirements set forth by the State in the Needs Assessment Deliverable.  However, unless the State is open to accepting the functions and processes that do not line-up with your requirements enhancements to the functionality of the transfer system and possibly the user interface will be required.  This could equate to significant new development, far less than other alternatives; a data schema that requires minimum modification but may require some manual data conversion, as well as automated conversion.  Key criteria would be determining similar originating state processes, policies, and rules. This Alternative requires using a development services vendor, working under a fixed price/timeframe contract.  
The following table identifies the requirements assumptions, constraints/risk and benefits associated with a certified transfer system.















	Requirements
	Assumptions
	Constraints/Risks
	Benefits

	Availability of SMEs during Joint Application Design (JAD) sessions.
Project team to manage RFP process for multiple procurements through RFP(s) development, contract awards, and resulting contract(s) management.
Project team to manage the system development lifecycle (SDLC).
Staff and/or contractors to provide and manage Quality Assurance, Cultural Change Management, and IV&V.  
Oversight to facilitate communication and coordination among between state staff and all vendors throughout the SDLC.
If the transfer state system does not include new 2017 mandatory requirements, Connecticut will need to enhance that functionality to meet those requirements
	System is level one certified.
System uses a data schema that requires minimum manual data conversion.
 System closely matches existing state processes policies, and rules.
System accommodates many of the existing Connecticut DSS technical platforms.    
New system is functionally equivalent or superior to the transferred system. Concurrent operation of the legacy and transfer in system is required during implementation rollout.
Database of transfer in system is similar to that of the CT legacy system.
Adaptations to accommodate CT business processes are necessary.
	The data schema needed by CT may be significantly different from transferred database, resulting in data conversion issues.  
New system may not contain all desired functionality.
Cost of purchasing and transferring to new system may exceed costs of new development or hybrid.
Transfer system may provide federal child support functionality, but the State specific interfaces will still need to be developed.  
Child Support functionality across multiple agencies is unique and needs to be accommodated with transferred system.
May limit vendor participation.
	Functionality is proven and certified.
If minimal customization is required, may be cost effective.
If data conversion issues are minimized, may be cost effective. 
Transfer may take less time to implement.
If CT selected the same vendor for implementation, transition may occur more smoothly.


[bookmark: _Toc506551405][bookmark: _Toc507059142][bookmark: _Toc495651076][bookmark: _Toc497029833]Table 3.10 – Certified Transfer System Requirements Assumptions, Constraints/Risk and Benefits
The transfer methodology has been the standard in the Child Support automation marketplace for over 20 years, driven primarily by the federal mandate that states utilize technology that has already been proven in production in another jurisdiction.  This mandate was based on the assumption that lower costs and risks would ensue from the transfer approach, as opposed to the presumed higher costs and risks associated with a new development project.  This assumption has been tested in numerous states with mixed results.  These results are summarized below.
Successful Legacy Transfers
Several states have successfully transferred child support systems from their host jurisdictions, although these examples are quite old. In recent years, while states have started with components of other states, they have primarily settled on hybrid solutions due to the increased complexity of the modern child support environment. Several systems have been transferred multiple times so that they have spawned a ‘family’ of similar systems.  These include:
· The New York Child Support system; which was transferred to Los Angeles and in turn was transferred to Massachusetts (Massachusetts is currently implementing a new system).  
· The NECSES system; was the origin of the Connecticut, New Hampshire, and Maine systems.  It was also successfully transferred to large counties, which include Philadelphia and Santa Barbara
· The New Jersey system; has now been transferred to Delaware and being used as the base for South Carolina
Lessons Learned from Legacy Transfers
First Data staff has assisted states in successfully implementing transfer projects in Indiana, Wisconsin, Washington State, Arizona, and Massachusetts. Key contributing success factors included:
Acceptance by the state staff that in a transfer environment, certain system processes, such as CASE tool usage, case/client Ids, database update methods and related case handling, are organic to the system. If you accept the transfer bid, you are also accepting certain design tenets built into the base system. This is particularly true of accepting the CASE tools that were used in the design and development of the base system.  Other processes, such as financial rules or notice formats, are more appropriate areas for modification.  The federal mandate for the transfer approach forced some states into a transfer when they really wanted a custom development.  The resultant conflict with the vendor, who bid a transfer approach, has led to project delays.  First Data recommends that states carefully and realistically consider how much design and functionality they are willing to accept from a ‘foreign’ jurisdiction and how much should be custom work.
Specificity in the requirements definition and design, so that vendors can fully assess the level of modification required.  If the RFP clearly states the required system functions, disputes over the scope of the project and the specific vendor responsibilities and deliverable expectations can be avoided.  There have been projects where a general requirements statement has led to serious contract disputes over whether 80% of the code is reusable, as the vendor estimated, or whether only 50% of the code can be reused, as state staff demanded.  The RFP requirements and design are the blueprint.  Projects have become so bogged down arguing over what is or is not in the blueprint that they have never recovered.
Commitment of staff resources is critical to the success of a transfer effort.  The bulk of this effort is defining the changes that are required to the base system software. The vendor will assume that the processing is acceptable unless changes are identified by state staff.  The vendor also has a strong business interest in minimizing the changes required.  It is critical that staff is committed to fully assessing each base system process to avoid disappointment with the implemented product. This phase occurs early in the project, and state staff might be unsure as to how much of the system they are allowed to change in the face of vendor resistance to making modifications.  All stakeholders, including staff from field, management, policy, financial, QA, IT, interface agencies, and others must be quickly deployed to assess the base system functionality and identify the required changes. Failure to do so may result in the state staff being foreclosed from making later-phase changes once the modification specifications phase is completed.
Executive Sponsorship is also a requirement for success. The knowledge that this approach is sponsored at the highest levels in the organization, no matter what alternative is selected, is critical to keeping the project on task, resolving disputes and determining the correct compromises in functionality or approach they may impact schedule or business processes.
Establishing a rigorous evaluation protocol for determining the most appropriate base system among those that are proposed. This entails getting beyond the “look and feel” of the on-line component, and performing a detailed critique of the architecture, program design and performance of the bid systems. First Data recommends that a detailed functional and technical assessment, including an on-site demonstration and interviews with technical and functional staff from the host system state, be part of the evaluation process. If a CASE tool is part of the bid solution, this should be independently evaluated as to how well it fits with the strategic CASE direction set by the State.
Transfer Systems bring strengths as well as frailties of the originating system.  For example, transfer systems bring a solid foundation of business processes, reduce the overall cost of development, and the time required to deploy. At the same time, most transfer systems have not addressed the issue of cloud access, multifaceted customer and user access or the latest federal requirements. 
[bookmark: _Toc495476047][bookmark: _Toc497038729][bookmark: _Toc507059058]Analysis of Alternative
The transfer alternative criteria consisted of the following:
· Implemented system, certification in the past 10 years 
· Modernization planning activities are not in progress; meets key functionality needs of Connecticut; built on modern technology
· Supports the majority of the processes and organizations of Connecticut
· Performance in upper half of states/territories
Based on additional research and survey responses the following pros and cons were identified for those state systems.  While each of the systems may be suitable as a “transfer”, several may pose compatibility concerns with Connecticut. 
	State
	Pros
	Cons

	California
	Meets many of the key functionality needs of Connecticut
Meets or exceeds desired Connecticut performance measure standards
	 Legacy technology with modernized enhancements
Does not currently support judicial processes

	Delaware
	Modernized technology
Meets key functionality needs of Connecticut
	Does not meet or exceed desired Connecticut performance measure standards

	Florida
	Modernized technology
Meets key functionality needs of Connecticut
	Does not meet or exceed desired Connecticut performance measure standards
Platform incompatibility may result in conversion issues

	New Jersey
	Meets key functionality needs of Connecticut
Meets or exceeds desired Connecticut performance measure standards
Currently supports similar business processes and organizational roles within Connecticut
	User interface is not desirable by Connecticut

	New York
	Modernized technology
Meets key functionality needs of Connecticut
	Does not meet or exceed desired Connecticut performance measure standards


The outcome of the analysis thus far was that only CA and NJ met Connecticut’s desires for consideration of a transfer system. Further investigation showed that CA is in the process of considering changes to its financial management component, which eliminated it from consideration. Our analysis continued with consideration of whether the NJ system transfer is a viable option for Connecticut.
[bookmark: _Toc497038730][bookmark: _Toc507059059]Lessons Learned from Other States
In our discussions with New Jersey and Massachusetts, we confirmed that transfer systems rarely require limited modification. In fact, Massachusetts, which considers their system a new build, cautioned that both they (the State staff) and their chosen vendor (Accenture) were surprised how many modifications were required to the California assets that Accenture brought with them. From earlier discussions with Delaware, which transferred in New Jersey, First Data staff learned that they estimate that the system required as much as 40% modification to meet their business needs. This estimate is provided rather consistently by states that have transferred in other state systems. The primary lesson learned is that while much of the “core” system functionality is somewhat static from state-to-state, making a transfer-in system work in another state is not a simple matter.
Although team members have observed and we reviewed available documentation of the New Jersey system, our interviews with New Jersey served to clarify some of our observations and informed our scoring. We were unable to confirm all our scoring on the California alternative and therefore used the information we had from both documentation and our participation in a systems demonstration.
[bookmark: _Toc497038731][bookmark: _Toc507059060]Scoring the Transfer Alternative
For our evaluation of appropriate transfer systems, we considered both the California and New Jersey systems. We first looked at what the ideal system solution would be, both as a pure score, which is simply adding up the points without consideration of whether or not a requirement was mandatory, needed, or wanted, and a weighted score, where those factors are considered. In the ideal scenario, each requirement, sub criteria, and decision criteria receives the highest score possible.  As a point of comparison for all alternatives, the ideal scores are shown in the table below.
	Criteria
	Pure Score
	Weighted Value

	Business Needs
	435
	380

	Business Benefits
	45
	42

	Technical Needs
	120
	95

	Technical Benefits
	60
	52

	Implementation Approach
	35
	30

	Confidence Level
	50
	38

	Risks
	60
	58

	Costs
	35
	30

	TOTAL 
	840
	725


[bookmark: _Toc506551406][bookmark: _Toc507059143][bookmark: _Toc495651077][bookmark: _Toc497029834]Table 3.11 – Ideal System Scoring
Next, we look at the scores for the New Jersey system, which is the closest match for Connecticut.  New Jersey is a state administered program in a heavily judicial state, as is Connecticut.
	
	NJ Transfer
	Ideal Score
	% Met Score
	% Met Weighted Value

	
	Score
	Weighted Value
	Score
	Weighted Value
	
	

	Business Needs
	286
	262
	435
	380
	66%
	69%

	Business Benefits
	25
	23
	45
	42
	56%
	55%

	Technical Needs
	56
	50
	120
	95
	47%
	53%

	Technical Benefits
	30
	26
	60
	52
	50%
	50%

	Confidence Level
	35
	28
	50
	38
	70%
	74%

	Implementation Approach
	17
	14
	35
	30
	49%
	47%

	Risks
	35
	34
	60
	58
	58%
	59%

	Costs
	19
	16
	35
	30
	54%
	53%

	TOTAL 
	503
	453
	840
	725
	56%
	57%


[bookmark: _Toc506551407][bookmark: _Toc507059144][bookmark: _Toc495651078][bookmark: _Toc497029835]Table 3.12 – New Jersey Transfer In to Ideal Comparison
What is most important here is the extent to which New Jersey meets Connecticut’s business needs – a score of 69%. This indicates that a large number of Connecticut’s business processes would be supported by the New Jersey transfer.











Another look at the data is shown in the figure below.

[bookmark: _Toc506543772][bookmark: _Toc507059196][bookmark: _Toc497030672]Figure 3.5 – New Jersey Transfer to Ideal Comparison Chart
In comparison, scoring of the California transfer is shown in the table below.
	
	CA Transfer
	Ideal Score
	% Met Score
	% Met Weighted Value

	
	Score
	Weighted Value
	Score
	Weighted Value
	
	

	Business Needs
	268
	247
	435
	380
	62%
	65%

	Business Benefits
	25
	23
	45
	42
	56%
	55%

	Technical Needs
	53
	48
	120
	95
	44%
	51%

	Technical Benefits
	22
	20
	60
	52
	37%
	38%

	Confidence Level
	27
	22
	50
	38
	54%
	58%

	Implementation Approach
	14
	11
	35
	30
	40%
	37%

	Risks
	31
	30
	60
	58
	52%
	52%

	Costs
	16
	14
	35
	30
	46%
	47%

	TOTAL 
	456
	415
	840
	725
	49%
	50%


[bookmark: _Toc506551408][bookmark: _Toc507059145][bookmark: _Toc495651079][bookmark: _Toc497029836]Table 3.13 – California Transfer In to Ideal Comparison
Another look at the data is shown in the figure below.









[bookmark: _Toc497030673][bookmark: _Toc507059197]Figure 3‑6: California Transfer to Ideal Comparison Chart

Comparing the New Jersey system transfer option to the California system transfer indicates that the New Jersey system, primarily due to its similar processes and slightly newer technologies, emerges as the more apropos transfer option, as is shown in the table below.
	
	CA Transfer
	NJ Transfer
	NJ Score % Difference
	NJ Weighted Score % Difference

	
	Score
	Weighted Value
	Score
	Weighted Value
	
	

	Business Needs
	268
	247
	286
	262
	6%
	6%

	Business Benefits
	25
	23
	25
	23
	0%
	0%

	Technical Needs
	53
	48
	56
	50
	5%
	4%

	Technical Benefits
	22
	20
	30
	26
	27%
	23%

	Confidence Level
	27
	22
	35
	28
	23%
	21%

	Implementation Approach
	14
	11
	17
	14
	18%
	21%

	Risks
	31
	30
	35
	34
	11%
	12%

	Costs
	16
	14
	19
	16
	16%
	13%

	TOTAL 
	456
	415
	503
	453
	9%
	8%


[bookmark: _Toc506551410][bookmark: _Toc507059146][bookmark: _Toc495651080][bookmark: _Toc497029837]Table 3.14 – NJ to CA Transfer Comparison



A graphical representation of the comparison is shown below.

[bookmark: _Toc497030674][bookmark: _Toc507059198]Figure 3‑7: NJ to CA Transfer Comparison Graph

[bookmark: _Toc497038732][bookmark: _Toc507059061]Approaches
For a transfer in system, due to the interrelationships of all the functionality, the approach would be to implement the entire transfer solution (not modular).  Code would be modified according to Connecticut needs and tested as a whole. All existing program data would be converted to the new system, with additional testing occurring to ensure conversion success. Manual clean-up of the system data would occur prior to the “go-live” decision.
Once all system functionality was approved by the state, and all data conversion deemed to be complete, the system would go live.  The state could opt to pilot go-live in one area and roll out the rest of the state in phases, or as one phase. The challenge with that decision would be the necessity of keeping two systems – the legacy system and the new system – running and in sync simultaneously. 
Implementation Plan
While many factors may impact the implementation of the Transfer System the implementation plan provides, at a high level, the tasks and likely timeframes for system planning and implementation.  Planning activities include all related request for proposal (RFP) developments and the initiation of BPR.

[bookmark: _Toc497038733][bookmark: _Toc507059062]Pros and Cons of the Approach
	Pros
	Cons

	Ability to meet program goals
	Data conversion is necessary

	Lower risk
	Platform may not be ideal

	Lower cost and possible time to implementation
	May require significant process changes in Connecticut to “fit” to new system

	Ability to meet most 2017 federal requirements
	Time to assume M&O responsibility by the State

	Ability to integrate with many of Connecticut’s technical enablers
	Not able to use all technical enablers being considered by the State without significant modification/cost

	System integrators with proven transfer experience
	Requires customization to meet state requirements

	Customers/Clients will have access through multiple access points
	



The following subsections detail the analysis results based upon the agreed upon criteria.
[bookmark: _Toc497038734][bookmark: _Toc507059063]Alternative Three Conclusion
While the concept of transferring a working state application appears on the surface to be an economical solution, it has been proven to be costlier than originally bid due to the following:
· Changes due to the state requirements
· Upgrades based on current state hardware and software required to migrate the new application
· Integration of current components which the state currently owns and would like to keep
· Requires a Business Process Re-engineering study to bring the receiving states workflow and practices in line with the transfer
Transfer systems can be a good option; however, they are more rigid, and the costs and scope can quickly escalate. We recommend that this option, with New Jersey as the target state, move forward into the CBA.
[bookmark: _Toc497038735][bookmark: _Toc507059064]Alternative Four: New Build
Replace and new development is described as a system that is designed, developed, and implemented by a contractor working with CT resources. The objectives for the New Build include meeting all current federal and state business and technical requirements. The system will be specific to CCSES policies and procedures, as well as database and reporting requirements.  The plan is for the new application to be built on modern software and hardware platforms based on SOA architecture that meet interoperability with other systems, meet enterprise goals and technical standards and maximize the reuse of technology enablers in place in Connecticut.  To leverage the efficiencies inherent with current technology enablers, New Build takes advantage of Business Process Redesign to streamline workflows and maximize the reduction of paper documents and reuse of data for forms and correspondence and documents, and utilize a single “system of record” for transaction and reporting needs that improves data integrity and analytics.
The following table identifies the requirements assumptions, constraints/risk and benefits associated with replace with New Build alternative. 
	Requirements
	Assumptions
	Constraints/Risks
	Benefits

	The system integrator must be able to implement all components of the new system.
Availability of SMEs during Joint Application Design (JAD) sessions.
Availability of system designers/engineers.
Project team to manage the system development lifecycle (SDLC).
Staff and/or contractors to provide and manage Quality Assurance, Cultural Change Management, and IV&V.  
Business process reengineering (BPR)/ Cultural change consultants for process improvements.  
	Development and implementation is a multi-year process. 
Extensive participation by State SMEs is necessary.  Custom development increases the likelihood that the system will fully meet state requirements.
Incremental implementation is not viable.
Concurrent operation of both the legacy and new systems is required until system is fully operational and has run through all processing periods to provide backup should any processes fail.
Conversion of existing data is required
	Longest development/ implementation timeline.
Possibly most expensive of options.
Extensive business and technical SME involvement is required through all SDLC phases.
Requirements must be detailed at the most granular level to assure vendor understanding. 
Minimal to no ability to realize benefits during the SDLC.  
Untested solutions may not perform or meet requirements as expected.
Inability to leverage existing Connecticut technologies.
Data conversion is time consuming and error prone.
	System allows implementation of all state specific process improvements.
System is on the most desirable hardware/ software platform.
System allows maximum use and interoperability with other modern platforms and is more adaptable for implementing future needs.  
Allows the implementation of a fully customized database with schema that best fits state needs and recommendations for interoperability of data exchanges. 


[bookmark: _Toc506551412][bookmark: _Toc507059147][bookmark: _Toc495651081][bookmark: _Toc497029838][bookmark: _Toc497038736]Table 3.15 – Replace with New System Requirements, Assumptions, Constraints/Risk and Benefit Overview
[bookmark: _Toc507059065]Analysis of Alternative
The New Build alternative offers the benefit of modernizing CCSES to the most current technical architecture for adaptability and interoperability, maximizing the technical enablers available, support of streamlined processes and procedures that will best meet Connecticut Child Support needs and reduce the amount of cultural change that comes from adopting another state’s system, and leveraging current investments in technology platforms and their support.
The risk and disadvantage of this alternative is the significant increase in the need for state resources throughout the project to define the detailed requirements of the new system, the process improvements, system and UAT testing, and defining current and future needs for the database and reporting data warehouse.  The increased complexity of New Build also requires more project oversight, technical implementation oversight and contract management to control the potential for unforeseen change orders and cost increases. 
While this alternative will meet more of the decision criteria, it will not meet 100% since some of Connecticut’s desires, such as supporting modularity and adaptability to Connecticut’s technical environment, may be less than 100%.     
[bookmark: _Toc497038737][bookmark: _Toc507059066]Lessons Learned from Other States
While most states are calling their alternatives hybrids, Massachusetts describes their approach as a new build. Their experience is that while they requested a new build, their contractor brought with them assets from a former engagement. During the planning and implementation, both the state staff and the contractor staff were surprised by the extent to which the assets did not, in actuality, meet Massachusetts requirements. The lessons learned are that requirements must be as specific as possible as to “what” is desired, leaving only the best “how” solution to the contractor. 
[bookmark: _Toc497038738][bookmark: _Toc507059067]Scoring the New Build Alternative
To understand the data, we first look at what the ideal system solution would be, both as a pure score, which is simply adding up the points without consideration of whether or not a requirement was mandatory, needed, or wanted, and a weighted score, where those factors are considered. In the ideal scenario, each requirement, sub criteria, and decision criteria receives the highest score possible.  As a point of comparison for all alternatives, the ideal scores are shown in the table below.


	Criteria
	Pure Score
	Weighted Value

	Business Needs
	435
	380

	Business Benefits
	45
	42

	Technical Needs
	120
	95

	Technical Benefits
	60
	52

	Implementation Approach
	35
	30

	Confidence Level
	50
	38

	Risks
	60
	58

	Costs
	35
	30

	TOTAL 
	840
	725


[bookmark: _Toc506551413][bookmark: _Toc507059148][bookmark: _Toc495651082][bookmark: _Toc497029839]Table 3.16 – Ideal System Scoring
Our scoring for the New Build Alternative is shown in the table below. 
	
	New Build
	Ideal Score
	% Met Score
	% Met Weighted Value

	
	Score
	Weighted Value
	Score
	Weighted Value
	
	

	Business Needs
	435
	370
	435
	380
	100%
	97%

	Business Benefits
	45
	42
	45
	42
	100%
	100%

	Technical Needs
	120
	95
	120
	95
	100%
	100%

	Technical Benefits
	40
	35
	60
	52
	67%
	67%

	Confidence Level
	43
	33
	50
	38
	86%
	87%

	Implementation Approach
	13
	10
	35
	30
	37%
	33%

	Risks
	34
	33
	60
	58
	57%
	57%

	Costs
	16
	13
	35
	30
	46%
	43%

	TOTAL 
	746
	631
	840
	725
	74%
	73%


[bookmark: _Toc506551414][bookmark: _Toc507059149][bookmark: _Toc495651083][bookmark: _Toc497029840]Table 3.17 – New System to Ideal Comparison




Another look at the data is shown in the figure below.

[bookmark: _Toc497030675][bookmark: _Toc507059199]Figure 3‑8: New System to Ideal Comparison Chart
[bookmark: _Toc497038739][bookmark: _Toc507059068]Approaches
Since a New Build requires constructing a fully operational system prior to rolling out any component, the only viable approach is a “big bang” or implementation of the entire system in a single or multiple go-live event. In a single event, the system would come up live for all processing in the state. In a multi go-live event, the roll-out across the state would be staged, meaning that areas go-live in waves as opposed to all at once. 
Implementation Plan
While many factors may impact the implementation of the New Build system, the implementation plan provides, at a high level, the tasks and likely timeframes for system planning and implementation.  Planning activities include all related RFP developments and the initiation of BPR.  
[bookmark: _Toc497038740][bookmark: _Toc507059069]Pros and Cons of the Approach
	Pros
	Cons

	Ability to meet both State & Federal requirements
	Extended timeframe to implement

	Utilization of modern technologies to simplify maintenance and enhancement
	Cost to implement could be cost prohibitive

	Extends system life expectancy to 20 to 25 years
	Time required of State staff will be extensive

	Ability to maximize user efficiency and time savings through use of technology enablers and workflow process improvements via a BPR as part of requirements definitions.
	Scope creep is likely if a detailed requirements analysis and BPR is not completed for the RFP of the system, which could impact schedule and budget

	Maximizes the use of technical enablers since they can be designed in early in the project
	


[bookmark: _Toc497038741]
[bookmark: _Toc507059070]Alternative Four Conclusion
New Build should be selected when there are no acceptable transfer or hybrid options available. New Build projects have some higher risks associated with them and require strong project / risk management procedures. Based on the analysis, this alternative is a viable option for moving forward with a cost benefit analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc497038742][bookmark: _Toc507059071]
Alternative Five: Hybrid System
The Hybrid System is defined as a solution that meets Connecticut business and technical requirements by combining existing application modules from existing DSS systems or from other states, or reusing existing technical platforms and their functionality from another system to reduce the cost and risks. 
This alternative may combine reusable system modules and components with new development, typically of the core application.  This alternative also provides flexibility for different approaches to building the system incrementally with an architecture framework that ensures interoperability between the modules and platforms.
The following table identifies the requirements assumptions, constraints/risks and benefits associated with replacement with the Hybrid alternative.



	Requirements
	Assumptions
	Constraints/Risks
	Benefits

	The system integrator must be able to implement all components of the hybrid approach. 
Technical assessments of solution compatibility.
 Availability of SMEs during Joint Application Design (JAD) sessions.
Availability of system designers/engineers.
Project team to manage RFP process for multiple procurements through RFP(s) development, contract awards, and resulting contract(s) management.
Project team to manage the system development lifecycle (SDLC).
Staff and/or contractors to provide and manage Quality Assurance, Cultural Change Management, and IV&V.  
Oversight to facilitate communication and coordination between state staff and all vendors throughout the SDLC.
Business process reengineering (BPR)/ Cultural change consultants for process improvements.  

	All solution components are compatible and module based.
The solution will conform to CT business processes.
Concurrent operation of both systems is minimized/eliminated.
Data conversion is accomplished prior to the system “build” minimizing data conversion errors and impacts.

	Implementing a hybrid approach involves combining tested components, existing components, and new development in an untested manner.  
Complexity that requires an experienced and committed SI and project oversight with appropriate technical expertise  such as an 
Implementation staging must be planned to a granular level and executed correctly.

	Allows a staged implementation that provides usable benefits in each stage.
Allows for more even and predicable costing for each stage.
Minimizes negative impacts on staff and customers by offering expeditious improvements.
Minimizes risks from implementations which bring all functionality live at one time.
Minimizes need to maintain dual system, thus minimizing process errors.



[bookmark: _Toc506551415][bookmark: _Toc507059150][bookmark: _Toc495651084][bookmark: _Toc497029841]Table 3.18 – Hybrid Alternative Requirements, Assumptions, Constraints/Risk and Benefits
Given the Lessons Learned from other states and the strategic goals and project objects for CCSES, the First Data team included evaluation criteria in the AAM for Implementation Approaches and Technical Benefits such as interoperability and enterprise architecture needs. The assumption with the scoring was that the Hybrid System would maximize reuse of existing technical components already in place for DSS, but would implement new development for the core application. The main difference between scoring the Hybrid System alternative versus the New Build alternative was the assumption that the core application would be new development in both cases, but the Hybrid alternative would incorporate elements of the existing DSS Integrated Enterprise System (IES) architecture and technical functionality, while the New Build would be based on technical platforms that met state standards, but with functionality built specifically for CCSES.
[bookmark: _Toc495476063][bookmark: _Toc497038743][bookmark: _Toc507059072]Analysis of the Alternative
Our analysis for a Hybrid approach began with the analysis of transfer systems. We found that even the most suitable, certified systems were originally designed 10-15 years ago and not architected in a way that supported the interoperability needed between the core system application and technical platforms with other components in an interchangeable fashion. In our assessment of more recent systems, their core systems can be considered in a hybrid solution.
For example, functions such as web portals, CRM, document management and reporting data warehouses were added on after the core application was built and integrated in such a way that it is usually difficult and costly to reuse one or two of these components from the system in combination with components from another source that would meet Connecticut’s needs. 
A key advantage of the hybrid approach is that it offers the implementation flexibility, maximizing reuse of current technology components and realizing the measurable benefits early in the implementation. Examples of this were found in New Jersey, which was transferred from Michigan, and Colorado, which is in the process of implementing major enhancements to the existing core application in conjunction with adding the other technical functions in-house.  
Massachusetts is in the process of implementing a new core application that reuses their existing accounting application in conjunction with the key technical components such as document management, workflow management, web portals, and a data warehouse.  Massachusetts is being implemented in late November 2017 in a Big Bang approach because the architecture to support interoperability was done with the new system design and not beforehand. The Massachusetts system architecture is modern enough to warrant looking at for reuse by Connecticut since it reflects the latest thinking on use of web services and interoperability between system modules.  Interoperability with other systems for data exchange is still being planned in virtually all of the state systems investigated.
[bookmark: _Toc497038744][bookmark: _Toc507059073]Lessons Learned from Other States
While researching other state solutions for Child Support systems, it became apparent that virtually all of them incorporated components of the Hybrid solution. With new technology changing faster than a typical system can be conceived, funded, procured, designed, developed and implemented, and then certified by OCSE, technology platforms and functionality were added throughout the system implementation process with mixed results because the states depended on the Systems Integrators to have the necessary adaptable system architecture to support the technology changes needed to implement and integrate new technology enablers.
What was revealing in the interviews with state staff of these newer systems were their experiences and lessons learned shared with the feasibility study team, especially around implementation strategies. During the interview process, we identified some items that are most relevant to the hybrid approach.  
· The new system was built on one brought in from another state, but was changed enough during design that it ended up being customized to the degree that the effort and cost equaled that of a New Build.  Several states recommended doing better business requirements around state needs before developing an RFP because it would avoid having the chosen Systems Integrator start the design sessions using the functionality from another state as a baseline instead of detailed requirements for the state for which the system is being implemented.
· Virtually all states interviewed recommended avoiding a Big Bang implementation if possible.  Testing was very complex and significantly impacted staff resources for a year before the system went live.  Even if the implementation was phased across counties or regions, it is still very disruptive with significant changes to processes, procedures, user interfaces, and use of new technology functionality all at one time.  When implementing the core in phases, there is the additional complexity of managing cases in the legacy and new system at the same time as well.  
· Most states interviews recommended implementing the new system in Connecticut incrementally, but with a detailed plan on how the modules and platforms being implemented will interoperate over time with a roadmap.  An incremental approach would reduce the risk of making too many changes to the system at one time and lessen the impact on staff by spreading the need for using staff over the project timeline.  
· Several states moved components, such as customer service portal, to a SOA architecture to take advantage of web services and cloud computing.  The more adaptable the planned technical architecture is from the beginning, the easier it is to make changes to implement new technology and services. 
· Data Conversion was much more complex and staff intensive than expected.  Converting the data from a legacy database to the new data schema meant doing major data clean-up up front and testing over many months and even a year in one case. This was compounded in several states that converted from old flat file data structures to relational databases because of the need to also normalize the database before converting. The recommendation by other states was to do as much of the data conversion effort ahead of time, even before bringing in the SI for the core system if possible.
[bookmark: _Toc497038745][bookmark: _Toc507059074]Scoring the Hybrid Alternative
The following section summarizes the analysis results based upon the agreed upon criteria.
To understand the data, we first look at what the ideal system solution would be, both as a pure score, which is simply adding up the points without consideration of whether or not a requirement was mandatory, needed, or wanted, and a weighted score, where those factors are considered. In the ideal scenario, each requirement, sub criteria, and decision criteria receives the highest score possible. As a point of comparison for all alternatives, the ideal scores are shown in the table below.
	Criteria
	Pure Score
	Weighted Value

	Business Needs
	435
	380

	Business Benefits
	45
	42

	Technical Needs
	120
	95

	Technical Benefits
	60
	52

	Implementation Approach
	35
	30

	Confidence Level
	50
	38

	Risks
	60
	58

	Costs
	35
	30

	TOTAL 
	840
	725

	TOTAL 
	840
	725


[bookmark: _Toc506551416][bookmark: _Toc507059151][bookmark: _Toc495651085][bookmark: _Toc497029842]Table 3.19 – Ideal System Scoring
For the hybrid scoring, all decision criteria were considered. 
The hybrid alternative meets 84% of Connecticut’s needs in a system. Of importance in this analysis is that the solution returns 100% of the business benefits and 92% of the technical benefits, both of which will result in significant improvements to operations. 
	
	Hybrid
	Ideal Score
	% Met Score
	% Met Weighted Value

	
	Score
	Weighted Value
	Score
	Weighted Value
	
	

	Business Needs
	435
	370
	435
	380
	100%
	97%

	Business Benefits
	45
	42
	45
	42
	100%
	100%

	Technical Needs
	117
	92
	120
	95
	98%
	97%

	Technical Benefits
	56
	48
	60
	52
	93%
	92%

	Confidence Level
	44
	34
	50
	38
	88%
	89%

	Implementation Approach
	22
	19
	35
	30
	63%
	63%

	Risks
	46
	45
	60
	58
	77%
	78%

	Costs
	19
	16
	35
	30
	54%
	53%

	TOTAL 
	784
	666
	840
	725
	84%
	84%


[bookmark: _Toc506551417][bookmark: _Toc507059152]Table 3.20 – Hybrid  to Ideal Summary Score
Another look at the data is shown in the figure below.

[bookmark: _Toc497030676][bookmark: _Toc507059200]Figure 3‑9 : Hybrid-to-Ideal Graphic Representation
The Hybrid alternative results in the highest score compared to all other alternatives considered.  While this score is not significantly higher than the New Build alternative, the difference between these two alternatives widens when costs and flexibility to approach are considered.
[bookmark: _Toc497038746][bookmark: _Toc507059075]Approaches
The Hybrid System alternative offers the most flexibility for maximizing the reuse of the technical platform in a way that is architected for interoperability between the platforms and the core applications of DSS.  It also allows approaches for implementing some technical functions earlier and could provide measureable benefits in year one and two of the Implementation Plan. 
First Data reviewed all technology components and platforms implemented by DSS in the last four years to replace the Eligibility System for all programs and their integration with the Health Exchange System. These technology components were grouped into major functional areas that could be implemented by Child Support incrementally, with measurable benefits, harnessing DSS Technical Platforms that could be reused by CCSES, shown below. 
These technical functional areas include:
· Database and Reporting
· Customer Relationship Services
· Documents, Forms, and Notifications 
· Security Services
The First Data team also mapped the technical components that could be reused in the Conceptual System Design for the To Be technical architecture that was developed in the Needs Assessment.  The Hybrid alternative technology platforms and components, and the Conceptual System Design will be used as a baseline for maximizing reuse and achieving maximum benefit as early as practical in the final Implementation Plan.  This baseline assessment will then need to be developed further once the project is funded and is identified as the first step in the Implementation Timeline as the CCSES Project Roadmap.  This Roadmap will take the baseline developed in the Feasibility Study to a much more detailed level and will be used to ensure the components implemented work together in a holistic and interoperable way.
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Implementation Plan
While many factors may impact the implementation of the hybrid system, the implementation plan provides, at a high level, the tasks and likely timeframes for system planning, pre-core activities and implementation. Pre-core activities include those “reuse” activities described above as well as the initiation of BPR.  
[bookmark: _Toc497038747][bookmark: _Toc507059076]Pros and Cons of the Approach
	Pros
	Cons

	The Hybrid approach provides an opportunity to maximize current investments in technology platforms and components as well as system modules.
	The Hybrid approach requires a strategic architecture framework and roadmap to ensure all components will work together in the final implementation.

	The Hybrid approach, similar to New System, will provide the closest system functionality to Connecticut’s requirements because it is not based on requirements from another state.
	The Hybrid approach will require a BPR and detailed requirements definitions for the SI to ensure that the business and technical needs of Connecticut are met and there are minimal change orders during implementation.

	DSS and the Child Support division will be able to utilize additional technical support and a “Clerk of the Works” to coordinate the incremental implementation of the system components to reduce dependency on an SI for implementing components they are not familiar with, avoid the need for a Big Bang implementation, and ensure technology integration.
	Managing the implementation of multiple system components in an often parallel manner will make the project more complex to manage and require a high level of technical expertise to ensure components integrate with each other for system interoperability.

	The incremental approach that the Hybrid approach affords will be much more adaptable to technology changes and be able to take advantage of any technology enablers that are targeted for improvement of services and to reduce costs.
	While the incremental Hybrid approach is advocated by other States with recent implementation experience, there are no clear models with track records that could be duplicated to reduce risk.



[bookmark: _Toc497038748][bookmark: _Toc507059077]Alternative Five Conclusion
The Hybrid System affords the most flexibility to meet the business and technical needs of the Connecticut Child Support program with optional approaches to implementation of the system.  With the CT DSS recent major investments in technology platforms, components and services using CMS 90% Enhanced Funding, the Hybrid System offers an opportunity to not only save significant costs, but to immediately take advantage of the opportunities to leverage the interoperability with other systems that the IES architecture provides.
The Hybrid System also offers advantages in support of incremental implementation year starting in year 1 with measurable benefits over the life of the project.  There are several different paths that CCSES can take to achieve the Hybrid System, including the option to transition the database to the target data structure first.  However, to take advantage of these early wins for the project, the use of the DSS IES technical architecture needs to be assessed and a detailed roadmap for implementing CCSES on top of this infrastructure needs to be developed early in the implementation plan.  In addition, technical support staff to help DSS plan and manage the implementation of the roadmap is required to be successful. 
Based on the analysis, this alternative is a viable option for moving forward with a cost benefit analysis.


[bookmark: _Toc497038749][bookmark: _Toc507059078]Alternative Six: Commercial Off The Shelf (COTS) System
A Commercial-off-the-Shelf (COTS) enterprise solution is defined as an enterprise solution that uses existing products that only require configuration.  

The objective for the COTS alternative is to obtain a prepackaged solution that also integrates with other system modules being used by the State or agency.  This modular capability of using a suite of COTS enterprise solutions reduces the complexity to interoperate between these systems. Improved system upgrades and leveraging of technical enablers with larger user base requesting enhancements.
A Commercial-off-the-Shelf (COTS) enterprise solution is described as implemented by a vendor working with CT State resources.  Obtained from the HHS GLOSSARY:  
https://www.hhs.gov/ocio/eplc/eplc_glossary.html#Commercial Off-the-Shelf (COTS)   
“COTS refer to a product available in the commercial marketplace.  COTS products are sold to the general public in the course of normal commercial business operations at prices based on established catalog or market prices (Federal Acquisition Regulations).
[bookmark: _MailEndCompose]COTS products are delivered with pre-established functionality, although some degree of customization is possible.”  While the definition of “product” could vary, “at prices based on established catalog or market prices” pretty much kills everything we’ve looked at.  None have a published price, or get sold at the same price at the same time to two different customers.  
In the human resources arena, COTS systems are available for different service areas including Curam (social services), Epic (health care), and SAP (Accounting). These Frameworks cited are NOT actually COTS products for Child Support Enforcement.  They are Frameworks, upon which program-specific software could be built. For example, if Connecticut utilized Cúram for health or human services, or SAP for financial management, it might make sense if a subsidiary product existed for Child Support.  Note that Cúram was acquired by IBM and portions of it incorporated into its Watson Health family of solutions.
Another COTS product comes from KANA Software (previously Lagan Technologies). Lagan’s Enterprise Case Management (ECM) and Government CRM solutions are built on the Lagan Government to Citizen (G2C) platform, a collection of tightly integrated components including case management, scripting workflow and multi-channel interaction tracking.  The Lagan G2C platform is written in Java and based on a flexible SOA, fully adopting the Spring open source framework.  This is a powerful industry-leading open source framework, which facilitates the creation of enterprise-class business applications.  
The following table identifies the requirements, assumptions, constraints/risk and benefits associated with a COTS Solution.
	Requirements
	Assumptions
	Constraints/Risks
	Benefits

	Requires the Child Support program to accommodate processes and functionality that can easily be configured by COTS implementer.  
Customization must be limited to be cost effective for M& O expenses.  
Requires a System Integrator with recent experience in the COTS system and Child Support needs.
	Less expensive than custom development; licensing is often module or seat-based.  
Business process adaptation will be necessary to fit COTS system configuration to be cost effective.  
Can be an effective approach if the agency is already using other modules from the COTS vendor.  
No COTS solutions currently provide comprehensive Child Support Enforcement functionalities.
	Licensing costs may be prohibitive; reliance on vendor availability and longevity; may not meet all functionality requirements. 
A combination of COTS solution may provide basic CSE functionality, but the State specific interfaces will still need to be developed. 
Any customization of the solution for the state will increase costs of M&O more than other alternatives.
The COTS provider may make changes to the system that has not been tested specifically for Child Support functionality.


	Employs commercial technologies with larger support base.
Meets latest standards.
Will provide good customer relationship functionality and user interface.  


[bookmark: _Toc506551419][bookmark: _Toc507059153][bookmark: _Toc495651086][bookmark: _Toc497029843]Table 3.21 – COTS Solution Requirements, Assumptions, Constraints/Risk and Benefits
Problematic Legacy COTS Examples
There are also examples of states that have failed or been less than successful in their efforts to use a COTS product.  It is important to note that some of the failed efforts used the same base systems as the successful projects noted above.  The fault can be established as poor contractor performance, lack of state management of requirements and scope, lack of executive support and oversight, inappropriate schedules or budgets, or other management items.  The states generally blame the contractors, the contractors blame the states, and observers are left to ponder if the blame lies entirely with either party.  
[bookmark: _Toc495476071][bookmark: _Toc497038750][bookmark: _Toc507059079]Analysis of the Alternative
First Data staff has assisted states in successfully implementing modernization projects in Indiana, Wisconsin, Washington State, Arizona, and Massachusetts.  These projects involved the Connecticut, Ohio, Los Angeles, and Hawaii base systems.  Key contributing success factors included:
· Acceptance by the state staff that in a COTS situation, even more than in a transfer environment, certain system processes, such as CASE tool usage, case/client Ids, database update methods and related case handling, are organic to the system.  If you accept the COTS product, you are also accepting certain design tenets built into the base system.  This is particularly true of accepting the CASE tools that were used in the design and development of the base system.  Other processes, such as financial rules or notice formats, are more appropriate areas for modification.  The federal mandate for the COTS approach forced some states into this solution to gain funding approval when they really wanted a custom development.  The resultant conflict with the vendor, who bid a COTS approach, has led to project delays.  First Data recommends that states carefully and realistically consider how much design and functionality they are willing to accept from a ‘foreign’ jurisdiction and how much should be custom work.
· Specificity in the requirements definition and design, so that vendors can fully assess the level of modification required.  If the RFP clearly states the required system functions, disputes over the scope of the project and the specific vendor responsibilities and deliverable expectations can be avoided.  There have been projects where a general requirements statement has led to serious contract disputes over whether 80% of the code is reusable, as the vendor estimated, or whether only 50% of the code can be reused, as state staff demanded.  The RFP requirements and design are the blueprint.  Projects have become so bogged down arguing over what is or is not in the blueprint that they have never recovered.
· Commitment of staff resources is critical to the success of a transfer effort.  The bulk of this effort is defining the changes that are required to the base system software.  The vendor will assume that the processing is acceptable unless changes are identified by state staff.  The vendor also has a strong business interest in minimizing the changes required.  It is critical that staff is committed to fully assessing each base system process to avoid disappointment with the implemented product.  This phase occurs early in the project, and state staff might be unsure as to how much of the system they are allowed to change in the face of vendor resistance to making modifications.  All stakeholders, including staff from field, management, policy, financial, QA, IT, interface agencies, and others must be quickly deployed to assess the base system functionality and identify the required changes.  Failure to do so may result in the state staff being foreclosed from making later-phase changes once the modification specifications phase is completed.
· Establishing a rigorous evaluation protocol for determining the most appropriate base system among those that are proposed.  This entails getting beyond the “look and feel” of the on-line component, and performing a detailed critique of the architecture, program design and performance of the bid systems.  If a CASE tool is part of the proposed solution, this should be independently evaluated as to how well it fits with the strategic CASE direction set by the State.
· COTS Solutions can bring the strengths as well as frailties of the receiving system. For example, COTS products bring a solid foundation of business processes, reduce the overall cost of development, and the time required to deploy.  At the same time, most COTS systems have not addressed the issue of “paperless” processing or the latest federal requirements, unless incorporated into related products often paired with the Child Support Enforcement Project.
[bookmark: _Toc497038751]
[bookmark: _Toc507059080]Lessons Learned from Other States
Not applicable to this alternative.
[bookmark: _Toc497038752][bookmark: _Toc507059081]Scoring the COTS Alternative
Based on the above analysis, the team was unable to score the alternative against the decision criteria. 
[bookmark: _Toc497038753][bookmark: _Toc507059082]Alternative Six Conclusion
The COTS alternative is not a viable alternative for moving forward to the next step of conducting a CBA.
[bookmark: _Toc497038754][bookmark: _Toc507059083]Alternative Seven: Model Tribal System (MTS)
Although it is sometimes represented as a COTS solution for child support, the MTS is, in fact, a system written using both COTS products and custom open-source code. In 2016, OCSE was considering the MTS as the basis on which to build a national model child support system, however, based on information provided to us by OCSE on September 11, 2017, the MTS is no longer considered a viable modernization option.

The MTS alternative is described as the transfer to the existing MTS and make the necessary enhancements to meet Federal requirements, at a minimum, with no additional hardware or software procurements. The objectives of this alternative are to:
· Adopt a more modern technology to meet all federal requirements
· Expand the pool of coders, DBAs, developers, analysts
· Reduce future costs
· Align the modernized technology with enterprise goals and standards
The following table identifies the requirements assumptions, constraints/risk and benefits associated with replace with the MTS alterative.



	
Requirements
	Assumptions
	Constraints/Risks
	Benefits

	Requires extensive vendor involvement; customization requires SME participation and Business Process Analysis; Conversion of existing data.  In-house project team; Procurements of implementation RFP, IV&V, QA, Change Management and BPR. Minimal interfaces are provided, but state specific interfaces will still need to be developed.

	Federal funding support will be, at minimum, 66/34 and not 90/10.
Concurrent operation of both systems will be needed during implementation rollout;
Database of the MTS and CT legacy system are not similar; business process adaptation will be necessary. 
Costs to upgrade MTS to meet certification requirements and State requirements will be significant.
The existing MTS would be the base system to be updated to meet state certification requirements.  Some tribal functionality may need to be removed.
	May provide basic CSE functionality, but has not been implemented in any state agencies to date and therefore not certified.
Does not contain many of the federally required interfaces.
Does not contain the federally required financial components.

	Built on a modern platform around latest federal requirements.
Built on open source and JAVA. 


[bookmark: _Toc506551420][bookmark: _Toc507059154][bookmark: _Toc495651087][bookmark: _Toc497029844]Table 3.22 – MTS Alternative Requirements, Assumptions, Constraints/Risk and Benefits
The Model Tribal System (MTS) is a child support system designed and built in 2007 specifically for tribes by the Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) in collaboration with all the federally recognized tribes that were operating child support programs at the time of development. The MTS was pilot tested in 2008 by the Forest County Potawatomi Community and the Modoc Tribe of Oklahoma. The system has been in production since 2012 and is currently being used by approximately 12 tribes. 
The MTS was managed and funded by OCSE, through the Division of State and Tribal Systems (DSTS). The MTS meets the following:
· Requires no licensing or purchasing fees because it was built using free and open-source software 
· Supports a wide range of cases and can be scaled based on the size of your specific caseload 
· Provides a flexible and user-friendly system 
· Allows the freedom to choose which modules and functions to use based on your own tribal program and business requirements 
· Highly configurable so it can be adapted to reflect your unique tribal business processes
MTS architecture is: 
· Built entirely with free open source components (Apache, JBoss, MySQL, etc.)
· Flexible and scalable to support a range of caseloads 
· Uses J2EE (EJB, JSP, Servlets, JSTL), Flash player, and other standards based technology 
· Uses Web Services technology (XML, WSDL and SOAP) for interactions between components 
· Uses SSL to encrypt data
The MTS was developed specifically for Tribes but not certified for State Child Support Systems. Recently there were high-level discussions to upgrade the MTS for State CSES use with advanced funding for States that implement  
First Data coordinated a demonstration of the OCSE Model Tribal System (MTS) to the Vermont Office of Child Support (VTOCS) on June 15, 2015. VTOCS wanted to review MTS further to evaluate its potential to become a possible replacement for state child support systems. A second demonstration of MTS, held on November 9, 2015, was attended by twenty VTOCS users which included subject matter experts (SME). A subsequent sandbox testing started immediately after the November 9th demonstration and ended on December 15, 2015. Testing feedback was solicited at the end of the second demonstration and at the end of the testing period. Several areas were identified as lacking in either functionality to meet OCSE certification for a state automated CSE system or in usability. This feedback summary is not meant to be exhaustive and does not include all areas lacking for OCSE certification or usability.  Areas of major certification deficiencies include, but aren’t limited to: Interfaces, Interstate, Website, Inbound and Outbound Communication, Document Management, and Customer Service (CRM). This summary outlines those items that VTOCS SMEs found to be high priority items for certification and usability. It also summarizes the positive feedback identified by VT OCS testers. 

The Vermont feedback is provided for reference purposes. The MTS analysis as an alternative for Connecticut was done independently based on compliance of the federal guidelines for state certification. The analysis results are provided in the sub-sections that follow.

The system is currently deficient for satisfying state needs, as is shown in the table below.

	Function
	Description

	Case Initiation
	· Lacks “Pending” Case Status for cases requiring additional information/paperwork before considered “open”.

	Locate
	· Locate Details does not show all current employers
· Can’t easily determine which or if both CP and NCP need address verification
· No history of updates to SSN or names for locate purpose

	Order Establishment
	· Charge Date can be any day of the month.  It needs to be the first of the month and prorate for the partial month.
· Can’t enter orders directly from hearing screen
· Too time consuming to enter in each obligation individually on an order.  
· Can’t see all NCPs orders (from multiple cases) on one screen

	Case Management & Monitoring
	· Calendar
· Can’t enter appointments for other workers by other workers
· Can’t create ticklers for calendar events
· Can’t see a list of all appointments on a screen
· Can’t assign a worker to a scheduled hearing
· Case Events/Tracking
· Can’t track all individual case openings and closings (a case that is opened and closed multiple times)
· Indicators
· Can’t add additional “Red Flags” other than Family Violence
· No flag on child if active in more than one case
· Case Notes
· Can’t create a CP or NCP note and have it copied to all open cases for CP or NCP
· Can’t easily see details of each note
· Can’t create tickler directly from case note
· No spell check
· No auto save feature to prevent loss of lengthy note
· General
· Can’t merge duplicate cases
· Can’t track certification of taxes
· Participants
· No way to track when participants become active and inactive (dates) and no tickler is created to let worker know that a participant has been added or removed from a case
· No place to track quarterly earnings
· Workers
· Can’t assign multiple workers to a case by role

	Financial Management
	· System/Financials are participant driven.  Should be case driven so funds can be entered and applied directly to a case and held/moved when necessary
· Adjustments
· Approval process on adjustments is too granular
· Too many steps to enter in adjustments due to double entry accounting.  This creates a bigger workload
· Need a case hold along with a participant hold
· Batch entry too time consuming with the number of steps involved
· Worker name/number not shown on financial transactions 
· Change in IV-A grant status needs to be immediate not nightly
· RPAY is very cumbersome to setup (participant driven).  All calculations are manual.
· Future funds not applying to arrears owed once obligation has been met.
· Difficult to follow financials month to month and flow of money in and out
· Need to issue check before moving funds

	Reporting
	· Unable to do ad-hoc reporting
· Not all reports should be pulled from production data.  Some would pull from data warehouse data.

	Security, Privacy and Confidentiality
	· Actions cannot be restricted by role (e.g. a supervisor can only initiate a closure, etc.)
· Data cannot be restricted for update by supervisors only
· No functionality to lock a worker out of a case when necessary due to conflict of interest or other reasons.
· No hierarchy of workers to supervisors

	CRM/IVR
	· No CRM/IVR functionality

	Document Management
	· No scanned documents functionality
· No way to indicate when printed documents are actually sent out
· Can’t mark a document as an error if generated by mistake
· No way to direct certain documents to specific printers, files, or websites automatically

	Interfaces
	· No way to communicate through CSNET
· No ETL process to load to data warehouse
· No available interfaces at all and many are required for certification

	Interstate
	· Lacks functionality for the State as the initiator
· Lacks functionality for the State as the Responder (only functionality is indicating that a case is a “foreign case”).
· No place for FIPS codes
· No Inbound/Outbound case functionality

	Workflow
	· Ticklers/Worklist
· Can’t mark worker-generated case ticklers as “resolved”
· Can’t send worker generated ticklers to other workers
· Can’t escalate ticklers to case work supervisors
· When deleting from worklist, you don’t get the option of saying ‘yes’ to delete
· Case Status
· No real time Case Function updating
· Unable to see where in the process a case is at a glance (e.g. reviewing for enforcement)

	Website
	· No external website for CP/NCP or Employer

	Usability
	· Search
· All search screens (except case and participant) should allow for search by at least one available field but not require the name field.
· Can’t do case searches by participant fields (e.g. name, SSN, DOB, etc.)
· Can’t see NCP on a case when viewing all cases associated with a participant from a search.
· Can’t search for participant from address screen.  Address is buried several screens deep and address is the first thing to be verified during a phone call.
· Should be able to double click on a retrieved record in the search screen
· Screens
· Can’t see more than a couple list items on each tab (need to scroll)
· Can’t decipher the chronology of events due to how events are broken out
· Easier way to view flow of money from month to month
· No place to easily see all of CPs/NCPs accounts
· Unable to have more than one screen open at a time. Need to log in to multiple sessions in order to have more than one screen open.
· Need additional navigational shortcuts or features to move directly to a specific screen (e.g. address screen)

	Ticklers/Worklist
	· Cannot go directly into a case from a worklist tickler

	Documents and Reports
	· A favorites list for most used documents and reports for workers would save time

	Customizations
	· Lacks ability to create custom fields/screens/processes and still be able to take advantage of base functionality upgrades/enhancements
· Can’t tell if a child has established parentage when entered on another case
· Can’t enter enforcements from hearing screen
· No online training available

	Technological
	· Several of the development and runtime software used for MTS are extremely out-of-date based on the System Architecture document supplied by Sysrad.
· There are concerns about interoperability with existing State data applications and interfaces including the ability to exchange data in a secure, encrypted manner.


[bookmark: _Toc506551422][bookmark: _Toc507059155]Table 3.23 – Tribal System Positives for States
The following positive feedback was documented by VTOCS. 
	Function
	Description

	Case Initiation
	· Liked the family violence flag was right there on the case header band as a reminder to check.

	Case Management & Monitoring
	· The monitoring and alerting casework of a delinquent case is a plus.
· Ability to make address confidential  
· Worker generated ticklers adds value and are easy to create
· Liked being able to pick from list of tickler types
· Liked ability to view all addresses in one screen

	Financial Management
	· More oversight available at various levels could decrease the amount of human errors.
· All financial information is in one location with a hoover option.  
· Information is easily read with clear dates

	Reporting
	· Reports look easy for case workers to use
· Having the federally required reports available saves an enormous amount of time

	Document Management
	· Reports look easy for case workers to use
· Having the federally required reports available saves an enormous amount of time

	Usability
	· Like ability to have dropdowns available vs manual typing
· Enforcement information is laid out and very visible on one screen
· A great advantage is being able to adopt the system administrator role and configure the way that best works for the tribe/state


[bookmark: _Toc507059156][bookmark: _Toc495651089][bookmark: _Toc497029846]Table 3.24 – Tribal System Positives for States
Due to Connecticut’s interest in the MTS, First Data worked with Connecticut and OCSE to schedule a similar demonstration and sandbox activity. A meeting with OCSE was held on September 11, 2017 to discuss the possibility of MTS as an alternative for Connecticut. The following is a recap of that meeting:
· MTS is based on requirements from Tribes;
· Vermont and New Mexico have evaluated MTS and found it not viable for their states. States felt to make the system State certifiable, it would be about $25 – $30M expense;
· MTS can handle a case load of 25,000 – 30,000, maximum 50,000;
· OCSE began requirements gathered in 2005 for a state-certifiable system and started building in 2009;
· The current technology stack for MTS is legacy, and perhaps not suitable for modern systems; and 
· OCSE’s plan is to migrate MTS to newer architecture:  Model Automated Child Support System (MACSS) – is being planned. Had requested $165M budget from previous administration. Similar budget (with probably $5 more from the current administration in FY18 budget. 

Knowing that the MACSS is still in the planning stage, First Data moved forward with the analysis of the existing MTS. The following subsections detail the Connecticut analysis results based upon the agreed upon criteria.
[bookmark: _Toc497038755][bookmark: _Toc507059084]Lessons Learned from Other States
Both the states of Vermont and New Mexico reviewed the applicability of adopting the MTS as its statewide system. Both states concluded that the system was too incomplete for their purposes and require extensive modification to be practical.
[bookmark: _Toc497038756][bookmark: _Toc507059085]Scoring the MTS Alternative
To understand the data, we first look at what the ideal system solution would be, both as a pure score, which is simply adding up the points without consideration of whether or not a requirement was mandatory, needed, or wanted, and a weighted score, where those factors are considered. In the ideal scenario, each requirement, sub criteria, and decision criteria receives the highest score possible.  As a point of comparison for all alternatives, the ideal scores are shown in the table below.


	Criteria
	Pure Score
	Weighted Value

	Business Needs
	435
	380

	Business Benefits
	45
	42

	Technical Needs
	120
	95

	Technical Benefits
	60
	52

	Implementation Approach
	35
	30

	Confidence Level
	50
	38

	Risks
	60
	58

	Costs
	35
	30

	TOTAL 
	840
	725


[bookmark: _Toc506551423][bookmark: _Toc507059157][bookmark: _Toc495651090][bookmark: _Toc497029847]Table 3.25 – Ideal System Scoring
Our scoring for the MTS Alternative is shown in the table below. 
	
	MTS
	Ideal Score
	% Met Score
	% Met Weighted Value

	
	Score
	Weighted Value
	Score
	Weighted Value
	
	

	Business Needs
	165
	146
	435
	380
	38%
	38%

	Business Benefits
	17
	16
	45
	42
	38%
	38%

	Technical Needs
	37
	30
	120
	95
	31%
	32%

	Technical Benefits
	12
	10
	60
	52
	20%
	19%

	Confidence Level
	14
	11
	50
	38
	28%
	29%

	Implementation Approach
	13
	11
	35
	30
	37%
	37%

	Risks
	14
	14
	60
	58
	23%
	24%

	Costs
	7
	6
	35
	30
	20%
	20%

	TOTAL 
	279
	244
	840
	725
	29%
	30%


[bookmark: _Toc506551424][bookmark: _Toc507059158][bookmark: _Toc495651091][bookmark: _Toc497029848]Table 3.26 – MTS to Ideal Comparison
The MTS meets only 30% of Connecticut’s goals for a new system.
A graphical view of the data is shown in the chart below.

[bookmark: _Toc497030677][bookmark: _Toc507059201]Figure 3‑10: MTS to Ideal Comparison Chart
[bookmark: _Toc497038757][bookmark: _Toc507059086]MTS Conclusion
Due to its deficiencies at this point, the MTS is not a viable candidate to move forward into the CBA process.
[bookmark: _Toc497038758][bookmark: _Toc507059087]Comparison of Alternatives
The final task of the First Data team in exploring alternatives for system modernization that should move forward into the CBA phase is a comparison, or ranking, of each of the options considered. For this exercise, we omitted consideration of both the COTS and MTS option as neither is viable.
The first view of the data is the “pure” scores of each alternative without regard to criterion weighting. While this view of the data may be somewhat skewed since a criteria that is a system “nice to have,” is rated the same as a “mandatory,” it does provide a point of comparison.
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[bookmark: _Toc506551425][bookmark: _Toc507059159][bookmark: _Toc495651092][bookmark: _Toc497029849]Table 3.27 – Pure Scoring Comparison
Another look at the data shows the weighted data, where the sub criteria are weighted according to whether the criteria is mandatory, needed, or wanted.
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[bookmark: _Toc506551426][bookmark: _Toc507059160][bookmark: _Toc495651093][bookmark: _Toc497029850]Table 3.28 – Weighted Criteria Scores
For a final look at the data, we add the dimension of weighting among the criteria. This score is not a score of the individual alternative’s ability to meet the needs of Connecticut’s users, but an analysis of how each criteria is weighted against Connecticut’s view of what is most concerning to them in a system modernization effort. The calculation is the weighted scores of the sub criteria, rolled up to the criteria level, with that calculation applied to the weighting among the criteria factor. While the weighted scores weight the sub criteria within the decisions criteria, this view validates the analysis of all alternatives.
The results of the calculation are shown in the table below.
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[bookmark: _Toc506551427][bookmark: _Toc507059161] Table 3.29 – Inter Criteria Weighting
[bookmark: _Toc497038759][bookmark: _Toc507059088]Conclusion 
In conclusion, normalized weighted scores from Table 3.29 above are presented in both table and graphical formats. The benefits are normalized across the alternatives. As noted earlier in the report, an important aspect of risk and cost scoring is that it may appear counter-intuitive.  Due to our AAM tool, putting more weight on low risk and cost result in a higher score for the alternative. Thus, a high risk score does not equal high risk, but rather low risk. 
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[bookmark: _Toc506551428][bookmark: _Toc507059162][bookmark: _Toc497029852]Table 3.30 – Normalized Table of Weighted Scores

[bookmark: _Toc497030678][bookmark: _Toc507059202]Figure 3‑11-Normalized View of Weighted Scores
In summary, the First Data team recommends that Connecticut move forward with full cost benefit analysis of the following alternatives:
· Status Quo (for baseline purposes);
· Transfer using New Jersey as a model;
· New System; and,
· Hybrid.
The Status Quo is necessary as a point of comparison; the transfer since the risks with a transfer are less than with the remaining two option, and both New Build and Hybrid, since both offer higher assurances that Connecticut will gain a system that meets their needs and improves both their program performance and operations efficiencies. 


[bookmark: _Toc507059089]Cost Benefit Analysis 
The feasibility study team completed the Cost Benefit Analysis for each viable alternative as required by the overseeing federal agency, OCSE and State of Connecticut, Department of Social Services, using the Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, “Feasibility, Alternatives, and Cost/Benefit Analysis Guide” and “Companion Guide: Cost Benefit Analysis’.  The First Data proprietary CBA tool was used to capture and analyze CT financial data combined with our prior Child Support / CBA experience and industry standards to derive and support cost and benefit findings.  The information resulting from the CBA is provided in this report to support the selection of the best modernization for CT OCSS.  The measurement period for this analysis is the 12 year period from SFY 2018 into SFY 2029.
For this cost benefit analysis, constant dollars were used based on the following excerpt from the Feasibility, Alternatives, and Cost/Benefit Analysis Guide, section 3.5.
“Constant dollar costs and benefits are costs and benefits which reflect the prices of the base year of the systems life. Constant dollars do not consider the effect of inflation, are normally used in cost/benefit analyses, and do not require justification to ACF. Constant dollars are then adjusted by present value discounting, described in a following section.”
“Current dollar costs and benefits are costs and benefits which have been adjusted to reflect the effect of inflation on prices. Current dollars are normally used in budget projections.”
This analysis provides the level of detail that is required for budget preparation for the State to submit the Implementation Advance Planning Document (IAPD) for a system development and implementation project. The CBA provides a consistent method for comparing alternatives and determining the most cost-effective solution.
For each alternative we provide a cost and benefit profile consisting of the following: 
· System Life Cost Profile (millions) Section - This profile contains a summary, by State Fiscal year (SFY), of the non-recurring costs, recurring costs, and total project costs.  The Discount factor was obtained from the “Feasibility, Alternatives, and Cost/Benefit Analysis” guide and is used to calculate the Total Present Value Cost (Total Project Costs*Discount Factor).
· Less Total Present Value Costs - Total Projected Costs * Discount Factor
· Net Benefit - Subtract the Total Present Value costs from the Total Present Value Benefits  
· Benefit/Cost Ratio - Divide the Total Present Value Benefit by the Total Present Value Cost
· # Months Up to Go Live - The number of months up to go live is used to calculate the Breakeven (Months) from Implementation cell in the Quantitative Factor Section. 
· Breakeven Month - Identifies the month of the payback point, which is the point of time that savings exceeds cost.
The following table contains a list of cost categories applicable to each viable alternative included in the CBA.  
	Cost Category
	Description

	State Personnel
	Costs for all activities to be undertaken by the State of Connecticut employees include regular base salaries and some anticipated overtime. Costs for this category also included funds to assist other State Agencies that may be required to interface with the new system but lack funds to do so. 
Assumption:  State Project Management team consists of selected managers from OCSS, SES and BEST and the DSS EPMO team as resources.

	Procurement Costs
	Costs to procure all elements in the project that are acquired by contract.  This includes the total costs of preparation, advertising, printing, dissemination, acceptance, evaluation and reporting of any RFP, RFI, or similar procurement document, contract negotiation including BAFO, and contract/agreement finalization.  It also includes the costs of on-boarding the chosen contractor on the project once selected. 

	Hardware/Software: Purchase, Lease, Maintenance
	Costs for all hardware and software purchases, leases and maintenance for the project including costs of freight/cartage, installation, setup, cables, cabinets, racks and all related items.

	Systems Development & Maintenance
	Costs for professional services contractors to provide systems development services, to include analysis, design, coding, change control procedures/software configuration management and initial systems and integration testing using the State of CT’s methodology.  Cost in this category also include:
· System Conversion activities associated with maintenance of current system until new system is fully operational
· Training and change management support costs included in this category.  
· Any Systems Integration (SI) costs category.  
· System maintenance costs for the M&O phase.  
· Costs included here are fully loaded to include travel.

	Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC)
	Costs for professional services contractors to provide quality assurance and quality control during the duration of the DDI effort and the first year of M&O.  For QA/QC, the vendor will ensure deliverables meet established standards and content; identify and track risks and issues and provide mitigation strategies; develop and report on quality assurance metrics.  The QA/QC manager reports to the State of Connecticut DSS- OCSS.  Costs included here are fully loaded to include travel.

	Independent Verification & Validation (IV&V)
	Costs for a professional services contractor to provide IV&V services for the entire project from inception to closure per the required timeframe determined by the Federal OCSE (i.e. quarterly or monthly). The IV&V manager reports to the Federal Partner. Costs included here are fully loaded to include travel.  

	Training
	Costs for a professional services contractors  to provide the creation, execution and monitoring of a training plan: 
· Supports Connecticut’s use of the new system (including Connecticut specific business processes, forms and procedures), preparation of training materials that can also be used for user documentation at go-live, worked examples, and related materials;
· Provides training sessions via webinars, self-study, classroom sessions and other appropriate modalities;
· Tracks progress of each participant throughout the training curriculum; 
· Evaluates and certifies effectiveness of user training delivered; 
· All costs included here are fully loaded to include travel.

	Overhead/Indirect
	Administrative Costs related to the project’s overhead or indirect costs.   This includes facilities, security guards, janitorial, utilities, printing and copying equipment at the designated project site, and rental space.

	Travel
	Costs for State Staff travel during the DDI phase.


[bookmark: _Toc506551429][bookmark: _Toc507059163][bookmark: _Toc504744325][bookmark: _Toc500851102]Table 4.1 – Cost Categories and Descriptions
General Assumptions
The following are general, overall assumptions in preparing the CBA:
· The measurement period for this analysis is 11-years from SFY 2018 into SFY 2029.
· Present Value of all costs and benefits were determined using a discounting value factor of 7%, based on federal guidelines.  This factor is apportioned over the life of the project.
· Benefit estimated a constant caseload based on the current level plus additional outreach effort.
· There is no projected reduction in operational staff as a result of a new system but the intent is to free-up limited resources from manual activities to focus on managing the CSE caseload.
· The “CCSES Modernization Project Team” is composed of multiple contractors and state staff.
· The system development vendor supports the development of all training materials and actual training sessions, as directed by the state designated training team (OSD).
· DSS provides facility space for contractors working on the new system.
· The requirements regarding Interfaces assume that some external agencies have limited resources to interface with the CCSES system. 
· This analysis provides the level of detail that is required for budget preparation for the State to submit the Implementation Advance Planning Document (IAPD) for a system development and implementation project.  
· The State provides a project director, subject matter expertise and project governance decisions.
· State resource costs are based on an estimated percentage of participation on the project at rates provided to us by the State.
· Vendor staffing levels encompass the effort of software design, development, testing, data conversion, training support, site preparation, and system implementation. 
· A pilot implementation is conducted with designated offices for a 90 day period (vs an initial state-wide implementation).
· State Fiscal Years 2016 and 2017 serve as the base years for estimating existing (Status Quo) system costs.
· Costs are shown as total costs, not allocated to funding source.
· Quality Assurance/Quality Control and IV & V vendors are procured and contracted consistent with OCSE guidelines.  
· A System Integration (SI) vendor is required to conduct design, development, unit and system testing, and to support implementation activities.
· Costs include the following: 
· Pre-Procurement: Business Process Reengineering (BPR) assessment for use as a functional / operational baseline, selection of a tool to extract business rules from the current legacy system, and a full technical assessment to determine DSS shared/enterprise software and hardware
· Pre-Implementation is in- depth source code assessment using a tool such as CAST
· Benefits are realized through December 2028.
· Leveraged state enterprise service agreements to the extent possible across all alternatives.
· Rate escalators are not included in the costs, to be consistent with federal guidelines.
· PMO vendor costs will be contracted through DSS as a multi-project EPMO.
[bookmark: _Toc504746574][bookmark: _Toc507059090]Data Gathering
First Data met with various DSS and OCSS staff to obtain information and data for conducting the CBA. The individuals identified below have been the core OCSS participants throughout the Feasibility Study project and have contributed and/or reviewed project deliverables. 
	Name/Title
	Role

	John Dillon
	IV-D Director

	Lynn Reeves
	Program Manager – OCSS/Program

	Tara Sanders
	Program Manager – OCSS/Program

	Edgar Young
	Program Manager – OCSS/Program

	Anthony Judkins
	Program Manager – OCSS/Program

	Dan Grabowski
	SES Deputy Director

	Mark Hennessey
	DSS IT Systems SME 

	Jeff Cohen
	EPMO Child Support SME

	Vibhas Chandrachood
	EPMO Child Support PM


[bookmark: _Toc506551430][bookmark: _Toc507059164][bookmark: _Toc504744326][bookmark: _Toc500851103][bookmark: _Toc499584724]Table 4.2 – Review Team and Roles
In addition to the core staff, the project team met with field staff in SES, court support services and OCSS to gather and document the current daily activities. This information served as a basis for assumptions and explanations throughout this document.
DSS financial department staff provided the FFY 2015, 2016, 2017 State Expenditures that served as the baseline costs for the Status Quo.
Other documentation includes the following resources:
· Connecticut Child Support Program Department of Social Services Office of Child Support Services & Connecticut Judicial Branch Support Enforcement Services Annual Federal Self–Assessment Report October 1, 2015 – September 30, 2016
· Staffing roles contained in: Department of Social Services Child Support Core-CT Data as of 8/23/2016 
· https://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/programs/css/bics_factsheet_1.pdf
· Raymond vs Rowland court case against Connecticut Department of Social Services
· Staffing Information Sheet  for SES, Judicial Branch, 4/4/2017
· Child Support Collections Summary FY 2016 and FY 2017
Links to OCSS Classifications:
· SS Investigator (Child Support)    http://das.ct.gov/HR/JobspecNew/JobDetail.asp?FCC=6852
· SS Lead Investigator (Child Support)    http://das.ct.gov/HR/JobspecNew/JobDetail.asp?FCC=6857
· SS Investigations Supervisor (Child Support)    http://das.ct.gov/HR/JobspecNew/JobDetail.asp?FCC=6883
· Public Assistance Consultant    http://das.ct.gov/HR/JobspecNew/JobDetail.asp?FCC=4735
· Social Services Program Manager    http://das.ct.gov/HR/JobspecNew/JobDetail.asp?FCC=3350
· Social Services Program Administration Manager   http://das.ct.gov/HR/JobspecNew/JobDetail.asp?FCC=6190
· AFSCME Union Agreement (Classifications 1-4)   http://www.ct.gov/opm/lib/opm/olr/contracts/p-2_2012_contract.pdf

Federal sources include:
· Office of Child Support Enforcement FY 2016 Preliminary Report
· AT-16-06 Final Rule: Flexibility, Efficiency, and Modernization in Child Support Enforcement Programs published December 20, 2016 https://www.acf.hhs.gov/css/resource/final-rule-resources
· Feasibility, Alternatives, and Cost/Benefit Analysis Guide and Companion Guide: Cost Benefit Analysis”
· Behavioral Intervention for Child Support Services (BICS) Federal Guidance
[bookmark: _Toc504746575][bookmark: _Toc499584683][bookmark: _Toc507059091] Methodology and Approach
The uniform Cost Benefit Analysis approach used by the First Data team results in the application of three (3) primary factors to the status quo and to each viable alternative. 
The first of these factors is the dollar amount that the estimated benefits exceed the estimated costs. The second factor calculates the risk to the state for each alternative.  The third factor considers the characteristics of each alternative’s implementation plan on the resulting replacement project. 
To accomplish this, the First Data team uses three (3) separate tools in completing the Cost Benefit Analysis. The first tool in the toolkit is the Cost Estimation Workbook.  This tool is used to accumulate costs, across a set of uniform cost categories, and to value the quantifiable benefits for each alternative at a granular level. A Cost Estimation Workbook exists for each of the alternatives and the details are described throughout this document.  
Once the values for both costs and benefits were identified, the second tool, the Cost Comparison Workbook, permits a side by side comparison of the values for each viable alternative to aid in the selection and documentation of the most cost effective alternative.
The third tool in the tool kit, the Results and Recommendations Workbook, provides for the application of estimated project risk and for the overall duration of the project.
By applying these uniform tools, the team was able to identify, at the cost category level, the estimated non-recurring and recurring costs for each alternative as well as to place a value on identified quantifiable benefits over the expected duration of the replacement project. The tools also considered the two (2) other factors of risk and overall duration of the project.  
The Alternatives Analysis was used as input to create the Cost Benefit Analysis. The First Data team met with State resources to gather status quo costs which were used as the baseline for alternative comparisons. 
The following tasks were performed to complete the process for each of the viable alternative options:
· Identify the cost categories to include recurring and non-recurring
· Identify the benefit categories  
· Identify the risk/constraint profiles 
· Identify high-level implementation plans
· Document Status Quo costs and benefits
· Estimate alternative costs and benefits
· Compare costs and benefits
· Document the findings.
[bookmark: _Toc501028019][bookmark: _Toc507059092]Description of Alternatives 
This section provides an overview of the Status Quo, Transfer, New Build, and Hybrid alternatives.  Prior to conducting the CBA, the requirements assumptions, constraints/risks and benefits associated with replacement of any of the viable alternatives were identified and are described in the Alternatives Analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc501028020][bookmark: _Toc507059093]Current Environment – Status Quo
CCSES has been in operation since July 1987. It is a federally required and certified case8 processing system (45 CFR §302.85) that maintains case records and account information on 167,150 active cases (FFY 2016 counts). The system carries out all functions of the Title IV-D Child Support Enforcement Program, and is the principal tool used by OCSS and cooperating agencies for: case initiation, locate, establishment, case management, enforcement, financial management, reporting, security and privacy, and customer service. 
As an application designed in the late 1980’s, CCSES reflects the technologies and security sensibilities of the day.  Entering and accessing data are overly onerous tasks that are counterintuitive to new users and their user training. Furthermore, the current design leads to poor data quality, duplicate records and is difficult and costly to maintain. 
[bookmark: _Toc501028021][bookmark: _Toc507059094]Transfer
The Transfer alternative involves transferring an operational and Level 1 certified child support system from another state.  A transfer would mean that the majority of the functionality and technical environment align with the requirements set forth by OCSS in the Needs Assessment Deliverable.  However, in the likelihood that the Transfer functionality and processes do not line-up with Connecticut requirements, enhancements to the functionality of the transfer system and possibly the user interface are required.  This could equate to significant new development, a data schema that requires minimum modification but may require some manual data conversion, as well as automated conversion.  Key criteria would be determining similar originating state processes, policies, and rules.  
[bookmark: _Toc501028022][bookmark: _Toc507059095]New Build
Replacing the current system with new development “New Build” is described as a building from scratch, the design, development, and implementation by a contractor working with CT resources to develop the system. The objectives for the New Build include meeting all current federal and state business and technical requirements. The system is specific to CCSES policies and procedures, as well as database and reporting requirements.  The objective is for the new application to be built on modern software and hardware platforms based on service oriented architecture (SOA) and meet interoperability with other systems, enterprise goals and technical standards and maximize the reuse of technology enablers in place in Connecticut.  
New Build leverages the efficiencies inherent with current technology enablers and takes advantage of Business Process Reengineering (BPR) to streamline workflows, maximize the reduction of paper documents and reuse of data for forms and correspondence and documents, and utilize a single “system of record” for transaction and reporting needs that improves data integrity and analytics.
[bookmark: _Toc501028023][bookmark: _Toc507059096]Hybrid
The Hybrid System is defined as a solution that meets all Connecticut business and technical requirements by utilizing existing application modules from other DSS systems or from other states, and/or reusing existing technical platforms and their functionality to reduce the cost and risks.  This CBA includes the evaluation of the following DSS’ existing shared services:  
· Integrated Voice Response (IVR)
· FileNet (Document Management and Workflow)
· Enterprise Master Person Index (EMPI)
· Corticon 
· DB2
[bookmark: _Toc495953704]These existing services can result in a cost avoidance if utilized within the Hybrid approach. The final determination of whether or not these shared services, or additional shared services, can be applied in this modernization effort will be further defined in the CT modernization roadmap.
[bookmark: _Toc501028024][bookmark: _Toc507059097]Status Quo Costs and Benefits
This section presents estimated Status Quo costs, recurring or non-recurring, and benefits.  (Refer to Appendix B-E, for Status Quo Cost Summary.)  
[bookmark: _Toc501028025][bookmark: _Toc507059098]Non-Recurring Costs
CCSES is a mature system that has been in production since 1987.  While the DSS agency is embarking on an enterprise level strategic plan, there is no information or data at this time to support any significant quantifiable investment for enhancements.  Therefore, non-recurring costs do not apply. 
[bookmark: _Toc501028026][bookmark: _Toc507059099] Recurring Costs
Prior to determining the projected recurring costs for the Status Quo, baseline costs were compiled based on data from the federal Fiscal Year 2016.  Calculations are computed through SFY 2028.
Status Quo cost categories and type used in the CBA include the following:  1) State Personnel, 2) Hardware/Software.
State Personnel
These are the costs for all activities to be undertaken by the DSS/OCSS managing the project.  Since Status Quo only entails ongoing M&O, costs are expected to be incurred during years 1 through 12.  The cost computations are based on a yearly cost of $307,512 and an assumed Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) increase factor of 0%.  We used zero based on the history that no COLA increases have occurred in the past five years. For comparison to the alternatives, the costs apply to the same number of project resources that would be allocated to Design, Develop, Implement (DDI), and Maintenance & Operations (M&O) for the Transfer, New Build and Hybrid alternatives.

Hardware/Software
This is the total cost of purchases or leases of equipment, hardware and software associated with development, implementation or maintenance of the solution. For the purpose of the Status Quo costing, all maintenance and operational costs and services, including contracted vendor services, are included.
This cost is expected to be incurred during years 1 through 12. The cost computations are based on SFY 2017 costs of $3.8m. 
	MAINTENANCE & OPERATIONS (RECURRING) 
	Total

	M&O
	State Personnel
	$ 3,228,876 

	M&O
	Equipment Lease – Maintenance
	$3,969,820 

	M&O
	Software Lease – Maintenance
	$33,451,156

	M&O
	Systems Development & Maintenance
	$0 (Maintenance Costs / SLA services are included in the Lease sections above above) 

	
	Total
	$ 40,649,852


[bookmark: _Toc506551431][bookmark: _Toc507059165][bookmark: _Toc501028059][bookmark: _Toc501028027]Table 4.3 – Status Quo M&O Costs
[bookmark: _Toc507059100]Benefits
The Status Quo M&O costs are presented as a baseline only.  Since Status Quo was not a viable option, a full CBA was not conducted and therefore, benefits were not analyzed as part of this CBA. 
[bookmark: _Toc501028028][bookmark: _Toc507059101]Cost and Benefits Profiles
Status Quo profiles are presented below. 
System Life Cost Profile (millions) - This section contains a summary, by State Fiscal Year, of the non-recurring costs, recurring costs, and total project costs.  The Discount Factor was obtained from the ACF “Feasibility, Alternatives, and Cost/Benefit Analysis” and “Companion Guide: Cost Benefit Analysis, and is used to calculate the Total Present Value Cost (Total Project Costs*Discount Factor) for each year. The total cost of running Status Quo over the next 12 years is a minimum of $40m.  
	System Life Cost Profile (millions)

	DESCRIPTION
	SFY 2018
	SFY 2019
	SFY 2020
	SFY 2021
	SFY 2022
	SFY 2023
	SFY 2024
	SFY 2025
	SFY 2026
	SFY 2027
	SFY 2028
	SFY
2029
	TOTAL

	Non-Recurring Costs
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Recurring Costs 
	0.00
	3.83
	3.83
	3.83
	3.83
	3.83
	3.83
	3.83
	3.83
	3.83
	3.83
	2.39
	40.65

	Total Projected Costs
	0.00
	3.83
	3.83
	3.83
	3.83
	3.83
	3.83
	3.83
	3.83
	3.83
	3.83
	2.39
	40.65

	Discount Factor
	1.00
	0.97
	0.90
	0.84
	0.79
	0.74
	0.69
	0.64
	0.60
	0.56
	0.53
	0.49
	 

	Total Present Value Costs
	0.00
	3.70
	3.46
	3.23
	3.02
	2.82
	2.64
	2.46
	2.30
	2.15
	2.01
	1.16
	28.96



[bookmark: _Toc506551432][bookmark: _Toc507059166]Table 4.4 – Status Quo M&O System Life Cost Profile

System Life Benefit Section - Quantitative benefits were not analyzed for Status Quo. 
Breakeven Month - A formula automatically identifies the month of the payback point, which is the point of time that savings exceeds cost. For Status Quo, there is no payback point.

[bookmark: _Toc506543779][bookmark: _Toc507059203][bookmark: _Toc501028092][bookmark: _Toc501028029]Figure 4.1 – Status Quo Break Even Month
[bookmark: _Toc507059102]Transfer Costs and Benefits
This section presents estimated Transfer costs, recurring or non-recurring, implementation timeline and a benefits profile. Appendix F-Transfer Cost Sheets, provides the costs included in the analysis.  The modernization effort is estimated to be a seven (7) year project.  
Refer to Appendix B-E for a summary of the Transfer CBA costs.
[bookmark: _Toc501028030][bookmark: _Toc507059103]Non-Recurring Costs
Non-recurring costs include all one-time costs associated with this alternative.  
State Personnel
This is the costs for all activities to be undertaken by the State of Connecticut employees managing the project.  This cost is expected to be incurred during years 1 through 4. In some cases, there may be a minimal overlap into other years but the majority of the costs in this area are in the periods identified.  DSS Enterprise Project Management Office (ePMO) resources are included in this category, as are funds to support external agencies that may be required to interface to the new system. The cost computations in the table below assume a COLA increase factor of 0%.  We used zero based on the history that no COLA increases have occurred in the past five years.
Procurement 
This is the cost to procure all elements in the project that are acquired by contract.  This cost is expected to be incurred during year 1.  
Hardware/Software
This is the total cost of purchases or leases of equipment, hardware and software associated with development and implementation of the solution. This cost is expected to be incurred during years 1 and 2.  
Systems Development & Maintenance
This is the total cost of services associated with development, testing, training support, change management, and implementation and maintenance of the solution. 
This cost is expected to be incurred during years 2 through 4.  In some cases, there may be a minimal overlap into other years but the majority of the costs in this area are in the periods identified. 
Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC)
This is the total cost for professional services contract to provide quality assurance and quality control during the duration of the DDI effort and the first year of M&O.  Unlike the normal QA/QC role that would simply focus on ensuring system development contractor deliverables meet expectation, this services contract would be an expanded QA/QC role that not only ensures all contractor deliverables are met but coordinates, if necessary, the work of multiple vendors and products in accordance with the established project management plan.  For QA/QC, the vendor will ensure deliverables meet established standards and content; identify and track risks and issues and provide mitigation strategies; develop and report on quality assurance metrics.  The QA/QC aspect involves user acceptance testing and tracking performance per established criteria and measurements. This role includes preparing the Quality Assurance and User Acceptance Test Plans and execution of those plans.  The QA/QC manager reports to the State of Connecticut DSS OCSS.  This cost is expected to be incurred during years 1 through 5. Costs included here are fully loaded to include travel.
Independent Verification & Validation (IV&V)
This is the cost for a professional services contract to provide IV&V services for the entire project from inception to closure per the required timeframe determined by the Federal Partners (OCSE), i.e. quarterly or monthly).  The IV&V manager reports to the Federal Partner (OCSE). This IV&V cost identified below is expected to be incurred during years 1 through 5.

Training
This is the cost for a personal services contract to provide the creation, execution and monitoring of the end user training plan. 
Overhead/Indirect
Administrative Costs related to the project’s overhead or indirect costs.  This includes facilities, security guards, janitorial, utilities, printing and copying equipment at the designated project site.	
	DEVELOPMENT & IMPLEMENTATION (NON-RECURRING) 
	Total 

	DDI
	State Personnel
	$10,526,864 


	DDI
	Equipment Lease – Maintenance
	$0.00

	DDI
	Equipment Purchase  / One Time Fees
	$915,000 

	DDI
	Software Lease – Maintenance
	$0.00

	DDI
	Software Purchase / One Time Fees
	$2,434,494 

	DDI
	Procurement Costs
	$43,200 

	DDI
	Systems Development & Maintenance
	$48,610,800 

	DDI
	Quality Assurance
	$ 9,694,960 

	DDI
	Training
	$ 1,055,200 

	DDI
	Overhead/Indirect
	$ 1,166,676 


	DDI
	IV&V
	$ 3,111,400 


	DDI
	Travel
	$40,000 

	
	Total
	$77,598,678 


[bookmark: _Toc506551433][bookmark: _Toc507059167]Table 4.5 – Transfer Non-Recurring Costs
[bookmark: _Toc501028031][bookmark: _Toc507059104]Recurring Costs
Recurring costs include all costs associated with this alternative that are expected to be regularly incurred on a periodic basis. 
State Personnel
This is the costs for all activities to be undertaken by the State of Connecticut employees managing the project. This cost is expected to be incurred during maintenance years 5 through 7.  The cost computations in the table below are based on an assumed COLA increase factor of 0%.  We used zero based on the history that no COLA increases have occurred in the past five years.
Hardware/Software
This is the total cost of ongoing maintenance for equipment, hardware and software associated with development and implementation of the solution and for maintenance and operations. This cost is expected to be incurred during years 2 through 12. The cost computations in the table below are based on a 0% annual growth factor. 

Systems Development & Maintenance
This is the total cost of services associated with maintenance and operation of the new solution. This cost is expected to be incurred during years 5 through 7.  
Overhead/Indirect
This is Administrative costs related to the project’s overhead or indirect costs. This includes facilities, security guards, janitorial, utilities, printing and copying equipment at the designated project site. 
	MAINTENANCE & OPERATIONS (RECURRING)
	Total

	M&O
	State Personnel
	$2,753,440 

	M&O
	Equipment Lease – Maintenance
	$2,386,250 

	M&O
	Software Lease – Maintenance
	$6,130,496 

	M&O
	Systems Development & Maintenance
	$21,729,600 

	M&O
	Quality Assurance
	$1,518,000 

	M&O
	Overhead / Indirect
	$ 1,776,653 

	
	Total
	$ 36,294,439 


[bookmark: _Toc506551434][bookmark: _Toc507059168]Table 4.6 – Transfer Recurring Costs
[bookmark: _Toc501028033][bookmark: _Toc507059105]Cost and Benefits Profile
Transfer cost profile summaries are presented below. Details of benefits are provided in Section 4.9, Benefit Analysis.
System Life Cost Profile (millions) - This section contains a summary, by State Fiscal Year, of the non-recurring costs, recurring costs, and total project costs. The Discount Factor was obtained from the ACF Feasibility, Alternatives and Cost Benefit Guide document and is used to calculate the Total Present Value Cost (Total Projected Costs*Discount Factor) for each year. The Non-Recurring cost for Transfer is estimated at $77.9M.
	System Life Cost Profile (millions)

	DESCRIPTION
	SFY 2018
	SFY 2019
	SFY 2020
	SFY 2021
	SFY 2022
	SFY 2023
	SFY 2024
	SFY 2025
	SFY 2026
	SFY 2027
	SFY 2028
	SFY 2029
	TOTAL

	Non-Recurring Costs
	2.03
	17.04
	34.33
	22.83
	1.30
	0.07
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	77.60

	Recurring Costs 
	0.00
	0.00
	0.62
	0.84
	11.45
	8.64
	8.64
	1.24
	1.24
	1.24
	1.24
	1.16
	36.29

	Total Projected Costs
	2.03
	17.04
	34.95
	23.66
	12.75
	8.70
	8.64
	1.24
	1.24
	1.24
	1.24
	1.16
	113.9

	Discount Factor
	1.00
	0.97
	0.90
	0.84
	0.79
	0.74
	0.69
	0.64
	0.60
	0.56
	0.53
	0.49
	 

	Total Present Value Costs
	2.03
	16.48
	31.58
	19.98
	10.07
	6.42
	5.95
	0.80
	0.75
	0.70
	0.65
	0.57
	95.96


[bookmark: _Toc506551435][bookmark: _Toc507059169]Table 4.7 – Transfer Cost Profile
System Life Benefit - This section contains a rollup, by State Fiscal Year, of the quantifiable benefits identified.  The Discount Factor was obtained from the ACF Feasibility, Alternatives and Cost Benefit Guide and is used to calculate the Total Present Value Benefit (Total Project Benefits*Discount Factor).  The total projected benefits are estimated at $ 122.51M
Cumulative Benefit/Cost Profile - The values in this section represent the cumulative Total Project Costs and Total Project Benefits by State Fiscal Year. 
	Cumulative Benefit/Cost Profile (millions)

	Description
	SFY 2018
	SFY 2019
	SFY 2020
	SFY 2021
	SFY 2022
	SFY 2023
	SFY 2024
	SFY 2025
	SFY 2026
	SFY 2027
	SFY 2028
	SFY 2029
	Total

	Cumulative Total Projected Benefit
	0.00 
	0.00 
	0.00 
	3.34 
	19.15 
	35.1 
	51
	66.85 
	82.8
	98.7 
	114.6 
	122.5 
	122.5

	Cumulative Total Projected Cost
	2.03 
	19.1 
	54.0 
	77.7
	90.44 
	99.2 
	107.8
	109.0 
	110.3
	111.5 
	112.7
	113.9 
	113.9 


[bookmark: _Toc501028065][bookmark: _Toc506551436][bookmark: _Toc507059170]	Table 4.8 – Transfer Cumulative Benefit/Cost Profile
Quantitative Factors - This section evaluates all of the quantitative factors relevant to this alternative and determines the break-even point in the project’s life cycle. 


	[bookmark: _Toc501028066]Quantitative Factors

	Total Present Value Benefits
	$79.02M

	Less Total Present Value Costs
	$95.96M

	Net Benefit
	$-16.94M

	Net Benefit/Cost Ratio
	0.82M

	Cumulative Benefit/Cost Ratio
	1.08

	Breakeven (Months) from Inception
	125

	Breakeven (Months) from Implementation
	95


[bookmark: _Toc506551437][bookmark: _Toc507059171]Table 4.9 – Transfer Quantitative Factors
Net Benefit - Total Present Value Benefits – Total Present Value Costs. The Transfer alternative yields a negative net benefit of $-16.94M
Breakeven Month - The break even month is just projected to be April 2028. This is the month of the payback point, which is the point of time that savings exceeds cost.

[bookmark: _Toc506543780][bookmark: _Toc507059204][bookmark: _Toc501028093][bookmark: _Toc501028034]Figure 4.2 – Transfer Break Even Month
[bookmark: _Toc507059106]New Build Costs and Benefits
This section presents estimated New Build costs, recurring or non-recurring, implementation timeline and a benefits profile. Appendix G-New Build Cost Sheets, provides the costs included in the analysis. The modernization effort is estimated to be a seven (7) year project.  
Refer to Appendix B-E, New Build Cost Summary, for the New Build CBA summary of costs.
[bookmark: _Toc501028035][bookmark: _Toc507059107]Non-Recurring Costs
Non-recurring costs include all one-time costs associated with this alternative. 
State Personnel
This is the costs for all activities to be undertaken by the State of Connecticut employees managing the project.  This cost is expected to be incurred during years 1 through 4. In some cases, there may be a minimal overlap into other years but the majority of the costs in this area are in the periods identified. DSS EPMO resources are included in this category as are funds to support external agencies that may be required to interface to the new system.  The cost computations in the table below assume a COLA increase factor of 0%.  We used zero based on the history that no COLA increases have occurred in the past five years.
Procurement 
This is the cost to procure all elements in the project that are acquired by contract.  This cost is expected to be incurred during year 1.  
Hardware/Software
This is the total cost of purchases or leases of equipment, hardware and software associated with development of the solution. This cost is expected to be incurred during years 1 and 2.  
Systems Development & Maintenance
This is the total cost of services associated with development, testing, training support, change management, implementation and maintenance of the solution. 
This cost is expected to be incurred during years 2 through 4. In some cases, there may be a minimal overlap into other years but the majority of the costs in this area are in the periods identified.
Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC)
This is the total cost for professional services contract to provide quality assurance and quality control during the duration of the DDI effort and the first year of M&O.  Unlike the normal Q/QC role that would simply focus on ensuring system development contractor deliverables meet expectation, this services contract would be an expanded QA/QC role that not only ensures all contractor deliverables are met but coordinates, if necessary, the work of multiple vendors and products in accordance with the established project management plan.  For QA/QC, the vendor will ensure deliverables meet established standards and content; identify and track risks and issues and provide mitigation strategies; develop and report on quality assurance metrics.  The QA/QC aspect involves user acceptance testing and tracking performance per established criteria and measurements. This role includes preparing the Quality Assurance and User Acceptance Test Plans and execution of those plans.  The QA/QC manager reports to the State of Connecticut DSS OCSS.  This cost is expected to be incurred during years 1 through 5. Costs included here are fully loaded to include travel.
Independent Verification & Validation (IV&V)
This the cost for a personal services contract to provide IV&V services for the entire project from inception to closure per the required timeframe determined by the Federal Partners (OCSE), i.e. quarterly or monthly).  The IV&V manager reports to the Federal Partner.  This cost is expected to be incurred during years 1 through 5.
Training
This is the cost for a professional services contract to provide the creation, execution and monitoring of the end user training plan. 
Overhead/Indirect
This is the Administrative cost related to the project’s overhead or indirect costs.  This includes facilities, security guards, janitorial, utilities, printing and copying equipment at the designated project site. 
	DEVELOPMENT & IMPLEMENTATION (NON-RECURRING)
 
	Total 

	DDI
	State Personnel
	$10,526,864 

	DDI
	Equipment Lease – Maintenance
	0 

	DDI
	Equipment Purchase  / One Time Fees
	$ 915,000 

	DDI
	Software Lease – Maintenance
	0 

	DDI
	Software Purchase / One Time Fees
	$1,749,168 

	DDI
	Procurement Costs
	$43,200 

	DDI
	Systems Development & Maintenance
	$54,723,200 

	DDI
	Quality Assurance
	$9,694,960 

	DDI
	Training	
	$1,055,200 

	DDI
	Overhead/Indirect
	$1,375,110 

	DDI
	IV&V
	$3,111,400

	DDI
	Travel (State Personnel)
	$40,000

	
	Total
	$83,234,102 


[bookmark: _Toc506551438][bookmark: _Toc507059172][bookmark: _Toc501028067][bookmark: _Toc501028036]Table 4.10 – New Build Non-Recurring Costs
[bookmark: _Toc507059108]Recurring Costs
Recurring costs include all costs associated with this alternative that are expected to be regularly incurred on a periodic basis.
State Personnel
This is the costs for all activities to be undertaken by the State of Connecticut employees managing the project.  This cost is expected to be incurred during years 5 through 7.  The cost computations in the table below are based on an assumed COLA increase factor of 0%. We used zero based on the history that no COLA increases have occurred in the past five years.
Hardware and Software
This is the total cost of ongoing maintenance for equipment, hardware and software associated with development and implementation of the solution and for maintenance and operations. This cost is expected to be incurred during years 2 through 12.  

Systems Development & Maintenance
This is the total cost of services associated with maintenance and operation of the new solution. This cost is expected to be incurred during years 5 through 7.   
Overhead/Indirect
This is the Administrative cost related to the project’s overhead or indirect costs.  This includes facilities, security guards, janitorial, utilities, printing and copying equipment at the designated project site. 
	MAINTENANCE & OPERATIONS (RECURRING)
	Total

	M&O
	State Personnel
	$2,753,440 

	M&O
	Equipment Lease – Maintenance
	$2,386,250 

	M&O
	Software Lease – Maintenance
	$1,446,336 

	M&O
	Systems Development & Maintenance
	$18,849,600 

	M&O
	Quality Assurance
	$1,518,000 

	M&O
	Overhead/Indirect
	$1,559,988 


	
	Total
	$28,513,614 


[bookmark: _Toc506551439][bookmark: _Toc507059173][bookmark: _Toc501028068][bookmark: _Toc501028038]Table 4.11 – New Build Recurring Costs
[bookmark: _Toc507059109]Cost and Benefits Profiles
New Build cost summary profiles are presented below. Details of benefits are provided in Section 4.9 -Benefit Analysis.
System Life Cost Profile (millions) - This section contains a summary, by State Fiscal year, of the non-recurring costs, recurring costs, and total project costs. The Discount factor was obtained from the ACF Feasibility, Alternatives and Cost Benefit Guide and is used to calculate the Total Present Value Cost (Total Projected Costs*Discount Factor) for each year. The Non-Recurring cost for New Build is estimated at $83.2M.  
	System Life Cost Profile (millions)

	DESCRIPTION
	SFY 2018
	SFY 2019
	SFY  2020
	SFY 2021
	SFY 2022
	SFY 2023
	SFY 2024
	SFY 2025
	SFY 2026
	SFY 2027
	SFY 2028
	SFY2029
	TOTAL

	Non-Recurring Costs
	2.03
	20.17
	32.63
	27.05
	1.29
	0.07
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	83.23

	Recurring Costs 
	0.00
	0.00
	0.15
	0.15
	10.02
	7.21
	7.21
	0.77
	0.77
	0.77
	0.77
	0.69
	28.51

	Total Projected Costs
	2.03
	20.17
	32.78
	27.21
	11.31
	7.27
	7.21
	0.77
	0.77
	0.77
	0.77
	0.69
	111.8

	Discount Factor
	1.00
	0.97
	0.90
	0.84
	0.79
	0.74
	0.69
	0.64
	0.60
	0.56
	0.53
	0.49
	 

	Total Present Value Costs
	2.03
	19.50
	29.62
	22.97
	8.93
	5.36
	4.97
	0.50
	0.46
	0.43
	0.40
	0.34
	95.51


[bookmark: _Toc506551440][bookmark: _Toc507059174][bookmark: _Toc501028069]Table 4.12 – New Build Cost Profile
System Life Benefit - This section contains a rollup, by State Fiscal year, of the quantifiable benefits. The Discount factor was obtained from the ACF Feasibility Alternatives and Cost Benefit Guide is used to calculate the Total Present Value Benefit (Total Project Benefits*Discount Factor) for each year. The total projected benefits are estimated at $118.03M.
Cumulative Benefit/Cost Profile Section - The values in this section represent the cumulative Total Project Costs and Total Project Benefits by state fiscal year.
	Cumulative Benefit/Cost Profile (millions)

	Description
	SFY 2018
	SFY 2019
	SFY 2020
	SFY 2021
	SFY 2022
	SFY 2023
	SFY 2024
	SFY
2025
	SFY 2026
	SFY 2027
	SFY 2028
	SFY 2029
	Total

	Cumulative Total Projected Benefit
	0.00 
	0.00 
	0.00 
	0.44 
	14.7 
	30.6 
	46.5 
	62.4
	78.3
	94.2
	110 
	118
	118

	Cumulative Total Projected Cost
	2.03 
	22.20 
	55.0
	82.2 
	93.5
	101
	108 
	109
	110
	110.
	111 
	111
	112


[bookmark: _Toc506551441][bookmark: _Toc507059175][bookmark: _Toc501028071]Table 4.13 – New Build Cumulative Benefit/Cost Profile
Quantitative Factors - This section evaluates all of the quantitative factors relevant to this alternative and determines the break-even point in the project’s life cycle.
	[bookmark: _Toc501028072]Quantitative Factors

	Total Present Value Benefits
	$75.32M

	Less Total Present Value Costs
	$95.51M

	Net Benefit
	$-20.19M

	Net Benefit/Cost Ratio
	0.79

	Cumulative Benefit /Cost Ratio
	1.06

	Breakeven (Months) from Inception
	128

	Breakeven (Months) from Implementation
	92


[bookmark: _Toc506551442][bookmark: _Toc507059176]Table 4.14 – New Build Quantitative Factors
Net Benefit - Total Present Value Benefits – Total Present Value Costs. The New Build alternative yields a negative net benefit of $-20.19M.
Breakeven Month - The break even month is projected to be met beyond June 2028.  This is the month of the payback point, which is the point of time that savings exceeds cost.

[bookmark: _Toc506543781][bookmark: _Toc507059205][bookmark: _Toc501028094]Figure 4.3 – New Build Break Even Month
[bookmark: _Toc507059110]Hybrid Costs and Benefits
This section presents estimated Hybrid costs, recurring or non-recurring, implementation timeline and a benefits profile. Appendix H- Hybrid Cost Sheet, provides the summary of costs included in the analysis. The modernization effort is estimated to be a seven (7) year project. 
Refer to Appendix B-E, Hybrid CBA Cost Summary, for a summary of the costs included in the Hybrid CBA. 
[bookmark: _Toc501028040][bookmark: _Toc507059111]Non-Recurring Costs
Non-recurring costs include all one-time costs associated with this alternative.  
State Personnel
This is the costs for all activities to be undertaken by the State of Connecticut employees managing the project. This cost is expected to be incurred during years 1 through 4. In some cases, there may be a minimal overlap into other years but the majority of the costs in this area are in the periods identified. DSS EPMO resources are included in this category as are funds to support external agencies that may be required to interface to the new system. The cost computations in the table below assume a COLA increase factor of 0%. We used zero based on the history that no COLA increases have occurred in the past five years. 
Procurement 
This is the cost to procure all elements in the project that are acquired by contract.  This cost is expected to be incurred during year 1.  
Hardware/Software
This is the total cost of purchase or lease of equipment, hardware and software associated with development and implementation of the solution. This cost is expected to be incurred during years 1 and 2.  
Systems Development & Maintenance
This is the total cost of services associated with development, training support, change management and implementation of the solution. This cost is expected to be incurred during years 2 through 4.  In some cases, there may be a minimal overlap into other years but the majority of the costs in this area are in the periods identified.  
Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC)
This is the cost for professional services contract to provide quality assurance and quality control during the duration of the DDI effort and the first year of M&O.  Unlike the normal QA/QC role that would simply focus on ensuring system development contractor deliverables meet expectation, this services contract would be an expanded QA/QC role that not only ensures all contractor deliverables are met but coordinates, if necessary, the work of multiple vendors and products in accordance with the established project management plan.  For QA/QC, the vendor will ensure deliverables meet established standards and content; identify and track risks and issues and provide mitigation strategies; develop and report on quality assurance metrics. The QA/QC aspect involves user acceptance testing and tracking performance per established criteria and measurements. This role includes preparing the Quality Assurance and User Acceptance Test Plans and execution of those plans. The QA manager reports to the State of Connecticut OCSS. This cost is expected to be incurred during years 1 through 5. Costs included here are fully loaded to include travel.
Independent Verification & Validation (IV&V)
This is the cost for a personal services contract to provide IV&V services for the entire project from inception to closure per the required timeframe determined by the Federal Partners (OCSE), i.e. quarterly or monthly).  The IV&V manager reports to the Federal Partner.  This cost is expected to be incurred during years 1 through 5.
Training
This is the cost for a professional services contract to provide the creation, execution and monitoring of the end user training plan.
Overhead/Indirect
This is the Administrative cost related to the project’s overhead or indirect costs.  This includes facilities, security guards, janitorial, utilities, printing and copying equipment at the designated project site. 
	DEVELOPMENT & IMPLEMENTATION (NON-RECURRING)
	Total 

	DDI
	State Personnel
	$10,526,864 

	DDI
	Equipment Lease – Maintenance
	0 

	DDI
	Equipment Purchase  / One Time Fees
	$915,000 

	DDI
	Software Lease – Maintenance
	0 

	DDI
	Software Purchase / One Time Fees
	$1,749,168 

	DDI
	Procurement Costs
	$43,200 

	DDI
	Systems Development & Maintenance
	$40,384,800 

	DDI
	Quality Assurance
	$9,694,960 

	DDI
	Training
	$1,055,200 

	DDI
	Overhead/Indirect
	$1,375,110 

	DDI
	IV&V
	$3,111,400 

	DDI
	Travel (State Personnel)
	$40,000

	
	Total
	$68,895,702 


[bookmark: _Toc506551443][bookmark: _Toc507059177][bookmark: _Toc501028073][bookmark: _Toc501028041]Table 4.15 – Hybrid Non-Recurring Costs
[bookmark: _Toc507059112]Recurring Costs
Recurring costs include all costs associated with this alternative that are expected to be regularly incurred on a periodic basis.  
State Personnel
This is the costs for all activities to be undertaken by the State of Connecticut employees managing the project.  This cost is expected to be incurred during years 5 through 7.  The cost computations in the following table are based on an assumed COLA increase factor of 0%. We used zero based on the history that no COLA increases have occurred in the past five years.

Hardware and Software
This is the total cost of ongoing maintenance for equipment, hardware and software associated with development and implementation of the solution and for maintenance and operations. This cost is expected to be incurred during years 2 through 12, as many of the Hybrid components are already in use.  
Systems Development & Maintenance
This is the total cost of services associated with maintenance and operation of the new solution. This cost is expected to be incurred during years 5 through 7.  
Overhead/Indirect
This is the Administrative cost related to the project’s overhead or indirect costs.  This includes facilities, security guards, janitorial, utilities, printing and copying equipment at the designated project site. 
	MAINTENANCE & OPERATIONS (RECURRING)
 
	Total

	M&O
	State Personnel
	$2,753,440 

	M&O
	Equipment Lease – Maintenance
	$2,386,250 

	M&O
	Software Lease – Maintenance
	$1,446,336 

	M&O
	Systems Development & Maintenance
	$17,248,000 

	M&O
	Quality Assurance
	$1,518,000 

	M&O
	Overhead/Indirect
	$1,559,988 

	
		Total	
	$26,912,014 



[bookmark: _Toc506551444][bookmark: _Toc501028074][bookmark: _Toc507059178]Table 4.16 – Hybrid Recurring Costs

[bookmark: _Toc501028043][bookmark: _Toc507059113]Cost and Benefits Profiles
Hybrid cost and benefit summary profiles are presented below. Benefit details are provided in Section 4.9.
System Life Cost Profile (millions) -  This section contains a summary, by State Fiscal year, of the non-recurring costs, recurring costs, and total project costs. The Discount factor was obtained from the ACF Feasibility Alternatives and Cost Benefit Guide is used to calculate the Total Present Value Cost (Total Projected Costs*Discount Factor for each year. The Non-Recurring cost for Hybrid is estimated at $68.9M.  
	System Life Cost Profile (millions)

	DESCRIPTION
	State Fiscal Year 2018
	State Fiscal Year 2019
	State Fiscal Year 2020
	State Fiscal Year 2021
	State Fiscal Year 2022
	State Fiscal Year 2023
	State Fiscal Year 2024
	State Fiscal Year 2025
	State Fiscal Year 2026
	State Fiscal Year 2027
	State Fiscal Year 2028
	State Fiscal Year 2029
	TOTAL

	Non-Recurring Costs
	2.03
	14.08
	28.52
	22.82
	1.37
	0.07
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	68.90

	Recurring Costs 
	0.00
	0.12
	0.65
	0.15
	9.29
	6.47
	6.47
	0.77
	0.77
	0.77
	0.77
	0.69
	26.91

	Total Projected Costs
	2.03
	14.20
	29.17
	22.98
	10.66
	6.53
	6.47
	0.77
	0.77
	0.77
	0.77
	0.69
	95.81

	Discount Factor
	1.00
	0.97
	0.90
	0.84
	0.79
	0.74
	0.69
	0.64
	0.60
	0.56
	0.53
	0.49
	 

	Total Present Value Costs
	2.03
	13.73
	26.35
	19.40
	8.41
	4.82
	4.46
	0.50
	0.46
	0.43
	0.40
	0.34
	81.34

	Total Present Value Costs
	2.03
	14.08
	28.52
	22.82
	1.37
	0.07
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	68.90


[bookmark: _Toc506551445][bookmark: _Toc507059179][bookmark: _Toc501028075]Table 4.17 – Hybrid System Life Cost Profile
System Life Benefit - This section contains a rollup, by State Fiscal year, of the quantifiable benefits. The Discount factor was obtained from the ACF Feasibility Alternatives and is used to calculate the Total Present Value Benefit (Total Project Benefits*Discount Factor) for each year. The total projected benefits are estimated at $128.82M.
Cumulative Benefit/Cost Profile Section - The values in this section represent the cumulative Total Project Costs and Total Project Benefits by state fiscal year.
	Cumulative Benefit/Cost Profile (millions)

	Description
	SFY 2018
	SFY 2019
	SFY 2020
	SFY 2021
	SFY 2022
	SFY 2023
	SFY 2024
	SFY 2025
	SFY 2026
	SFY 2027
	SFY 2028
	SFY 2029
	Total

	Cumulative Total Projected Benefit
	0.00 
	0.00 
	1.93 
	5.69 
	20.9 
	37.5
	54.1 
	70.7
	87.3 
	104
	120
	129 
	129

	Cumulative Total Projected Cost
	2.03 
	16.2
	45.4
	68.4
	79.0
	85.6
	92.0
	92.8
	93.6
	94.4
	95.
	95.8 
	95.8


[bookmark: _Toc506551446][bookmark: _Toc507059180][bookmark: _Toc501028077]Table 4.18 – Hybrid Cumulative Benefit/Cost Profile
Quantitative Factors -  This section evaluates all of the quantitative factors relevant to this alternative and determines the break-even point in the project’s life cycle.
	[bookmark: _Toc501028078]Quantitative Factors

	Total Present Value Benefits
	$83.44M

	Less Total Present Value Costs
	$81.34M

	Net Benefit
	$2.10M

	Net Benefit/Cost Ratio
	1.03

	Cumulative Benefit/Cost Ratio
	1.34

	Breakeven (Months) from Inception
	108

	Breakeven (Months) from Implementation
	72


[bookmark: _Toc506551447][bookmark: _Toc507059181]Table 4.19 – Hybrid Quantitative Factors
Net Benefit -  Total Present Value Benefits – Total Present Value Costs. The Hybrid alternative yields a net benefit of $2.10M.
Breakeven Month -  The break even month is approximately October 2026. This is the month of the payback point, which is the point of time that savings exceeds cost. 
[bookmark: _Toc506543782][bookmark: _Toc501028095][bookmark: _Toc507059206]Figure 4.4 – Hybrid Break Even Month	
[bookmark: _Toc504746576][bookmark: _Toc507059114]Cost Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc499584711]The following table presents the cumulative recurring and non-recurring costs analysis by year, over a twelve year period, for each of the three alternative costs presented in the prior sections.  
	Cumulative Cost Profile (millions)

	DESCRIPTION
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	Year 6
	Year 7
	Year 8
	Year 9
	Year 10
	Year 11
	Year 12

	Transfer Costs  Non-Recurring Costs
	2.03
	17.04
	34.33
	22.83
	1.30
	0.07
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Transfer Costs Recurring Costs 
	0.00
	0.00
	0.62
	0.84
	11.45
	8.64
	8.64
	1.24
	1.24
	1.24
	1.24
	1.16

	New Build Costs Non-Recurring
	2.03
	20.17
	32.63
	27.05
	1.29
	0.07
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	New Build Costs Recurring
	0.00
	0.00
	0.15
	0.15
	10.02
	7.21
	7.21
	0.77
	0.77
	0.77
	0.77
	0.69

	Hybrid Costs Non-Recurring
	2.03
	14.08
	28.52
	22.82
	1.37
	0.07
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Hybrid Costs Recurring
	0.00
	0.12
	0.65
	0.15
	9.29
	6.47
	6.47
	0.77
	0.77
	0.77
	0.77
	0.69


[bookmark: _Toc506551448][bookmark: _Toc507059182][bookmark: _Toc504744327][bookmark: _Toc500883940]Table 4.20 – Cumulative Cost Analysis Comparison of Alternatives

[bookmark: _Toc507059115][bookmark: _Toc499584712]Benefit Analysis
This section provides the quantitative and qualitative benefits of the overall modernization effort.  Assumptions that apply to quantitative benefits include extended outreach activities, such as, the Fatherhood Initiative, BICS and enhanced customer service functionality including customer portals. With the results of these enhancements, combined with the overall operational improvements of a modernized system, Connecticut will benefit from an increase of current Child Support collections.  Additionally, staff time savings, resulting from enhanced automation, will enable workers to be more productive, spend less time on administrative work, correcting errors and recreating reports, etc. and more time focusing on difficult cases. In fact, change management ultimately results in a significant number of staff learning different tasks and taking on new roles and responsibilities within the organization. 
[bookmark: _Toc501028046][bookmark: _Toc507059116]Quantitative Benefits
This section describes the quantitative business benefits of a modernized system, which are applicable to each of the three alternatives: Transfer, New Build or Hybrid. The assumption here is that all of the options would deliver each of these benefits at the same level over the course of the project. However, the CBA tool allows us to start the realization of them sooner or later based on the alternative and its implementation timeline.
For this analysis, quantitative benefits were broken down into three categories: 
(1) Performance Gains benefits, (2) Productivity Gains benefits, and (3) Other Cost Savings, each is further defined below. 
Performance Gains - These benefits are expected to result in an increase to performance in establishing cases, determining paternity, creating orders and increasing collections.  Calculations were based on computing improvements in collections as a result of increased paternity and order establishments, customer service and enforcement activities. 
Productivity Gains - These benefits were calculated as the expected increases in system efficiencies resulting in time savings for both OCSS and Support Enforcement Services (SES) staff.  Calculations were based on tasks, estimated hours per day and the estimated number of resources conducting those tasks.
Other Cost Savings - Benefits resulting from the direct savings (or cost avoidance) attributed to the new system or approach, either eliminating or minimizing certain operational costs.
Performance Gains –Increased Collections
An increase in collections is a primary benefit of a newly modernized system. Activities and case actions that lead to increased collections can be initiated, completed, and tracked much more efficiently than can be accomplished with the current system.  The state anticipates that it will be able to balance caseloads and monitor worker productivity to broadly improve the CT child support program across all functions and activities. In our analysis we reviewed the following activities and the potential for increased collections do to system modernization.
Improvements in Paternity Establishment Activities
These include:
· Ability to easily set DNA testing schedules 
· Results uploaded to the state system will allow for support orders to obtained and enforced more timely    
· Data on out of wed lock births indicated that improvement in this area will be marginal

Currently the DSS, OCSS is doing very well in this category. In FY 2016, the state reported 94.6% in paternities established. We expect a conservative increase in collections related to this category at .6% percent of the FY 2017 Total Collections of $296,852,307. Resulting in an increase of collections of $148,426 per month over the next 12 years. 
Improvements in Court Order Activities
A modernized system, will improve court activities relating to order establishment in the following areas:
· Referring Cases to Judicial for appropriate Court action;
· Scheduling cases for Court or Administrative Hearings;
· Tracking cases in Court  for timeliness and completion ; and,
· Notification and issuance of Withholding orders for child support and health insurance to Employers.
Based on these assumptions we applied conservative factor of .8% increase of the FY 2017 total collections, resulting in an increase of monthly collections of $197,901.
Improvements in Enforcement Activities
A modernized system will greatly improve Enforcement activities in the following areas:
· Payment tracking on cases with a court ordered obligation;
· The ability to effectively prompt workers to take specific actions; 
· Improved reporting capabilities to monitor performance; and
· Less worker time spent on customer complaints. 
We expect a conservative increase in collections related to this category at 1.2 % percent of the FY 2017 Total Collections of $296,852,307. Resulting in an increase of collections of $296,852 per month over the next 12 years. 
Based on meetings with DSS and SES staff and industry standards and as a result of enhanced automation, an estimated 2.6% increase in total collections is applied across the three collections activities for each year. 
Productivity Gains- Staff Time Savings
The following table reflects the quantitative benefits resulting from staff time savings, the formula for computing the savings and the Change Management impacts.
	Quantitative Benefits  - Staff Time Savings

	1. As a result of automation in a modernized system, there is a gain in OCSS staff time related to establishing cases, locating and establishing paternity due to, but not limited, the following:
1. Electronic non-assistance application process reduces the need for on-site appointments, and physical submittals of supporting documentation
1. Improved CSENet functionality communicating between sending and receiving agencies
1. Improved aging and tracking eliminates the need to check Informer reports (with some exceptions)
1. Improved automated case processing where the system takes the next action when certain conditions are met, significantly reducing manual tasks
1. Fatherhood and BICS initiatives to include automated regular communications with participants regarding appointments, participation activities, status and other general reminders (“nudges”)
1. Improved and continual interfaces and data exchanges with other entities collecting and storing new and historical data in a structured format
1. Reduction in time spent reworking inaccurate/outdated locate information
1. User dashboard and case priority presents only the cases that need worker or supervisor attention
1. Improved referral processing from IV-A, IV-E and Title XIX
1. Efficient functionality of URA processing
1. Improved participant data due to EMPI
1. Reduced error rate and rework required

	Formula	

	Based on the assumptions above, the savings formula is as follows:
1 hrs/day savings * 20 days per month = 20 hrs per month * $38.50 (blended DSS rate) = $770 * 95 staff = $73,150 savings per month

	Change Management Impact
	As a result of the savings, the staff are freed up to work additional cases, conduct research or as a result of change management, could be reassigned to different roles and responsibilities within OCSS.  

	1. As a result of automation in the modernized system, there is a gain in OCSS and SES staff time savings related to establishing orders, collections and enforcement actions due to, but not limited to, the following:
a. Automated initiation of wage withholding and tracking with prompts to staff to take action after a specified time frame
b. Simplified guideline calculations
c. Improved participant data management and use of EMPI
d. Increased number of orders established
e. Automated and improved enforcement actions
f. Improved aging and tracking
g. Improved interfaces and data exchange
h. Improved interstate and CSENet functionality
i. Improved automated adjustment actions
j. Improved automated hold function
k. Improved occupation/employment data
l. Automated Fatherhood Initiatives coordination, communication, tracking and management enable continuous contact with participants
m. Automated process for UCB withholding
n. Improved customer and employer functionality via IVR and portal interfaces
o. Improved automated communications to CPs and NCPs such as appointments, payment due date reminders, electronic payment records etc. 
p. Automated initiation of case closure actions
q. Simplified audit reporting
r. Reduced error rate and rework required

	Formula

	Based on the assumptions above, the savings formula is as follows:
1.5hr/day savings * 20 days per month = 30 hrs *$42 (blended OSS and SES rate) = $1260 * 180 staff = $226,800 savings per month (SES and OCSS staff)

	Change Management Impact
	As a result of the savings, the staff across both organizations could be freed up to work additional cases, conduct research or as a result of change management, could be reassigned roles and responsibilities.  

	1. General Staff and Administrative Reporting:  As a result of automation in a modernized system, there is a gain in OCSS and SES staff time due to improved reporting accuracy for the following:
1. Improved data, storage and management
1. Consolidation of data
1. Improved Adhoc Reporting Capabilities
1. Improved tracking and aging reporting capabilities

	Formula

	Based on the assumptions above, the savings formula is as follows:
General Staff & Administrative Reporting formula: 1.25hr /day savings * 20 days per month = 25 hrs * $42 (OCSS and SES blended rate) = $1050 * 50 staff = $52,500 savings per month

	Change Management Impact
	As a result of the savings, staff could be freed up to work additional cases, conduct research or as a result of change management, could be reassigned roles and responsibilities.  

	1. Management & Supervisor Reporting:  As a result of automation in a modernized system, there is a gain in OCSS and SES staff time due to improved management reporting accuracy for the following:
1. Improved data, storage and management
1. Consolidation of data
1. Improved Statistical and Predictive Capabilities 
1. Improved Self-Assessment Reporting Capabilities 
1. Improved Federal Reporting Capabilities 
1. Improved Quality Control Reporting Capabilities 
1. Reduced error rate and rework required

	Formula

	Based on the assumptions above, the savings formula is as follows:
Management & Supervisors Report formula:  1.75 hrs/day savings * 20 days per month = 35 hrs *$42 (OCSS and SES blended rate) = $1470 * 38 staff = $55,860 savings per month

	Change Management Impact
	As a result of the savings, staff could be refocused to develop more comprehensive reporting in support of day-to-day operations or could be reassigned roles and responsibilities.  

	1. Other Program and Statistical Reports:  As a result of automation in a modernized system, there is a gain in OCSS and SES staff time due to improved reporting accuracy for the following:
a. Improved custom reporting
b. Enhance statistical reports that feed federal reporting requirements
c. Demographic data and caseload management 
d. Data tracking and reporting with SES and other CT agency information (DRS, DMV, DCF)
e. Executive Reports (OPM, Governor’s Office)
f. Legislative Reports as requested

	Formula
	Other  Program and Statistical Reports Formula:  2hr/day *20 days per month = 40 hours *$42 = $1260 * 100 people= $168,000 per month

	Change Management Impact
	As a result of the savings, staff could be refocused to develop more comprehensive reporting in support of day-to-day operations or could be reassigned roles and responsibilities

	1. Federal Reporting:  As a result of automation in a modernized system, there is a gain in OCSS and SES staff time due to improved reporting accuracy for the following:
5. OCSE-157 annual data report. The system or the state’s accounts management system must maintain and generate all information required for completion 
5. OCSE-34 collections report.  The system must maintain and generate all information required for completion
5. OCSE-396 expenditures report.  The system or the state’s accounts management system must maintain and generate all information required for completion
5. The system or the state’s accounts management system must maintain and generate all information necessary to complete any other reporting requirement(s) defined as necessary by OCSE in issued written instructions.

	Formula
	Federal Reports Formula: 100 hours x1 hr * 42.50 (blended DSS and SES Rates) = $4250 per month

	Change Management Impact
	As a result of the savings, staff could be refocused to develop more comprehensive reporting in support of day-to-day operations or could be reassigned roles and responsibilities


[bookmark: _Toc506551449][bookmark: _Toc507059183]Table 4.21 – Staff Time Savings
Technical Benefits
The following are quantitative technical benefits. The table below provides the benefit, assumptions and savings formula for the three alternatives:  Transfer, New Build and Hybrid.
	Technical Benefit
	Assumptions
	Savings Formula

	SOA/ESB Technology enabler results in cost avoidance of  building (and maintaining) custom interfaces to each external entity such as internal and external state agencies, federal, employer, housing authority, etc.
	Per the RTM/Federal Requirements there are Locate Requirements 37 interfaces.  The assumption is that it takes 1/3 less time to implement SOA interfaces.  
120 hrs traditional, 40 hrs SOA saving 80 hrs per interface 

	80 hr savings per interface * $150/hr = $12,000 * 37 interfaces
$444,000 one time savings

	Data Warehouse enables results in cost savings in staff time to manually gather and compute reports.
	The assumption is that with a data warehouse, staff spends less time generating and or developing reports.
	200 reports X 10 report creators x 4 hours = 8000 hours X 42.00 blended rate = $28,000 per month savings on report creation.

	Document Management savings for new cases.
	Scan Optics charges  .105 per scanned page (1.05 for 10 pages) or $10.5 per case
The assumption is that new cases would have their documents stored electronically due to customer portal usage.  
	Current caseload of 167,150 *1% (new cases per year assumed) = 1,671.5/12 (months) = 139 new cases per month * .105 cents per page (Scan Optics cost) *100 approximate pages = $1,459 per month savings, $17,544 per year.

	IVR Enhanced Self Service Savings for SES/SDU Units Call Volume, Processing and Work Flow 
	Assumption - 35 SDU+SES people on phone calls 8 hrs per day @$42/hour average, a 40-hour week (State benefits not included in this assumption),
eliminating 20 – 30% of their incoming calls because the IVR can answer (could be higher), shortening 60% of other calls by half.  Again, while the totals can be much higher, we use a conservative 30% of phone time eliminated. It is assumed web portal integration is part of Improved IVR Enhanced Self Services.

	Savings:
(1)    SES/SDU worker at $42.00 per hour x 8 hr. day=$336.00
(35) SES/SDU workers at $42.00 per hour x 8 hr. day = $11,760.00
(35) SES/SDU workers@5 day 40 hr. phone time=$58,800.00
(35) SES/SDU workers @ 52 weeks@40 hr. per week (5) days a week=$3,057,600.00 assumed yearly cost
Assuming an estimated savings of 30% (data derived from current DSS IVR reports total calls received/calls answered by IVR/calls transfer to call center agents). 
Estimated operating cost $3,057,600.00 per year minus 30% reduced cost to $2,140,320.00 per year. Savings realized $917,280.00 per year

	Outbound paper reduction
	The assumption is that with electronic communication via customer portal, less mailings results in lower postage and paper costs.
		Based on current CT cost data and industry standard savings of 10% due to automation and clients moving to electronic notification

	    Postage - Currently $311,000 annually with 10%    reduction

	Printing - Currently $202,000 annually with 10% reduction
Monthly Savings- $4275

	




	Configurable change reduces contractor costs
	The assumption is that with a configurable system, some changes can be done administratively and not by hard coding. 5 changes per month, 40 hrs each * contractor blended hrly rate $125= /mo
	5 changes per month, 40 hrs each * contractor blended hrly rate $125 = $25,000 savings per month.  $300,000 per year

	Ease of enhancing the new system due to modern application
	The assumption is that enhancements and non-configurable changes are easier and quicker. 
	5 changes per month, 40 hrs each * contractor hrly rate $125 = $25,000/mo.  $300,000 per year.


[bookmark: _Toc506551450][bookmark: _Toc507059184][bookmark: _Toc499584714][bookmark: _Toc504746580]Table 4.22 – Quantifiable Technical Benefits
[bookmark: _Toc507059117]Qualitative Benefits
Qualitative Benefits are benefits for which a reasonable valuation may be intangible or undefended with a level of certainty (e.g. satisfying legislative mandates, increased staff satisfaction, equal accessibility, or other key factors, etc.).  
In the Alternatives Analysis, we presented the qualitative benefits of a modernized system.  Each benefit was scored based on the likelihood that it is realized in any of the alternatives. The qualitative benefits were evaluated based on how they relate to business, technical, confidence level and implementation approach.  We identified over 20 qualitative benefits for consideration. Each benefit was scored based on the solutions ability to meet this specific benefit 1 to 5, 5 being the highest. For example, the Fatherhood Initiative scored as follows:  Transfer 1, New Build 5, Hybrid 5. The key differentiator here was that Transfer option does not currently contain this functionality whereas the New Build and Hybrid would require it be built into the solution. Some examples of these benefits include, but are not limited to:
· Improved family relationships due to Fatherhood Initiative requirements;
· Ability to adapt to the State of CT technical environment and standards;
· Alternative allows business rules for policy and processes to be  easily adopted/updated;
· Alternative can be implemented  with minimal disruption to staff;
· Software maintainability, reliability, flexibility, compatibility, obsolescence; and, 
· Solution is updatable and maintainable with minimal programming needs.
[bookmark: _Toc501028049][bookmark: _Toc507059118]Alternatives’ Risk/Constraints Profiles
The Alternatives Analysis (AA) is presented in our evaluation of risks and constraints applicable to Transfer, New Build and Hybrid.  Our risk assessment model in the AA identified the typical risk points of a Connecticut system development initiative which included the following:
· Availability of code developers; 
· Ability to easily enhance system functionality with minimum risk to system;
· Time to implementation;
· Extent of necessary  involvement of state business and technical SMEs to detail requirements adequately exceeds availability;
· Agency staff availability to develop detailed requirements and test them throughout implementation; 
· Ability to adapt to changes during implementation;
· Compatibility of the data schema needed by CT to the incoming database;
· Data conversion impact, including conversion of historical data;
· Ability to accommodate state specific / needed interfaces;
· Ability to accommodate Child Support functionality across multiple agencies;
· Existing testing tools (vendor and state)  that supports development throughout the lifecycle; and,
· Availability and cost of technical resources to support a sole purpose product.

The evaluation of each risk was based on research of other state experiences, our discussions with Connecticut staff, surveys conducted with other State’s experience with their systems.

As part of our due diligence, the CBA reviewed the risks within the Results and Recommendations Workbook of the CBA tool from slightly different perspectives.  The resulting ranking outcomes were consistent across the alternatives.   
[bookmark: _Toc504746581][bookmark: _Toc507059119] Cost/Benefit Comparison
Over the course of the Feasibility Study Project the First Data team has been comparing possible CCSES replacement options against a core set of function and technical requirements and how these solutions mapped to the overall goals and objectives of the project.  This ongoing comparison led us to three viable options, Transfer, New Build and Hybrid, and to our final recommendation.  In summary, the following provides a consolidated view of the alternative’s comparative total projected costs and benefits profiles. 
	Quantitative Factors
	Alternative Transfer
	Alternative New Build
	Alternative  Hybrid

	Total Present Value Benefits
	$79.02M
	$75.32M
	$83.44M

	Less Total Present Value Costs
	$95.96M
	$95.51M
	$81.34M

	Net Benefit
	$-16.94M
	$-20.19M
	$2.10M

	Net Benefit/Cost Ratio
	0.82
	0.79
	1.03

	Cumulative Benefit/Cost Ratio
	1.08
	1.06
	1.34

	Breakeven (Months) from Inception
	125
	128
	108

	Breakeven (Months) from Implementation
	95
	92
	72

	
	
	
	

	Ranking (1 = Highest)
	2
	3
	1
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Key CBA Definitions:
· Non-Recurring Costs: These costs include design, development and implementation costs (DDI), procurement efforts, hardware and software purchases and facilities during DDI.
· Recurring Costs:  These costs are related to ongoing license fees, facility charges, ongoing maintenance and operations, staffing.
· Total Projected Costs:  The total of non-recurring and recurring costs across the analysis period.
· Cumulative Benefits:  The total amount of benefits gained across the analysis period.
· Total Present Value Costs:  This is the Total Projected Costs * Discount Factor.
· Net Benefit:  This is result of the Total Present Value Costs subtracted from the Total Present Value Benefits.  
· Benefit/Cost Ratio: Divide the Total Present Value Benefit by the Total Present Value Cost.
· Breakeven (Months) from Inception:  Starting from the initial month of the project, the breakeven month is the month where the Total Cumulative Benefits = Total Projected Costs. 
· Breakeven Month from Implementation:  Starting from the implementation month, the breakeven month identifies the payback month, which is the point of time where Total Cumulative Benefits = Total Projected Costs.
The numbers show that each alternative was viable and close across each key metric but the Hybrid option scored at or near the top of every criterion.  
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In summary, the following support the recommendation of DSS/OCSS moving forward with submitting an IAPD for a Hybrid solution:  1) best overall economic value for Connecticut; 2) reasonable development and implementation timeframe; 3) greater quantitative benefits and earlier payback.
Best Overall Economic Value - The Hybrid Alternative offers the best overall economic value for the State of Connecticut as it is completed with the lowest cost and benefits being realized by the State earlier than other alternatives. 
Reasonable Development and Implementation Timeframe - With the Hybrid solution, a modernized CCSES can be implemented in approximately 36 months from the start of the planning phase assuming that the State begins the pre-core activities during project initiation phase starting January 2018. These early activities incorporated in the Hybrid approach enable OCSS to leverage existing DSS enterprise software earlier than either of the other alternatives. 
Quantitative Benefits and Payback - The Hybrid alternative offers the best overall return on benefits and cost avoidance for the State of Connecticut over the twelve year analysis. The Hybrid alternative payback timeframe is estimated for April 2028.   
For a potentially high risk high reward endeavor such as the CCSES Replacement initiative, every bit of time spent upfront in the Roadmap Phase of the project defining what is needed, when it could be implemented and planning how to achieve it, could certainly reap extreme benefits. By the same token, lack of due diligence upfront could lead to uncontrollable and significant project risks or even failure.
The CCSES Replacement solution is expected to support OCSS operations for more than a decade. The effects of its implementation are felt for many years not only by the OCSS staff but also by the citizens of the Connecticut and the other stakeholders that the OCSS interacts with. Therefore, the importance of due diligence to create an easily maintainable and solid foundation product that meets the State's vision, objectives and needs cannot be overemphasized.
[bookmark: _Toc504746582][bookmark: _Toc507059121]Hybrid Implementation Approach 
The Hybrid timeline begins in January 2018 with the development of the project roadmap and procurement activities for the system implementation, QA/QC and IV&V vendors.  Starting pre-core activities prior to project initiation enables OCSS flexibility for maximizing the reuse of the existing DSS technical platform and components in a way that is best suited for interoperability between child support and the core applications of DSS. It also allows for implementing technical functions early in the schedule and provides measureable benefits in year one and two of the implementation plan.
Pre-core activities are scheduled to commence February 2018 and estimated to complete in April 2019. Project initiation commences in July 2018 and runs for 36 months. The 36-month implementation timeline is due to pre-core activities and phased implementations of those pre-core solutions.  In addition, pre-core solutions need to be incorporated within the requirements, design, development, and test activities extending those timeframes as well.  While pre-core implementations may take place in a phased approach, the assumption is that the Hybrid core system is a single implementation, i.e. Case Initiation; Locate; Establishment; Enforcement; Case Management; Financial Management; and Security.  
The following depicts, at a high level, the Hybrid project timeline.  The timeline contains activity, duration in days and approximate start and end dates.  The sections that follow provide a synopsis of the activities performed.
	Hybrid – Implementation Timeline

	Phase
	Start
	Duration
	End

	Implementation APD Request
	Jan-18
	3 months
	Mar-18

	Project Planning/Overall Roadmap
	Jan-18
	6 months
	Jun-18

	Initiate Procurement Activities
	Feb-18
	7 Months
	Sep-18

	Develop Pre-Core Solutions
	Apr-18
	14 months
	Jun-19

	Phase 1: Project Initiation/Management
	Jul-18
	      42 months
	Jan-22

	Phase 2: Business Requirements Validation
	Sep-18
	7 months
	Apr-19

	Phase 3: System Design
	Nov-18
	10 months
	Sep-19

	Phase 4: Development, Conversion, Testing
	Jul-19
	24 months
	Jun-21

	Phase 5: Training and Change Management
	Feb-21
	5 months
	Jun-21

	Phase 6: Implementation, Conversion and Pilot
	Jul-21
	3 months
	Sep-21

	Phase 7: Statewide Implementation/Rollout
	Sep-21
	5 months
	Jan-22

	Total Duration
	 
	42 months
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These dates are subject to the expedited approval of the IAPD. If its date is missed all project start and end dates must be adjusted accordingly.
As defined in the CBA Section of this document the Implementation timeline for the Hybrid Core Solution is Thirty-Six Months but due to Pre-Core Activities starting earlier the State realizes some operational improvements and business benefits earlier in the process. 
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The following table is the consolidated Feasibility Study Glossary.
	Term
	Description

	AAM
	Alternatives Analysis Matrix.  The proprietary tool used by FDGS to capture, score and rank the alternatives.

	BICS
	Behavioral Interventions in Child Support

	CBA
	Cost Benefit Analysis

	CCSES
	Connecticut Child Support Enforcement System 

	COTS
	Commercial Off-The-Shelf  

	CSENet
	Child Support Enforcement Network 

	DDI
	Systems Design, Development & Implementation  vendor

	DMS
	Document Management System

	DSS
	Connecticut Department of Social Services 

	EIS
	Enterprise Information System

	ESB
	Enterprise Service Bus

	FCR
	Federal Case Registry

	FDGS
	First Data Government Solutions 

	EMPI
	Enterprise Member Personal Index

	FTE
	Full Time Equivalent

	FTI
	Federal Tax Information

	HHS
	Health and Human Services

	HTTP
	Hypertext Transfer Protocol 

	Hybrid
	An alternative solution that combines existing components from Connecticut or other states, Custom Off The Shelf (COTS), and / or Custom development

	IAPD
	Implementation Advance Planning Document

	IES
	Integrated Environment Solutions  

	Interoperability
	A term used to describe a characteristic of a product or system, whose interfaces are completely understood, to work with other products or systems, at present or future, in either implementation or access, without any restrictions.

	IVR
	Interactive Voice Response

	IV&V
	Independent Verification and Validation

	MTS
	Model Tribal System

	New Build
	A term used to describe an alternative that is a “start from scratch” approach.

	NCP
	Non-Custodial Parent

	NIEM
	National Information Exchange Model 

	Non-Recurring Costs
	Non-Recurring costs include one-time costs associated with an alternative.

	OCSE
	Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement 

	OCSS
	Office of Child Support Services

	OMB
	Federal Office of Management and Budget 

	PEP
	Paternity Establishment Percentage

	PMO
	Project Management Organization

	PMP
	Project Management Plan

	Portal
	A term used to describe a gateway that unifies access to all enterprise information and applications

	QA
	Quality Assurance and Quality Control 

	Qualitative Benefit
	Benefits for which a reasonable valuation may be intangible or undefended with a level of certainty (e.g. satisfying legislative mandates, increased staff satisfaction, equal accessibility, or other key factors, etc.).  

	Quantitative Benefit
	Quantitative benefits are benefits for which a reasonable valuation may be predicted and projected (e.g. staff time savings, printing cost savings, operational savings. 

	QUICK
	Query Interstate Cases for Kids

	RDMS
	Relational Data Management System

	Recurring Costs
	Recurring costs include all costs associated with an alternative that are expected to be regularly incurred on a periodic basis.

	RTM
	Requirements Traceability Matrix 

	SCR
	State Case Registry

	SDU
	State Disbursement Unit

	SES
	Child Support Program, Support Enforcement Services Judicial Branch

	SOA
	Service Oriented Architecture

	SOP
	Service of Process 

	SSA
	Social Security Administration 

	Status Quo
	A term that describes the current system and processes

	TANF
	Title IV-A Program:  Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)

	TFS
	Transitional Feasibility Study

	TPL
	Third Party Liability

	Transfer
	A term that describes an alternative solution transferred from another State.

	UCI
	Unemployment Compensation Insurance

	UniVerse
	The hierarchical database structure of the current Connecticut Child Support System

	URA
	Unreimbursed Assistance

	VAP
	Voluntary Acknowledgments of Paternity 

	XML
	Extended Markup Language
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The following are provided in separate attachments.
Appendix A:  Requirements Traceability Matrix (RTM)
Appendices B-E: Alternatives Cost Summaries

Appendix F:  Transfer Cost Worksheet Extract
Appendix G: New Build Cost Worksheet Extract
Appendix H:  Hybrid Cost Worksheet Extract
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This alternative, which essentially means do nothing new but continue with the current system, is included in the CBA as a baseline only. This alternative ranked seventh out of seven and was not considered a viable option.


Transfer Certified Existing State System 


Transferring a “complete” certified (at least level one) system from an other state Child Support agency.  This alternative ranked third out of seven alternatives and was considered viable for conducting a CBA.  New Jersey was used as the transfer system to estimate costs/benefits.


New System 


Building “from scratch” design and deployment of application code, and all technical components identified in the Needs Assessent and AA report, and interfaces, referred to as “New Build”.  This alternative was ranked second out of seven alternatives and considered a viable option for conducting a CBA.


Hybrid System 


Combining existing system components from Connecticut or other states and / or Custom development.  This alternative was ranked first out of seven alternatives and considered a viable option for conducting a CBA.
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Year  Over Year Performance in Key Areas
2014	Paternity Establishment	Obligation Percentage	Current Support Payments	Arrears Payment Percentage	Cost Effectiveness Ratio	92.6	81.13	58.26	59.02	3.33	2015	Paternity Establishment	Obligation Percentage	Current Support Payments	Arrears Payment Percentage	Cost Effectiveness Ratio	94.44	86.7	60.32	59.77	3.22	2016	Paternity Establishment	Obligation Percentage	Current Support Payments	Arrears Payment Percentage	Cost Effectiveness Ratio	96.4	91.13	61.6	61.16	3.14	% Improvement	Paternity Establishment	Obligation Percentage	Current Support Payments	Arrears Payment Percentage	Cost Effectiveness Ratio	4	11	5	3	-9	



Status Quo Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	212	17	49	15	22	17	31	363	Status Quo Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	195	16	44	13	16	17	26	327	Ideal Score Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	435	45	120	60	50	60	35	805	Ideal Score Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	380	42	95	52	38	58	30	695	% Met Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	0.48735632183908101	0.37777777777777799	0.40833333333333299	0.25	0.44	0.28333333333333299	0.88571428571428601	0.44750215028540102	% Met Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	0.51315789473684204	0.38095238095238099	0.46315789473684199	0.25	0.42105263157894701	0.29310344827586199	0.86666666666666703	0.45544155956393401	Enhance Existing System Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	220	19	56	15	29	30	27	396	Enhance Existing System Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	206	19	47	13	22	30	23	360	Ideal Score Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	435	45	120	60	50	60	35	805	Ideal Score Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	380	42	95	52	38	58	30	695	% Met Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	0.50574712643678199	0.422222222222222	0.46666666666666701	0.25	0.57999999999999996	0.5	0.77142857142857202	0.49943779810774902	% Met Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	0.54210526315789498	0.452380952380952	0.49473684210526298	0.25	0.57894736842105299	0.51724137931034497	0.76666666666666705	0.51458263886316802	NJ Transfer Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	286	25	56	27	34	17	35	18	498	NJ Transfer Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	262	23	50	24	24	14	34	16	447	Ideal Score Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	435	45	120	60	50	35	60	35	840	Ideal Score Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	380	42	95	52	38	30	58	30	725	% Met Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	0.657471264367816	0.55555555555555602	0.46666666666666701	0.45	0.68	0.48571428571428599	0.58333333333333304	0.51428571428571401	0.54912835249042202	% Met Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	0.68947368421052602	0.547619047619048	0.52631578947368396	0.46153846153846201	0.63157894736842102	0.46666666666666701	0.58620689655172398	0.53333333333333299	0.55534160334523297	CA Transfer Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	268	25	53	22	27	14	31	16	456	CA Transfer Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	247	23	48	20	22	11	30	14	415	Ideal Score Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	435	45	120	60	50	35	60	35	840	Ideal Score Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	380	42	95	52	38	30	58	30	725	% Met Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	0.616091954022989	0.55555555555555602	0.44166666666666698	0.36666666666666697	0.54	0.4	0.51666666666666705	0.45714285714285702	0.486723795840175	% Met Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	0.65	0.547619047619048	0.50526315789473697	0.38461538461538503	0.57894736842105299	0.36666666666666697	0.51724137931034497	0.46666666666666701	0.50212745889923704	CA Transfer Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	268	25	53	22	27	14	31	16	456	CA Transfer Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	247	23	48	20	22	11	30	14	415	NJ Transfer Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	286	25	56	30	35	17	35	19	503	NJ Transfer Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	262	23	50	26	28	14	34	16	453	NJ Score % Difference	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	6.2937062937062901E-2	0	5.3571428571428603E-2	0.266666666666667	0.22857142857142901	0.17647058823529399	0.114285714285714	0.157894736842105	9.3439363817097401E-2	NJ Weighted Score % Difference	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	5.7251908396946598E-2	0	0.04	0.230769230769231	0.214285714285714	0.214285714285714	0.11764705882352899	0.125	8.3885209713024295E-2	New Build Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	435	45	120	40	43	13	34	16	746	New Build Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	370	42	95	35	33	10	33	13	631	Ideal Score Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	435	45	120	60	50	35	60	35	840	Ideal Score Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	380	42	95	52	38	30	58	30	725	% Met Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	1	1	1	0.66666666666666696	0.86	0.371428571428572	0.56666666666666698	0.45714285714285702	0.74023809523809503	% Met Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	0.97368421052631604	1	1	0.67307692307692302	0.86842105263157898	0.33333333333333298	0.568965517241379	0.43333333333333302	0.73135179626785796	Hybrid Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	435	45	117	56	44	22	46	19	784	Hybrid Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	370	42	92	48	34	19	45	16	666	Ideal Score Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	435	45	120	60	50	35	60	35	840	Ideal Score Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	380	42	95	52	38	30	58	30	725	% Met Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	1	1	0.97499999999999998	0.93333333333333302	0.88	0.628571428571429	0.76666666666666705	0.54285714285714304	0.84080357142857198	% Met Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	0.97368421052631604	1	0.96842105263157896	0.92307692307692302	0.89473684210526305	0.63333333333333297	0.77586206896551702	0.53333333333333299	0.83780597049653305	MTS Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	165	17	37	12	14	13	14	7	279	MTS Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	146	16	30	10	11	11	14	6	244	Ideal Score Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	435	45	120	60	50	35	60	35	840	Ideal Score Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	380	42	95	52	38	30	58	30	725	% Met Score	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	0.37931034482758602	0.37777777777777799	0.30833333333333302	0.2	0.28000000000000003	0.371428571428572	0.233333333333333	0.2	0.293772920087575	% Met Weighted Value	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	Costs	TOTAL 	0.384210526315789	0.38095238095238099	0.31578947368421101	0.19230769230769201	0.28947368421052599	0.36666666666666697	0.24137931034482801	0.2	0.29634746681026197	Normalized View of Weighted Scores 
Status Quo	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Costs	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	52.702702702702702	38.095238095238102	46.315789473684177	27.083333333333311	100	48.484848484848463	0	37.777777777777779	Enhance Existing System	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Costs	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	55.67567567567567	45.238095238095262	49.473684210526301	27.083333333333311	88.461538461538467	66.666666666666643	0	66.666666666666643	CA Transfer	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Costs	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	66.756756756756715	54.761904761904773	50.526315789473699	41.666666666666643	53.846153846153861	66.666666666666643	57.894736842105281	66.666666666666643	NJ Transfer	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Costs	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	70.810810810810779	54.761904761904773	52.631578947368418	54.166666666666643	61.53846153846154	84.848484848484787	73.684210526315795	75.555555555555529	New Build	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Costs	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	100	100	100	72.916666666666686	50	100	52.631578947368418	73.3333333333333	Hybrid	Business Needs	Business Benefits	Technical Needs	Technical Benefits	Costs	Confidence Level	Implementation Approach	Risks	100	100	96.842105263157904	100	61.53846153846154	72.727272727272734	100	100	
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