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1 Introduction

The purpose of this document is to present a framework for the transition from the current state of the E-Government Program to the planned future environment.  Willamette Consulting developed this framework, under contract with EISPD, with input from the E-Government Transition Project Core Team and other project stakeholders represented by the Transition Advisory Team (TAT). 

This Transition Framework was drafted prior to the procurement phase of the project, but after the following E-Government Transition Inventory and Analysis tasks were accomplished:

· Develop Software and Documentation Inventory

· Document Current Hardware Configuration and Hosting Services

· Create a Readiness Gap Analysis and Deficiency Plan

· Research Other State E-Government Programs with Benefit-Based Funding Models

This Transition Framework is one of a set of planning documents that will be used to manage the E-Government Transition project.  Other related documents include, the E-Government Transition Integrated Project Plan, the E-Government Transition Communication Plan and the E-Government Transition Quality Management Guide.

The E-Government Transition Project Core Team will use this document to plan for and support the transition process.  Other audiences of this document include TAT members, vendors and other project stakeholders such as the State Procurement Office and the Department of Justice.

The document is organized into the following sections:

· Background and Purpose

This section presents the background of the program and describes the purpose of this document.  It includes a review of impacted stakeholders and the anticipated update process for future versions of this document.

· Current Environment

This section provides an overview of the current program, describing the service portfolio, customer base, and infrastructure of the program.  It includes descriptions of the funding and governance models.
· Future Environment

This section provides an overview of the vision for the future E-Government Program, describing the desired “point of arrival” service portfolio to be offered by the E-Government Program.  
· Implementing the Future Environment

This section provides an overview of the planned transition process, including specific steps needed to move toward the new environment.
The E-Government Transition project will use this Transition Framework as a dynamic and living document, revising it as needed throughout the transition period and ongoing operations.  This framework represents one component of the overall E-Government Transition Integrated Project Plan.  It is expected that the vendor will develop a detailed Vendor Implementation Transition Plan as part of their implementation responsibility.   
2 Background and Purpose
This Transition Framework will guide the eventual service provider in their implementation of the new service portfolio and infrastructure for the DAS E-Government Program.  This framework will be included as a reference in the anticipated solicitation, so that vendors bidding on the solicitation will have an awareness of the transition expectations.  It will also be used as a communication tool for the stakeholder community that will be affected by changes in the infrastructure.  As a living document, it is anticipated that this planning framework will change over time, particularly as new information becomes available and/or service portfolio and infrastructure details are adjusted during the award process.

The DAS E-Government Program has specific responsibility in coordinating the branding, common look and feel and providing enterprise tool sets (Executive Order No. 01-25).  The current DAS E-Government Program includes the following E-Government Program functions:

· Production and development environment for portal and content management and search services including hosting and maintenance of servers and software, implementation consulting and helpdesk support;

· Production and development/testing environments for E-commerce services including servers, software, implementation consulting, helpdesk support, SFMA interface and PCI Certification of application and hosting environment;

· Application development services supporting a variety of enterprise and agency program requests using e-forms and other application development tools; and 

· Identification and promotion of emerging web services including collaboration tools.
These services including development, maintenance and help desk support are provided by a single prime contractor and overseen and managed by EISPD E-Government staff.  The current environment is described in detail in Section 3 of this document. 
A large percentage of the State of Oregon’s overall online presence and service offerings is funded and delivered through individual agencies as a component of their mission.  Specific agency online services that are maintained and/or hosted by a given agency outside of the current DAS E-Government Program infrastructure are, in general, not included in the scope of this Transition Framework.

The anticipated procurement to select a service provider for the E-Government Program is expected to be released in early 2010, with an award anticipated in the middle of 2010.  Upon award, the service provider will be expected to use this framework along with other documentation and resources to develop a detailed plan for the transition to and implementation of the new environment. 
2.1  Anticipated Update Process

The EISPD E-Government Program Manager has solicited input from a variety of stakeholder groups to identify the scope of services expected to be delivered in the future environment (described in Section 4 of this document).  While the preferred business objectives and technical requirements will be detailed in the solicitation materials, it is understood that a final detailed description of the future environment cannot be fully articulated until the service provider is selected.  Therefore, this document will serve as a framework for a detailed implementation plan that will be developed by the future contract awardee.  

It can be expected that the contract awardee’s detailed implementation plan will be updated periodically throughout the transition implementation project.  It will be the responsibility of the service provider to work with the EISPD E-Government Program staff and their stakeholder implementation team to seek input, draft and obtain approvals for the anticipated changes in that plan.  It is also expected that approved updates to the plan will be published and made available to the stakeholder community.  

In addition, it is likely that this Transition Framework will require periodic updates by the E-Government Transition Project Core Team as new or updated information becomes available.  
2.2 Impacted Stakeholders

A broad set of stakeholders and constituent groups are affected by the state’s online services, including citizens, businesses, other government entities and state employees.  Continued operations for existing services is required for a smooth transition for this stakeholder community.

There is an immediate set of stakeholders, primarily agencies within state government, that will require specific involvement in the transition process.  To give these agencies a voice in the transition process a group of Agency Directors was previously formed as the E-Government Advisory Board to advise the Program.  This group is expected to provide recommendations to the DAS Director regarding management of the E-Government Transition project.  Other stakeholder groups, including the Transition Advisory Team, and the E-governance Board (Public Information Officers from the agencies), are also expected to provide feedback and guidance on specific areas of the transition implementation.
Of particular concern to the agencies will be the time and effort required by their staff to identify and implement changes in agency content, systems and processes needed to transition from the current environment.  Any required migration of data and content from infrastructure components and/or any interface changes between infrastructure components will need to be implemented in a manner that considers impact on agency resources.  It is anticipated that a specific stakeholder team with representative agency business and technical staff will be consulted to ensure that this concern is contained in a reasonable manner.  

The chart below identifies the key stakeholder groups that are likely to be impacted by this transition:

	Stakeholder Group
	How Impacted
	Issues/Sensitivities

	DAS EISPD E-Government Program Management
	Responsible for coordinating the branding, common look and feel and providing enterprise tool sets for E-Government Program
	Improve the E-Government Program and its ability to meet agencies and constituents needs.

Get good value for E-Government money spent.

Provide project management and contract management direction during the transition.

	State Agencies using Interwoven Content Management Services 
	Potential transfer of content to another platform
	Need to minimize resource cost and impact to agency migrations, train authors/publishers, modify interfaces. 

	State Agencies using Secure Pay E-commerce Services
	Need to modify existing interfaces with business applications and accounting systems
	Need to minimize resource cost and impact to agency to validate migrations, train agency staff, and modify interfaces.

	State Agencies using Portal and Application Development Services
	Need to ensure continued functionality of online services or provide reasonable migration path
	Potential need to modify operation and support protocols, retrain staff.

	State Agencies using Oregon GovSpace Collaboration Services
	Need to ensure continued functionality of online services without interruption
	Potential need to retrain existing users for a new collaboration tool.

	State Agencies using State Data Center
	Potential transfer of hosting services to SDC
	Need to ensure expected service levels are met; disaster recovery and business continuity requirements are met.

	DMV
	States that have self-funded models depend heavily on fees to access drivers license record (DLR) data.  
	Any access to DLR must meet Highway Fund and statutory requirements. Availability of DLR access fee revenue to Oregon has not yet been determined.

	Other State Agencies with business functions  that might contribute new revenue to Program
	New business model for handling certain data and new revenue
	Business, customer and cultural changes need to be managed effectively.

	  Citizen End Users
	Need services to continue without interruption
	Transition cannot introduce interruptions in service or introduce usability issues that interfere with support of agency activities

	Businesses
	Need services to continue without interruption
	Transition cannot introduce interruptions in service or introduce usability issues that interfere with support of agency activities

	Current E-Government program vendor (HP)
	Possible Handoff Expectations 
	Needs to ensure documentation and licensing is up to date and ensure smooth operational handoff to future contract.

	E-Government Advisory Board
	Provide Executive Leadership during transition
	Ensure objectives and success measures of business case are met.

	Transition Advisory Team
	Provide business and technical advice during the transition
	Significant time may be needed by Team members to ensure smooth transition.

	State Procurement Office
	Provide contracting oversight to close existing contract and finalize new contract
	Complex external relationships with existing and potentially new vendors.

	Department of Justice
	Provide legal sufficiency advice during contract close out and new contract negotiations 
	Complex external relationships with existing and potentially new vendors.

	HB2146 Board
	Board will be formed and will determine which applications collect fees and determine priority of applications to be built.  They will also monitor program  performance measures.
	


3 Current Environment

This section establishes the basis for the transition efforts by documenting the current service portfolio, customer base, and infrastructure of the program.  It also provides descriptions of the funding and governance models and known issues, risks and threats.

3.1 Service Portfolio

Key lines of business in the current service portfolio are described in the following paragraphs.

3.1.1 E-Commerce 

The current environment facilitates E-Commerce by enabling various forms of payment using two independent solutions from which agencies have been able to choose.  The first solution is “SecurePay”, a custom-build commerce engine maintained by the program and hosted at the HP data center.  There are approximately 35 stores using the SecurePay solution, with most of them using simple “Pay Now” functionality to accept credit and debit cards.  The second E-Commerce solution agencies have available is to contract directly with USBank to provide the payment function for their stores.  These USBank contracts are not part of the E-Government program. SecurePay is funded fully through the agency assessment while the USBank solution is funded through transaction fees paid by agencies.  A small number of agencies use a third party payment solution, typically associated with an outsourced business solution.
3.1.2 Web Content Management

The vast majority of state agencies currently use the program’s Web Content management solution to manage their web content.  The current software solution is based on Interwoven TeamSite and just finished a pilot evaluation of a significant upgrade.  This evaluation consists of piloting five agencies in a migration upgrading TeamSite with SitePublisher and LiveSite.  As a result of the pilot, the upgrade was canceled due to the lack of sufficient funding for the required architectural change and licensing cost increases required by Autonomy. 
3.1.3 Hosting & Help Desk

Hosting for the Oregon E-Government solutions is currently provided through HP at their Plano, Texas data center.  Hosting is provided for the SecurePay E-Commerce application, content management and about a dozen application programs.  HP provides a help desk to support agencies in using the web content management and E-Commerce solutions.
3.1.4 Development of Portals and Applications

The program provides resources to assist agencies in developing portals and other web applications in the WebSphere environment.  This development is funded primarily through agency budgets.
3.1.5 Collaboration

A powerful and feature-rich on-line collaboration environment, GovSpace, is currently provided through a software-as-a-service contract with Jive Software.  GovSpace allows communities of interest largely within state government to share documents and comments, provides versioning history for documents, and allows access controls to accommodate both open and restricted membership.
3.1.6 Service Request Process

Immediate services provided by the program such as small administrative adjustments in content management, are requested primarily through the help desk function as service tickets and are prioritized based on agency urgency and availability of resources.  These changes are typically funded as part of the agency assessment.  

Projects such as developing agency-specific E-Government solutions that require more resources to be committed or that use agency budget funding have detailed statements of work developed and issued as contract amendments to the HP services contract.  The contract amendment must be signed by HP, the state procurement office, EISPD and the attorney general’s office.  Several amendments have been for this purpose over the life of the HP contract.
3.1.7 E-Forms

The program offered form automation functionality using the Adobe LiveCycle product and there are several agencies using this technology for some level of form automation. There is only one application, Patient Safety, that fully automates data collection to a database using an Adobe LiveCycle server/form solution.  New applications of this technology will not be approved but the existing agency solutions will need to be supported or transferred to another technology under the future contract.
3.2 Customer Base & Use Metrics 

This section provides measures that help size the application software and hosting environment properly for current and future activity volume.  

3.2.1 E-Commerce

As of May 2009, there were 27 simple “Pay Now” stores and 6 complex SecurePay stores.  Customers include Water Resources (2 stores), Transportation (2 stores), Secretary of State (3 stores), Parks, DAS, Employment, Human Services, Judicial, Justice, fourteen boards and commissions and Multnomah County for receiving payment for parking citations.  The more complex stores often include maintenance and hosting of the storefront and at least one store (Boater Registration) has a fairly complex back end interface.  Six or fewer SecurePay stores leverage the automated interface back to the statewide accounting system.  SecurePay processes 67% or 405,000 of all online transactions by count and 36% or $46 million by amount.  US Bank processes the other 33% or 201,000 of all online transactions by count and 64% or $85 million by amount.
3.2.2 Web Content Metrics

Most executive branch agencies use the web content management system supplied by the program to manage their public web presence.  In order of the total pages hosted, the following agencies are the largest users of the content management solution:

· Transportation

· Human Services

· Administrative Services

· Forestry

· Agriculture

· State Police

· Employment 

· Parks and Recreation

· Energy

· Governor’s Office

The following statistics provide measures of the capacity and use of the current content management solution:

	Statistic Type
	Measure

	Monthly Page Views
	Between 16 and 22 million page views per month for the last 12 months.

	Oregon.gov visitors
	Between 1.1 and 4.8 million visitors per month for the last 12 months

	Current Oregon.gov (Teamsite) user accounts
	950

	Total Web Content Page Count
	40,000+ pages and 300,000+ files

	Web Content Number of Pages Added
	6,000 to10,000 pages per month for the last 12 months


The following link provides an up-to-date list of applications accessible through the Oregon portal:  http://www.oregon.gov/OL_services.shtml.  Most of the content and applications accessible through this directory have been developed and are hosted and maintained using agency resources.  

The following applications are hosted and maintained by the DAS E-Government Program:
	E-Gov Hosted Applications

	Tax practitioner Search

	State Jobs Search

	Pharmacy License Lookup 

	Nursing Board License Renewal

	Board of Accountancy Search

	DT Search – Law Library

	Judicial Portals – Appellate Project and Enterprise project

	Contact Us application

	Govnet registration

	Govnet login wrapper

	TeamSite login wrapper

	Egov News index

	Patient Safety 

	Oregon DAS Surplus Ebay interface

	DPPST Portal

	OHLA Online Renewal


3.2.3 Hosting Metrics

The following hosting metrics provide a measure of the capacity of the existing hosting solution.

	Statistic Type
	Measure 

	E-Commerce Transactions
	Between 35 and 44 thousand per month for the last 12 months

	E-Commerce Transaction Amount
	$4 to $9 million per month for the last 12 months

	E-Commerce transaction total
	$56 million in 2009 and increasing

	Web Searches Served in June
	440,000

	Total help desk tickets 
	200 - 400 tickets per month

	Disk Space 
	2.8 Terabytes of disk space allocated,   using 1.6 Terabytes

	Web Content pages
	Over 40,000

	Web Content files
	Over 250,000

	Web Content Licensed Contributors 
	1,000

	Collaboration Users
	About 2,500/growing by about150 per month

	Collaboration Discussions
	About 4,800 growing about 200/mo

	Collaboration Documents
	About 4,000 growing about 250/mo.  2/3rds are uploaded documents, 1/3 are wiki documents


3.3 Infrastructure 

This section provides an overview of the software, hardware, and hosting environments.  

3.3.1 Software

This section provides an overview of current software components owned by the State of Oregon and currently operated in the HP Plano data center.  More detail on the inventory of software in use by the program can be found in the Current E-Government Software Inventory.
The following table lists the key COTS software currently in use and indicates which lines of business the software supports.

	Software Application
	Web Content Management
	Portal
	Web Application Development
	E-commerce
	E-forms
	Enterprise Collaboration

	Interwoven TeamSite, Metatagger, SitePublisher, Opendeploy, Targeting & Livesite
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	IBM WebSphere Application Server 
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	

	IBM WebSphere Web Server
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	

	IBM WebSphere Portal Server “Extend” bundle.
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	IBM WebSphere Commerce Server
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	IBM WebSphere Commerce Developer
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	IBM Rational Application Developer
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	

	Web Methods
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	Adobe LiveCycle 
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	Adobe LiveCycle Reader Extensions 
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	Oracle
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	

	MySQL
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	DB2
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	

	LDAP
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	

	SaaS
	
	
	
	
	
	X


The need to transition each of these software products depends on the transition strategy proposed by the future contract awardee and is interdependent on many factors.  For example, if the future contract chose to use the same SFMA integration code, the vendor would likely need to purchase a current version of WebMethods or select another way to interface e-commerce with SFMA accounting transactions.  Also, the cost of the WebSphere server products is based on estimated processing power needed (GPU) and there is some evidence that the GPU licensed level can be scaled back in the future.

3.3.2 Hardware & Hosting

A summary of the current server inventory owned by HP and hosted in their Plano, Texas data center is presented in the table below.  All servers with the exception of the two used for eForms and the one used for State Library search are managed within a Payment Card Industry (PCI) secured area.  Further detail about the current hosting environment can be found in the document E-Government Hosting Environment.
	Number of Servers
	Region
	Model Number / Operating System

	6
	Prod
	Sun V440/Solaris

	10
	Prod
	Sun V240/Solaris

	6
	Prod
	Unknown/Windows 2003/ Unknown

	1
	QA
	Sun V440/Solaris

	2
	QA
	Sun V240/Solaris

	3
	Test/Dev
	Sun V440/Solaris

	3
	Test/Dev
	Sun V240/Solaris

	1
	All
	Sun V240/Solaris


3.3.3 Operational and Support Documentation

The current contractor is responsible for development and maintenance of standard Operational Instruction Manuals, application and system architecture, and interface functionality documentation.  Much of this documentation has been developed by the current environment vendor (HP).  Gaps in that documentation have been noted and a remedy plan to prioritize and address those gaps has been created.  Operational and support documentation is being updated and will be available to the contract awardee. 
3.4 Funding Model

The current E-Government Program is funded entirely through FTE assessments based on agency staffing levels.  As described in the Oregon DAS-EISPD E-Government Business Case published December 31, 2008, there is not always a direct correlation between the assessments that agencies pay and the perceived value they receive.  This is one of the key motivations in pursuing the solicitation to replace the current contract. The following table shows the agency assessments paid to the current E-Government service provider.  It shows individual amounts for agencies with the largest assessments and includes the total for all other agencies. 

	Agency
	07-09 Biennium 

E-Government Assessment
	09-11 Biennium 

E-Government Assessment

	Department of Human Services
	$1,392,601 
	$1,392,601 

	Dept. of Corrections
	$673,191 
	$673,191 

	Dept. of Transportation
	$655,652 
	$655,652 

	Judicial Department
	$276,887 
	$276,887 

	Dept. Of Justice
	$188,305 
	$188,305 

	Employment Dept.
	$184,452 
	$184,452 

	State Police
	$177,825 
	$177,825 

	Dept. of Fish & Wildlife
	$166,280 
	$166,280 

	Oregon Youth Authority
	$166,216 
	$166,216 

	Consumer & Business Services
	$154,833 
	$154,833 

	Dept. of Revenue
	$140,252 
	$140,252 

	Dept. of Administrative Services
	$137,512 
	$137,512 

	Dept. Of Forestry
	$133,406 
	$133,406 

	Dept. of Environmental Quality
	$115,495 
	$115,495 

	Dept. of Parks & Recreation
	$87,232 
	$87,232 

	Military Dept.
	$68,985 
	$68,985 

	Oregon State Lottery
	$66,088 
	$66,088 

	Dept. of Education
	$64,669 
	$64,669 

	Public Employees Retirement System
	$57,201 
	$57,201 

	Dept. of Agriculture
	$54,328 
	$54,328 

	All Other Agencies 
	$438,590
	$438,590

	Total
	$5,400,000 
	$5,400,000 


3.5 Governance Model
The governance model for the current program includes the following components:

	Role
	Duties

	Program Executive Sponsor
	Provides overall leadership of the program and facilitates interaction with agency IT executives. 

	Program Manager
	Manage day-to-day operations of the program and vendor activities.

	E-Governance Advisory Board
	Holds monthly meetings to evaluate and advise Program Manager on products and services primarily in the area of portals, web content management, collaboration and search.

	Statewide E-Commerce Forum
	A recently created statewide forum to advise on commerce issues.  This was formerly the Secure Pay User Group and is combined with the portion of Treasury’s E-Commerce governance that was covered in their Cash Management Group.  The new Forum is primarily sponsored by Treasury with support of E-Government.

	Agency Advisory Board
	Provide guidance to the Director and Program Sponsor as to agency needs, requirements and satisfaction.

	Transition Advisory Team
	In preparation for the development of the E-Government RFP, the Transition Advisory Team provided advice on business objectives for the E-Government Program, measures of success, transition requirements and a business review of the RFP strategy.  Deliverables from this team were submitted to the Agency Advisory Board for endorsement. 27 people from 17 organizations participated in this effort.

	Transition Implementation Advisory Team
	Succeeds the Transition Advisory Team.  This multi-agency team will participate and provide advice to the E-Government Program on the contract award and transition activities.


The current governance model is informally structured.  The Program Executive Sponsor (State Chief Information Officer) and the E-Government Program Manager work collaboratively with agency representatives in the above model to ensure that E-Government Program investments reflect the best interests of the agencies and their customers.  The Program Manager works with agency representatives to address operational issues and program enhancement opportunities as they arise.  The 2008 Business Case provides more detail on the context and perceived effectiveness of the existing governance model.

4 Future Environment

This section provides an overview of the vision for the future E-Government Program, describing the desired “point of arrival” service portfolio to be offered through the future contract for E-Government Program services.  Specific components of the future environment will not be determined until the future service provider is actually engaged.
4.1 Future Service Portfolio
Key lines of business of the future service portfolio are described in the following paragraphs.

4.1.1 E-Commerce 

The future program may facilitate E-Commerce by offering a payment solution but might choose to have Treasury manage the USBank solution as the single centrally-sponsored Oregon solution.  The E-Government program could decide to contract with the E-Government vendor to provide the E-Commerce service.  In addition, or as an alternative, agencies will be able to continue to contract with the Treasurer-managed program supported by USBank to provide the “Pay Now” (payment processing) function for their stores.  The State Data Center is not a hosting option for any proposed E-Commerce solution.

Agency stores currently use both SecurePay and USBank commerce solutions and some or all of these stores would need to be converted to the new platform depending on what future solution or solutions were offered.   
4.1.2 Web Content Management

Web content management needs will continue to be served by the future program.  The vast majority of state agencies currently use the program’s Web Content management solution to manage their web content.  The current software solution is based on Interwoven TeamSite had undergone a pilot evaluation of a significant upgrade adding SitePublisher and LiveSite available to all of Oregon.gov. However, the required architecture changes and Autonomy’s significantly increased licensing costs that were surfaced as part of the Pilot effort resulted in a recommendation, accepted by the E-Governance Board, not to seek funding to continue the enhancement but to wait and allow vendors to propose solutions as part of the E-Government RFP.
The future contractor could propose to use a new content management solution which would require a transition of all content to the new hosting environment.  Alternatively, the future contractor could propose to enhance the current TeamSite suite of products to meet the current business objectives and requirements.

4.1.3 Help Desk

Current program scope includes a help desk to support agencies in using the web content management and 
E-Commerce solutions and this service would be expected to continue under the future contract.  The program may expand the help function to include public facing help potentially including 24/7 live coverage for live chat, ask an agency expert, and FAQ.
4.1.4 Hosting

The location and hardware configuration for hosting the future Oregon E-Government solution will be determined by negotiation between the future vendor and program management during the procurement process. Hosting may be provided for the E-Commerce application, content management, a collaboration environment and any applications supported by the E-Government program.  Hosting for each of these applications may be provided at the vendor’s hosting facility, the state data center, a commercial data center or any combination of the above that best meets needs and cost considerations.
4.1.5 Development of Portals and Applications

The program will be expected to provide resources to assist agencies in developing portals and web applications funded primarily through the self-funding revenue stream as well as an option for agencies to acquire application development consistent with standards and paid by the agency separate from self funded applications. Self funded applications developed under this program will be subject to governance structure selection and approval.  The decision to apply a usage fee for a portal funded application and the amount of the fee will be determined by the governance body created by HB 2146.
4.1.6 Collaboration

The future program will include an on-line collaboration environment, with the same or similar features and functionality to the current Oregon GovSpace solution hosted using the Software as a Service (SaaS) model by Jive Software.
4.1.7 E-forms 

The future program must transition current e-forms Adobe Lifecycle applications to a new web technology and provide maintenance support and licensing for less than 10 Adobe forms in their current form.  
4.1.8 Service Request Process

Immediate services provided by the program such as small administrative adjustments in content management will continue to be requested through the help desk function as service tickets and are prioritized based on agency urgency and availability of resources.  Larger projects that require more resources to be committed or that use agency budget funding should be facilitated using the most streamlined contracting/work order process possible.  Other states have implemented a number of different approaches to allow them to easily and flexibly direct the self-funding revenue to projects, fund projects at the enterprise level, and/or through agency sponsored and funded projects.  Oregon’s approach will depend on the implementation of HB2146 and the future awardee’s contract.

Self-funded or enterprise funded application development under this program will be subject to governance structure selection and approval.  Advice to apply a usage fee for a portal funded application and the amount of the fee will be offered by the Portal Advisory Board (governance body created by HB 2146) and the determination will be made by DAS.
4.2 Future Customer Base

The future customer base for program services is expected to be similar to today’s customer base.  Since agencies pay a fixed assessment today they are not incented or dis-incented from using available services and the same should hold true with the future funding scheme.  The Governor’s Office will continue to use the services.  If the quality and availability of program services were improved, more agencies might use more program services which would increase the usage statistics and customer base over time.  The new contract is expected to provide more site wide services that would primarily benefit the public customer.  Applications to provide easier development of and access to online services (such as an online licensing toolkit), online support, increased accessibility features, and support for multiple browsers, languages, and mobile devices.
4.3 Future Infrastructure 

This section provides an overview of the anticipated software, hardware, and hosting environments.  Future infrastructure components will not be finalized until after the service provider is identified.  
4.3.1 Future Software

The following table indicates categories of software that may be required to implement the in-scope lines-of-business.  Selection of actual software solutions implemented would be determined by the vendor and state program management working together to identify solutions that meet user needs and state standards.

	Software Application
	Web Content Management
	Portal
	Web Application Development
	E-Commerce
	Enterprise Collaboration

	Content Management Application
	X
	X
	X
	
	

	Application Server 
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

	Web Server
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

	Portal Server 
	
	X
	X
	
	

	Commerce Solution
	
	
	
	X
	

	Standard Development Environment 
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Database
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	SaaS
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X


4.3.2 Future Hardware and Hosting

The future hardware and hosting environment will be determined through negotiation with the future service provider vendor during the procurement and contract negotiating process.  Hosting location could be at the state data center (expect for E-Commerce hosting), at a vendor’s data center, or at another commercial hosting location or any combination of these that best met requirements and cost.  The following list includes likely mandatory and optional characteristics of the future hosting environment.

· A cost effective hosting environment that can scale up or down easily as business requirements change

· An effective and efficient technical architecture that meets current needs and will evolve to meet future needs 

· Performance that meets service level agreements, e.g. uptime percentages, throughput, response time, maintenance schedules, etc. under a contract with clear incentives and penalties

· Stable long term rates to provide predictable cost throughout state budget cycles

· Security that meets state, federal and industry requirements (PCI, Oregon Enterprise Security Office, etc.)

· An effective change and configuration management strategy that ensures hardware and software environment stability 

· Provides a sound management approach to minimize downtime including disaster recovery, business continuity and patch management programs

· Provides help support for stakeholders 

· Technology refresh program to keep environments up to date with little or no cost to state

· Transition from existing environment to new environment with little or no cost to state

· Vendor’s E-commerce hosting solution is a proven core competency

4.3.3 Future Security and Authentication Model
The following list documents the security policy and standards expectations that the future solution is expected to meet.
· Compliance with state privacy & security legislation --  e.g. Oregon ID Theft Protection Act

· Compliance with current and future state enterprise information security policies and standards, including but not limited to the Oregon Statewide Security policies, and the Information Security Standards and Procedures for the State of Oregon

· Compliance with applicable state Treasury regulations, federal regulations and industry regulations, including but not limited to Payment Card Industry Data Security Standards (https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/security_standards/pci_dss.shtml) and Payment Application Data Security Standards (https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/security_standards/pa_dss.shtml),  where applicable

· Demonstrate an effective Business Continuity Program (BCP) and Disaster Recovery Program (DRP) to ensure State contracted services will not be affected by an incident affecting the vendor or one of its supporting partners

· Demonstrate effective change management to ensure that only tested and authorized changes are implemented. This should include the process for installing vendor patches on a timely basis

· Allows the state to conduct security audits when desired

· Security Update Process – detail procedures for notifying customers of security issues, i.e. security updates
· Web application vulnerability assessment scanning integrated into the Software Development Lifecycle for all Web-facing applications in the development pipeline.

· Demonstrate the ability to provide adequate reporting functionality and availability to comply with all established security expectations  

· Annual or bi-annual security audits conducted by a qualified independent third party auditor acceptable to the state Enterprise Security Office

· Annual, bi-annual, and unplanned information security assessments, to identify potential technical, procedural and other security risks conducted by a qualified third party auditor acceptable to both the state Enterprise Security Office and E-Government Program
4.3.4 Future Operational and Support Documentation  

It is anticipated that the contract with the future support vendor will clearly name the State as the permanent license holder of custom software solutions developed and implemented for the program and provide for the eventual transfer of these solutions to the state or another vendor of the state’s choosing.  In order to facilitate this transfer the vendor would be expected to maintain adequate design and operational documentation for all solutions implemented to allow the new support team to effectively maintain and operate the solutions.  The exact nature and scope of this documentation will be determined during contract negotiations with the future contractor during the procurement process.  
4.4 Future Funding Model

The future funding model anticipates a variety of revenue sources, particularly in the early stages of the new model.  The preferred source of revenue will be self-funded sources, wherein access to certain services will be paid through a fee, typically from commercial businesses.  Twenty-four other states use a self-funding model. A potential second source of revenue may be fixed transaction fees, typically for licenses, permits, or on-line sales.  A third source of revenue may be an assessment to agencies, as in the current model.  The balance of this mix of revenue sources will not be known until the solicitation is awarded to the successful vendor.  Additionally, as the program matures the revenue mix is likely to change. 

The 2009 Oregon Legislature passed HB2146 into law, providing a mechanism for the Department of Administrative Services (DAS), or its authorized third party, to collect a convenience fee for approved electronic transactions allowed under HB2146.  The revenue from such fees would be used to fund a portion of the statewide E-Government portal, applications, hosting, help desk and support.  The timing for actually receiving revenue from this new business process will be determined during the RFP award process.
4.5 Future Governance Model
The future governance structure for a successful statewide E-Government program will reflect a formal set of relationships with on-going Advisory Teams established for key portfolio areas.  A more consistent relationship with agency leadership will be required and the future HB2146 Advisory Board will need to be incorporated into the governance structure.  Charters for each of these groups will be developed by the State of Oregon to address scope of responsibilities, membership and chair roles.  DAS EISPD will be expected to staff and support the various Boards and Teams and will likely need an increase in staff to support these activities.
As the future funding model matures and stabilizes, HB2146 anticipates that new sources of revenue will be expected to replace or gradually replace the existing assessment model.  Investment and annual business plans are expected to be reviewed and approved by the future Advisory Board.  Operational matters will be reviewed and approved by the Advisory Team and E-Government Program management.  The incoming E-Government service provider will operate and maintain the various portfolio components incorporated into the Future Environment.

The diagram below reflects the suggested relationships between these various governance bodies:
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5 Implementing the Future Environment

This section provides an overview of the planned transition process, including the steps needed to move toward the new environment.  The intention is to develop a strategy that has the least impact on agencies currently using E-Government services while balancing cost, risk and schedule.

The various stages and steps of the transition from the current environment to the future environment will depend on the specific infrastructure and solutions proposed by the successful vendor.  Depending on those proposed infrastructure and solutions, three transition strategies will be available to the state: 

1. Status Quo/Minimize Change.  If the successful vendor proposes an infrastructure essentially the same as the current environment, then the transition strategy will be to maintain the infrastructure that is currently in place.  
2. Gradual Transition.  If the successful vendor proposes an alternate infrastructure, but is prepared to operate the current environment until the alternate infrastructure can be incrementally implemented, then the transition efforts will be longer, but the risk of service interruption will be reduced. For example, if a vendor proposes and the state accepts a new e-commerce solution.

3. All at Once Transition.   If the successful vendor proposes an alternate infrastructure and the state agrees to a rapid cutover, then the benefits of the future environment will be realized sooner, but the transition effort and the level of risk may increase. 
4. The following table shows some of the pros and cons of various replacement approaches by line of business.  The awardee will be expected to recommend a preferred approach for each area to be transitioned, along with the pros and cons for that recommendation.

	
	Status Quo / Minimize Change
	Gradual Transition
	All at Once Transition 

	
	Pro
	Con
	Pro
	Con
	Pro
	Con

	Web Content Management
	Some transition cost and risk with upgrading the aging product, proven to handle up to 1000 content creators
	New capabilities or added features offered may not be able to meet requirements, expensive licensing
	Allows testing and  controlled rollout of transition process, new capabilities possible
	Benefits not received as rapidly as ”All at Once Transition”
	Receive available benefits sooner, new capabilities possible
	Higher risk of transition failure to move all agencies successfully due to possible intense agency efforts and conflicting agency priorities

	Hosting
	Lowers transition cost and risk; operational processes and documentation retained
	Does not improve hardware configuration or leverage virtualization opportunities. Hardware is owned by current vendor - 5 years old 
	Allows testing and  controlled rollout. Allows agency more time to plan/ direct resources
	Must run two environments for longer possibly creating a cost overlap
	Receive available benefits sooner; focus on only one environment at a time
	Higher risk of transition failure 

	E-Commerce – Oregon will transition the current SecurePay solution
	N/A 
	N/A
	Allows testing and  controlled rollout. Allows agency more time to plan/ direct resources
	Must support two systems longer
	Directs focus to one solution sooner
	Higher risk of failure

	Collaboration – Could continue contract with Jive Software
	Minimizes transition cost and risk; retains end user knowledge base 
	
	Could convert gradually by  agency or project spreading risk and effort over time. 
	Some users would work in multiple systems during transition creating confusion
	Directs focus to new solution sooner
	Higher risk of failure


The cost and impact to state agencies of the transition can also be reduced if the successful vendor is willing to absorb the cost of the transition.  The solicitation itself will articulate an opportunity for vendors to propose this type of investment as a basis for a future partnership.

For any transition strategy, the elements below in sections 5.1 through 5.11 will need to be reflected in a detailed transition plan.  Many of these recommendations will change once the successful vendor is on board.  Nonetheless, this provides a framework for the incoming vendor to develop that detailed transition plan.   

5.1 Establish Program and Project Measures of Success

Success Measures are the high-level yardstick to evaluate the future ongoing delivery of Oregon’s E-Government services.  In order to ensure that agency and program expectations and vendor efforts are aligned to public and agency priorities, a set of program success/performance measures will be developed, baselined and tested over time.  It is the intent of these success measures to guide the ongoing delivery of E-Government services and measure both program and vendor performance.  If we know what is important for constituents and agencies, it is possible to evaluate how well the E-Government Program is serving those constituent and agency needs.

Establishing success measures early in the transition project and measuring them as the program evolves will provide an objective method to measure program improvement under the new service delivery model.  The proposed approach to measuring success includes the following perspectives:

1. Measuring agency satisfaction (through a survey or internal metrics);
2. Measuring public constituent satisfaction;
3. Measuring the number of online services; and

4. Measuring the success of the transition project.

The program will be working with a third-party vendor to establish methods to measure the program’s effectiveness, including taking baseline measurements, prior to the shift to a new contract and/or business model. 

In addition to the program’s effectiveness, we plan to measure the project’s effectiveness.  Based on the approved transition plan and schedule provided by the awardee, the following measures will be used to monitor the success of the transition project: 

1. Awardee will meet schedule commitments 100% of the time.

2. Operational availability of existing E-Government services provided through existing contract will continue at current levels during the transition period.

3. Transition costs will be equal to or less than the costs projected in the approved transition plan.

4. Identified issues that are reported to the project implementation team are satisfactorily resolved within an agreed upon timeframe.

5.2 Establish a Transition Implementation Advisory Team (TIAT)
In April 2009, EISPD convened the Transition Advisory Team (TAT) to assist with developing requirements, participating in RFI sessions, and providing feedback on procurement materials for the E-Government Transition project.  TAT includes representatives from state agencies.  The TAT’s effort was completed in December 2009.

A Transition Implementation Advisory Team (TIAT) is being formed and will remain throughout the E-Government Transition project to represent the interests of the stakeholder community, and to provide advice, guidance and communication to EISPD and to the selected service provider.  This group would be expected to identify issues and make recommendations to program management. This group would also provide input on the awardee’s recommended sequence of agencies and services to be transitioned.  Strategies to ensure agency readiness at expected transition times would also be developed by this group. They would also participate in the process of measuring the success of the transition to the new environment.

The Transition Implementation Advisory Team will form in March 2010 and end when the transition is complete.

5.3 Establish a Freeze

The E-Government Program currently receives and processes requests for new products, new services, and changes to existing services on a regular basis.  During the transition implementation, a stable environment will need to be established that will be the baseline for transition.   The principle is twofold: 1) to ensure continued operation of the current environment until the various components of that environment are operational in the future environment (i.e. regular maintenance and break/fix support will continue), and 2) to avoid creating a “moving target” by adding new components or functionality to the current environment as it is transitioned.

The date for establishing a freeze in each of the services areas needs to be established in concert with the release of the solicitation for vendor bids.  The purpose in linking these two events is to provide all the vendors a stable environment upon which to base their proposals.

The table below summarizes these preliminary recommendations for each of the service areas.  It is fully understood that case-by-case examination of each freeze date constraint will need to occur.  The E-Government Program Manager will negotiate resolution of individual requests for exceptions.  Further, the awardee will have recommendations for freeze dates that may override these preliminary suggestions.

	

Service
	Freeze Start Date
	Implication
	Freeze End Date

	Portal Development
	Contract Award
	Existing projects continue; no new portal development initiated.  
	Negotiated with vendor

	Content Management
	Contract Award
	Existing Teamsite/SitePublisher new template, workflows and component development halted; only the agencies in active migration continue; no new agencies added.

Agencies that are currently using E-Government tools for content management will be able to continue managing content throughout the transition.
	Negotiated with vendor

	Small Application Development (less than 3 months to complete)
	Contract Award
	Existing projects continue; no new application development initiated. No projects undertaken that are expected to be delivered  three months past the RFP close date.
	Negotiated with vendor

	Large Application Development (More than 3 months to complete)
	RFP Close date
	Existing projects continue; no new application development initiated. No projects undertaken that are expected to be delivered three months past the RFP close date.
	Negotiated with vendor

	E-Commerce Stores
	Contract Award Date
	New stores under immediate development continue; no new stores added using Secure Pay or other custom developed solution.  
	Negotiated with vendor

	Hosting 
	Contract Award Date
	Existing hosting environment at Plano, TX is to remain in place until contract is awarded.
	Negotiated with vendor

	Enterprise Collaboration
	Contract Award Date
	Oregon GovSpace is hosted and maintained separately by Jive Software and SunGard and support is not dependant on the current contractor.
	Negotiated with vendor


If the successful vendor intends to provide an infrastructure with the same system components as the current environment, then the “freeze” will be lifted once the contract is awarded. For example, if the successful vendor proposes to continue with the Enterprise Collaboration products in a manner that will meet the business objectives of the solicitation, then the freeze would be lifted once the contract is awarded.  

Additionally, if the successful vendor proposes to run existing solutions in parallel to the implementation of new platform, then the Implementation team will have the opportunity to evaluate the opportunities and risks of removing the freeze earlier.
5.4 Hand-Off to Future Contract Awardee
This section describes the envisioned disengagement and turnover process from the current contract to the awardee of the new E-Government Program contract. 
The current environment is supported primarily by HP, with Jive Software subcontracted to provide collaboration software and services.  In the event that the successful vendor is other than HP, then it is clearly in the interest of the state to ensure the transition of content and operational responsibility between the outgoing and incoming providers occurs without interruption of service and in the most efficient manner.

The primary control for ensuring a successful handoff will be contractual obligations.  Therefore, the first step is the State Procurement Office to activate existing transition clauses in the current contract when the new contract has been signed.

A parallel step is to ensure the new contract includes business continuity responsibilities for the contract awardee.  These responsibilities will be articulated in the Statement of Work (SOW) used during the solicitation process.  

The chart below summarizes the expectations, roles and responsibilities of the various providers during the transition.  It is expected that the contract awardee will develop detailed plans and checklists for each of the functional areas to assist the stakeholders and project team develop a clear and consistent understanding of the status of expectations within each of the functional areas.
	Function
	Expectation
	Responsibility

	Hosting Environment
	Servers, routers, IP addresses, Security configurations, etc are all migrated to new hosting environment without interruption of service.
	Lead – Awardee
Support – Current Vendor

Validation – QA Contractor

	Operational Instruction Manuals
	In the event operations are directly transferred to the awardee training on operational procedures, call lists, restart procedures, etc will be provided to awardee.
	Lead – Current Vendor

Support – Awardee
Validation – QA Contractor

	Help Desk
	History of called in problems and response protocols will be provided to awardee. 
	Lead – Current Vendor

Support – Awardee
Validation – QA Contractor

	Licensing
	Software licenses and hardware maintenance agreements will be transferred to appropriate entity, i.e. state or awardee.
	Lead – EISPD

Support – Awardee
Validation – QA Contractor

	Data Migration
	Database content (for content management, applications, etc) will be transferred to future environment.
	Lead – Awardee
Support – Current Vendor

Validation – Affected Agencies and QA Contractor

	Vendor Technical Support
	Establish premium support agreements with the providers of all core products in Content Management, Portal and Applications, Hosting and Collaboration.  Send staff to training certified by the provider of the core products.  E.g. collaboration premium support and certified training
	Lead – Awardee

Support – product and equipment vendors

Validation – QA Contractor


This chart applies to all the service areas described in Section 5.2, Establish a Freeze.
5.5 Operational Responsibilities during the Transition

In general, service level expectations of the current environment are expected to be maintained during the transition to the future environment.  

Each of the six components of the existing service portfolio are expected to move through a series of distinct steps to ensure that no unacceptable levels of service are experienced.  Those expectations are described in Section 5.3, Hand-Off to Future Provider.    

The awardee will ensure that all operational components of the given service are ready.  Documentation and licensing will be verified as part of the hand-off.  In addition, there will be an expectation for “shoulder to shoulder” operational training between the current vendor and the contract awardee if they are different.  The contract awardee will document any deficiencies in the existing documentation and take the responsibility to update or prepare new documentation to remove the deficiencies.

When the operational responsibility for a given service area is determined ready for hand-off, the current vendor of the current environment will request a review and approval of that readiness.  The QA contractor, EISPD Transition Project Manager, and representatives from affected agencies will validate and approve the readiness.

Once that approval is documented the contract awardee will assume operational responsibility for the given service area. 
The chart below summarizes those expectations:
	Service
	Lead Prior to Hand-Off
	Approves Hand-Off Readiness
	Lead After Hand-Off

	Portal Operations
	HP
	QA / EISPD / Agencies with Custom Portals
	Awardee

	Content Management
	HP / EISPD
	QA / EISPD / Agencies
	Awardee

	Application Operations
	HP
	QA / EISPD / Agencies with Custom Applications
	Awardee

	E-Commerce Stores
	HP / EISPD
	QA / EISPD / Agencies with affected Stores
	Awardee

	Hosting 
	HP
	QA / EISPD / Agencies
	Awardee(s)

	Enterprise Collaboration
	HP/ Jive Software / EISPD
	QA / EISPD / Communities
	Awardee


5.6 Critical Dates that Impact Timeline

This section documents critical dates that the transition timeline needed to consider.

	Description
	Date

	HP Contract Expiration Date
	February 2010

	HP Contract Extension
	Up to June 2012

	Planned RFP Release Date
	February 2010

	Planned Contract Award Date
	February 2011

	New incoming governor with potential impact to Department leadership (analyze project impact)
	January 2011

	Migration Planned Completion Date (to new environment)
	Determined by Vendor Proposal

	Planned Existing Environment Freeze Dates
	See Section 5.2 Establish a Freeze


5.7 Transition Assumptions

This section documents the assumptions that were used to develop the Transition Framework and timeline.
· Procurement timeframes and milestones were developed with input from the project Core Team and representatives from State Procurement Office (SPO) and Department of Justice (DOJ) to ensure that timeframes were realistic for all parties.

· This Transition Framework has support from the current E-Government service provider, HP.

· Agencies will provide business experts to work with the incoming service provider on the design and testing of web applications that require transitioning (such as e-stores and website content).

· Assumes the final determination on the availability of DLR access will not delay the award of the contract.

· Assume the HB 2146 Portal Advisory Board will review and provide advice on contract terms and conditions as well as convenience fees related to the funding model.

· Assumes the future environment will not be completely known until the new contract is awarded.

· Assumes the successful vendor will take a lead role in providing resources and expertise to ensure a successful transition. 

· Some lines of business might require a two-stage transition. For example, content management requirements may dictate that vendor transition to future hardware platform with Interwoven content management solution, and then have a long term transition to another tool to meet all business and technical needs for content management.
· Assumes transition of all Teamsite, SitePublisher and Livesite content at point of cutover.  Non-Teamsite content from agencies may be converted to new product as a post-transition effort related to a service request.

· Assumes transition of all E-Commerce applications that use SecurePay.  E-Commerce applications using USBank or other E-Commerce solution may be converted to the new solution as a post-transition effort related to a service request.

· Enhancement or replacement of agency-supported web applications may be requested as a post-transition effort related to a service request. 

· Throughout the project, key documents, such as the business case, communication plan, and this transition framework will need to be updated to reflect the latest information and direction.  

5.8 Roles and Responsibilities

This section describes the roles and responsibilities of parties involved in the implementation of the E-Government Transition project.

5.8.1 Contract Awardee Roles and Responsibilities 

The contract awardee bears the primary responsibility to ensure a smooth transition to the new environment, while working as a business partner with E-Government Project Core Team staff and Transition Implementation Project Team.  In addition to project planning, the awardee is responsible for moving equipment, software, and services from one environment to another.  It is expected that the vendor will use a approved approach to design, develop, test and implement all changes.  

Vendor needs to provide an implementation status report (in the form of checklist requirements) and help agencies ensure that business operations are continuously supported. The agency Transition Implementation Advisory Team will review the checklists.  The DAS EISPD E-Government Program Manager will verify that the checklist reports are accurate.

In addition, the awardee is expected to work with the Independent QA Contractor to enable their review of vendor deliverables and performance against the project plan, vendors Transition Plan, and applicable E-Government performance and success measures.
5.8.2 Existing Vendor Roles and Responsibilities

In the event the contract is not awarded to the current vendor, active involvement from the current vendor, HP, is needed to ensure a smooth transition to the new environment and disengagement from the current environment.  The current contract and the Transition Tasks and Deliverables Section describes specific tasks that HP will perform to support the E-Government Transition Project, such as providing documentation for current software and applications.  

In addition, the following is expected:

· Provide continued support of the current environment until full implementation and acceptance of the new environment as agreed to in the current contract
· Provide data extracts as needed to support data conversion efforts
· Communicate potential risks
· Participate in system training, conduct documentation walkthroughs and system support turnover processes
· Work with DAS EISPD to resolve any software ownership issues and/or any outstanding documentation issues with the current environment.
5.8.3 E-Government Project Core Team Roles and Responsibilities 

The E-Government Project Core Team staff will be responsible for project management support, contract management, continuity oversight, communication support, change management controls, issue resolution support and risk management.  The Core Team will also be responsible for final approval of all project deliverables.

In addition, the Core Team is expected to work with Independent QA Contractor to enable their review of project deliverables and processes.

5.8.4 Transition Implementation Advisory Team

A Transition Implementation Advisory Team will be formed from agency stakeholder representatives.  They will be chartered to represent the interests of the stakeholder community, and to provide advice, guidance and communication to EISPD and to the selected service provider.  This group will be expected to identify issues and make recommendations to E-Government program management. This group will also provide input on the awardee’s recommended sequence of agencies and services to be transitioned.  Strategies to ensure agency readiness at expected transition times will also be developed by this group. They will also participate in the process of measuring the success of the transition to the new environment.
5.8.5 Agency Roles and Responsibilities

The primary responsibility for agencies that rely on specific equipment, software or services supported by the program is to verify successful transition of products and services to the new environment.  Agencies will also be responsible for adapting their business processes to the new environment, identifying high-priority enhancements, participating in data conversion processes, and participating in training on new tools.
Agencies will be asked to communicate any potential issues, concerns or risks to project management, so that the Core Team can address these concerns proactively.

EISPD E-Government Program staff and agency staff will be available as needed to provide design input and to provide acceptance testing for product conformance to business requirements.  Client agencies will be expected to sign off that transition has successfully duplicated legacy functionality. 

In addition, some agencies will be active participants in the project by staffing a representative on the Transition Advisory Team to provide business and technical advice during the transition.

5.8.6 Independent Quality Assurance Roles and Responsibilities

Due to high visibility of this project and its impact on multiple agencies, DAS EISPD will be contracting with a third party Quality Assurance Contractor to perform responsibilities, such as:
· Develop an Independent Quality Management Plan with a focus on vendor deliverables and overall project processes
· Perform Independent Quality Review on key project deliverables
· Perform Independent Quality Review on the project’s processes, such as risk management, change management, and communication, for example

For more information on the project’s planned quality approach and the role of the Independent QA Contractor, see E-Government Transition Quality Management Guide.

5.9 Transition Tasks and Deliverables

The following tasks and deliverables are for the pre-E-Government assessment and the Transition project and provides context within which the proposing vendor’s detailed Transition Implementation Plan is expected to address at least items 5, 8 and 9 below.  The complete set of transition activities involves tasks that encompass a broad range of accountability, with responsible parties that include the DAS EISPD, DAS Procurement Office, the outgoing vendor, the incoming vendor, client agencies, and the external QA contractor.  The following high-level project phases represent an overview of those tasks: 
1. Transition Inventory and Analysis

2. Transition Planning 

3. Procurement Planning and RFP Development 

4. Procurement and Contracting

5. Solution Configuration, Software Development, Testing and Conversion (incoming vendor will propose in their detailed Transition Implementation Plan)

6. Business Process Changes and Organizational Change Management 

7. Independent Quality Assurance

8. Transition Operations Period (incoming vendor will propose in their detailed Transition Implementation Plan) 

9. Post-Transition Operations (incoming vendor will propose in their detailed Transition Implementation Plan)

	
	Task
	Proposed Start Date
	Proposed 
End Date
	Comments

	1
	Transition Inventory and Analysis
	April 2009
	July 2009
	This project phase is mostly complete

	1.1
	Software and Documentation Inventory
	May 09
	June 09
	Complete

	1.2
	Document current hardware configuration and hosting services
	April 09
	May 09
	Complete

	1.3
	Develop Measures of Success
	May 09
	June 09
	Initial work complete, development and baselining of specific measures are rolled into later stages 

	1.4
	Readiness Gap Analysis and Deficiency Plan
	June 09
	July 09
	Complete

	1.5
	Research other states E-Gov programs with benefit-based funding models
	May 09
	June 09
	Complete

	2
	Transition Planning
	April 2009
	Dec. 2009
	Partially complete

	2.1
	Establish project governance model and convene the transition advisory team
	April 09
	May 09
	Complete

	2.2
	Develop Communication Plan
	May 09
	June 09
	Complete

	2.3
	Develop Quality Management Guide
	May 09
	July 09
	Complete

	2.4
	Develop Change Management Plan
	June 09
	June 09
	Complete

	2.5
	Develop Transition Framework
	July 09
	Jan. 10
	Complete

	2.6
	Develop Integrated Project Plan
	July 09
	July 09
	Complete

	2.7
	Develop/purchase/decide on Issue Tracking database to be used
	July 09
	Aug. 09
	Complete

	2.8
	Initial risk identification and assessment
	July 09
	Aug. 09
	Complete

	2.9
	Baseline measures of success
	Aug 09
	Jan. 10
	

	2.9A
	Finalize measures of success criteria
	June 09
	July 09
	Complete

	2.9B
	Develop and finalize constituent survey
	Nov 09
	Jun. 10
	In process

	2.9C
	Develop and finalize agency measures
	Sept. 09
	Dec. 09
	Complete

	2.9 D
	Administer Measures of Success agency and constituent surveys
	Nov. 2010
	Dec. 2010
	

	3
	Procurement Planning and RFP Development
	April 2009
	Jan. 2010
	In process

	3.1
	Request for Information (RFI) process
	May 09
	July 09
	Complete

	 3.2
	RFP Core Team drafts SOW
	July 09
	Nov. 09
	Complete

	 3.3
	DAS EISPD develops T&C’s and RFP framework and merges SOW to create a complete draft RFP 
	July 09
	Dec. 09
	Complete

	3.4
	SPO/DOJ finalization of RFP
	Dec. 09
	Jan. 09
	Complete

	3.5
	Independent QA Contractor procurement
	March 10
	May 10
	In progress

	3.5A
	Develop solicitation materials
	
	
	1 week span time

	3.5B
	Finalize and post QA SOW
	
	
	1 week span time

	3.5C
	QA Response and evaluation period
	
	
	1 month span time

	3.5D
	Select QA Contractor and sign contract
	
	
	2 week span time

	3.6 
	Publish Request for Proposals
	Feb. 2010
	Feb. 2010
	In process

	3.7
	Implement communication plan
	July 2009
	Jan. 2010
	Complete

	3.8
	Monitor and control project issues and risks
	April 2009
	Feb. 2010
	In process

	4
	Procurement and Contracting
	Feb. 2010
	 Feb. 2011
	

	4.1 
	Vendors prepare proposals
	Feb. 2010
	April 2010
	

	4.2 
	Evaluation Performed 
	April 2010
	Nov. 2010
	

	 4.3
	Intent to Award Notice  & Award Protest Period
	Nov. 2010
	Nov. 2010
	

	 4.4
	SPO Response to any Protests
	Nov. 2010
	Nov. 2010
	

	4.5
	Contract Negotiations
	Nov. 2010
	Feb. 2011
	

	4.6
	Execute Contract (Execution and Notice to Proceed to Contractor) 
	Feb. 2011
	Feb. 2011
	

	4.7
	Implement communication plan
	Jan. 2010
	Feb. 2011
	

	4.8
	Monitor and control project issues and risks
	Jan. 2010
	Feb. 2011
	

	5
	Solution Configuration, Software Development, Testing and Conversion
	Feb. 2011
	TDB
	Vendor will propose this process. 

	 5.1
	Establish Transition Implementation Project Team and governance
	Jan. 2011
	Feb. 2011
	

	5.2
	Plan for Solution Configuration, Software Development, Testing and Conversion in detailed Transition Implementation Plan
	Feb. 2011
	March 2011
	

	5.3
	Solution configuration
	TBD
	TBD
	Depends on agreed upon contract awardees’ transition plan

	5.4
	Software development
	TBD
	TBD
	Depends on agreed upon contract awardees’ transition plan

	5.5
	Testing
	TBD
	TBD
	Depends on agreed upon contract awardees’ transition plan

	5.6
	Data conversion
	TBD
	TBD
	Depends on agreed upon contract awardees’ transition plan

	5.7
	Develop training and education plan
	TBD
	TBD
	Depends on agreed upon contract awardees’ transition plan

	5.8
	Implement communication plan
	Feb. 2011
	TBD
	End date depends on agreed upon contract awardees’ transition plan

	5.9
	Monitor and control project issues and risks
	Feb. 2011
	TBD
	End date depends on agreed upon contract awardees’ transition plan

	6
	Business Process Changes and Organizational Change Management
	Feb. 2011
	TBD
	

	6.1
	Develop and Organizational Change Management Plan
	Feb. 2011
	April 2011
	

	6.2
	Determine whether Business Case needs to be updated and update it, if needed
	Jun 2010
	Dec. 2010
	

	6.3 
	Develop impacted business process inventory
	July 2010
	Aug. 2010
	

	6.4
	Analyze “to-be” business process changes to determine their impact, priority and management strategy
	Aug. 2010
	Sept. 2010
	

	6.5
	Develop material to address business process changes
	Sept. 2010
	TBD
	End date dependant on E-gov contract awardee’s accepted Transition Plan

	6.6
	Incorporate materials in training or testing
	TBD
	TBD
	Dates dependant on E-gov contract awardee’s accepted Transition Plan

	6.7
	Implement business process changes
	TBD
	TBD
	Dates dependant on E-gov contract awardee’s accepted Transition Plan

	7
	Independent Quality Assurance
	Dec. 2009
	TBD
	Dates dependant on E-gov contract awardee’s accepted Transition Plan

	 7.1
	Pre-RFP release quality and risk assessment
	Dec. 2009
	Dec. 2009
	Completed

	7.2
	Develop Quality Management Plan
	June 2010
	August 2010
	

	7.3
	Quality Control Tasks
	TBD
	TBD
	QA Contractor will propose

	7.4
	Quality Assurance Tasks
	TBD
	TBD
	QA Contractor will propose

	7.5
	Risk Management Tasks
	TBD
	TBD
	QA Contractor will propose

	8
	Transition Operations Period
	TBD
	TBD
	Vendor will propose 

	 8.1
	Develop implementation contingency plans
	
	
	Dates dependant on E-gov contract awardee’s accepted Transition Plan

	 8.2
	Implementation of hardware, software and services in production environment
	
	
	Dates dependant on E-gov contract awardee’s accepted Transition Plan

	8.3
	Implement Training and Education plan
	
	
	Dates dependant on E-gov contract awardee’s accepted Transition Plan

	9
	Post-Transition Operations
	TBD
	TBD
	Vendor will propose 

	 9.1
	Implement resource-level changes
	
	
	Dates dependant on E-gov contract awardee’s accepted Transition Plan

	9.2
	Develop project close-out lessons learned document
	
	
	Dates dependant on E-gov contract awardee’s accepted Transition Plan


5.10 Organizational Change Management

A comprehensive Organizational Change Management Plan will be developed, adopted, and targeted toward agency staff, managers and DAS business partners. During the life cycle of the E-Government Transition project, organizational change management opportunities will be identified and addressed. Approaches for addressing organizational change management issues include, but are not limited to: 

· Business Process Changes;

· Organizational Change Readiness Assessment;

· Identification of all Customer Expectations; and

· Ongoing Communications with DAS Business Partners and Customers.  
Refer to the project’s Project Plan for more detail about planned organizational change management efforts.  

5.11 Communication

Another important key to a successful project is to ensure that there is effective communication between and among the vendor, the central implementation state staff, agency customers and other stakeholders.  The program has developed a project communication plan, E-Government Transition Communication Plan, which has been implemented to ensure stakeholders are informed.

5.12  Anticipated Business Process Changes

This project will result in business process changes both for DAS EISPD and for agencies, as well as other E-Government Program stakeholders.  This section focuses on anticipated business process changes and presents a strategy for handling business process changes.  
DAS EISPD Business Process Changes

Once a contract has been awarded to a vendor, the Core Team will work with the vendor to identify affected business processes.  Some identified business process changes will be internal to DAS, and some are likely to affect agencies or other Program stakeholders.  DAS EISPD will analyze the “to-be” business process changes to determine how best to address the changes; for example, some changes may be minor and not require any action, others may need to be documented as new or changed business processes and/or be included in planned training or testing.

It is planned that for business process changes that affect multiple agencies, DAS EISPD will work with the Transition Implementation Advisory Team to draft new or revise existing business process documentation to address the changes.

Planned steps:

· DAS EISPD will work with awardee to identify affected business processes, creating a business process inventory

· “To-be” business process changes will be analyzed to determine their impact, priority and management strategy (how best to address the changes).  Possible management strategies are:

· No action needed

· Document new or changed business processes and/or revise existing documentation

· Include changes in planned training

· Include changes in planned communication

· Ensure changes are included in planned testing

· Awardee and EISPD develop material that addresses business process changes (update documentation, develop or review training material, develop new business process documentation, for example)

· Communicate business process changes and cutover timeframes as appropriate

· Incorporate materials in training or testing, as appropriate

· Implement business process changes

Agency Business Process Changes

This project will result in business process changes that affect agencies.  

Most business process changes are likely to affect multiple agencies.  For business process changes that affect multiple agencies, DAS EISPD will work with the Transition Implementation Advisory Team to draft new or revise existing business process documentation and materials to address the changes.  Some examples of business process changes is this category are:

· Business process changes that affect all agencies that use Secure Pay e-commerce services

· Business process changes that affect all agencies that use Portal and Application Development services

· Business process changes that affect all agencies that use Oregon GovSpace Enterprise Collaboration services

· Business process changes that affect all agencies that currently have signed service level agreements in effect for current E-Government Program environment

For business process changes that are specific for a single agency, such as changes related to a specific E-Commerce store, the awardee and the agency will work together to address the necessary business process changes.    
Other E-Government Program Stakeholders

This project will result in business process changes that affect other E-Government Program stakeholders, such as businesses or constituents.  The Core Team will work with the new contract awardee to identify affected business processes in this category, and the Core Team will incorporate these business process changes into the “to-be” Business Process Inventory for action.
It is planned that business process changes that impact businesses or public users will require updated web-based materials or some other method to orient these users to the changes.

5.13 Independent Quality Assurance

Due to high visibility of this project and its impact on multiple agencies, DAS EISPD will be contracting with a third party Quality Assurance Contractor to perform quality assurance throughout the project.  DAS EISPD plans to procure a third party Quality Assurance Contractor prior to releasing the RFP to perform an independent quality assessment on the project at that point.  The Quality Assurance Contractor may also be involved during the evaluation period.  It is planned that the majority of the QA Contractor’s efforts will be performed during the transition period, after an incoming service provider has been selected.

The planned steps for procuring a QA Contractor are:

· Develop solicitation materials using DAS’s Quality Assurance Statement of Work (QA SOW) template and tailoring it for this project (1 week span time)

· Finalize and post QA SOW (1 week span time)

· Response and evaluation period (1 month span time)

· Select QA Contractor and sign contract (2 week span time)

Based on these steps, the Core Team should plan two months lead-time before the QA Contractor’s initial quality assessment.
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