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Business Case

Project Name:  
NSLDS Reengineering – FY02 Investment Decision
Channel:

Financial Partners

Project Sponsor: 
John Reeves

Project Lead: 
John Bogasky
Project Description 

Describe the need for change (the business problem to be addressed).

The key capabilities supported by the National Student Loan Data System (NSLDS) are:
· Determining student eligibility for Title IV student aid – both pre-screening and post-screening

· Calculating default rates for schools, guarantors and lenders

· Supporting financial management activities including:

· Guaranty agency LPIF and AMF payments

· Budget formulation/execution and modeling

· Reasonability of reasonability of payments to guarantors and lenders

· Tracking student enrollment status

· Providing information to policy, research and other groups

To support these capabilities, NSLDS serves as a comprehensive repository of Title IV recipients and their loan, Pell grant, overpayment and enrollment information.  This information is provided by many sources – both internal and external to ED.  NSLDS is not the system of record for any of this shared data.  Given the importance of the data stored on NSLDS, it is critical that the Department and financial aid community has confidence that this information is accurate and timely and, when it is not, that it can be corrected in a timely manner.

The most significant challenges presented by NSLDS are related to discrepancies between the data stored in NSLDS and the systems of record.  These discrepancies are the result of:

· Inconsistent edits between NSLDS and provider systems which drives the number of NSLDS rejects of “good” and “bad” records from data providers 

· Lack of data currency that is, in part, the result of infrequent updates to NSLDS from provider systems

Compounding these problems are gaps in the ability of NSLDS customer service and data providers to detect and correct data discrepancies in a timely manner.

Data accuracy is an essential element to NSLDS’ ability to perform its key functions – particularly in determining a student’s eligibility and cohort default rates. It is also essential for SFA to obtain a clean financial audit.  When data on NSLDS is not correct, schools and students find themselves in the role of disproving NSLDS data, which is often a very labor intensive and a time consuming process.  Although the GAO and financial statement auditors have been complementary of SFA’s efforts to improve the quality of data, criticism continues from the financial aid community and students over the difficulties encountered when trying to correct data on NSLDS.   Data providers, and especially schools, have requested that SFA establish a process to correct NSLDS data in a more timely and efficient manner.  Even with the positive steps have been taken to improve data quality and the error correction processes (e.g., NSLDS Mad Dog project, data quality project), longer-term solutions are still essential to more effectively address these challenges.

In addition to the financial and data integrity issues, another major concern is the annual operational cost of NSLDS (including Raytheon and VDC costs), which is approximately $20 million annually.

What is the purpose of the initiative?

NSLDS Re-engineering Vision Key Findings:

A key finding of the NSLDS Re-engineering Vision effort has been that a fetch strategy does not offer compelling business benefits that can outweigh the near-term difficulties of implementing a fetch capability.   The complexities of fetch are greatest in the FFEL and Perkins programs due to the large number of data systems that support these programs.   While a fetch strategy still offers benefits and appears desirable, more time is needed for the improved industry standardization and consensus that an industry-wide fetch capability will require.

A second key finding of the NSLDS Re-Engineering Vision effort has been that SFA program management needs require that SFA maintain a Title IV Aid data repository (e.g., a data mart) even if a fetch strategy were fully implemented.  Modern analytical tools are needed to make the repository more useful.

A third key finding concerns improving the integration between data reporting to SFA and SFA’s business processes for paying fees and claims to financial partners.  Today, some of the financial partner data reporting to SFA is largely independent of financial partner invoice submissions to SFA.   SFA can realize improvements in both data quality and financial integrity by merging these data flows with the detailed data records serving as supporting detail for financial partner invoices.  One example would be requiring supporting loan-level default data with Form 2000 invoices.  Such invoice detail records would then form the basis for the FFEL portion of a re-engineered NSLDS data repository.

A fourth key finding is that the student enrollment data base maintained by the National Student Clearinghouse has substantial overlaps with the enrollment data contained in NSLDS.   A cost-saving opportunity may exist if SFA can contract with the Clearinghouse to enhance their system to meet the enrollment repository functions of the current NSLDS, thereby eliminating the current redundancy.

Given these findings, the first phase of NSLDS re-engineering will aim to capitalize on the last three opportunities and defer implementation of the fetch strategy opportunity.   This involves moving the data repository to a modern data mart platform and re-engineering the data feeds to integrate them with natural business events and business processes.  This will also include revising the business processes and data repository in a way that positions SFA for a future fetch capability.

This first phase on NSLDS Re-engineering capability should deliver the following major benefits:

· Improve SFA’s financial integrity

· Reduce the costs associated with NSLDS and related operations

· Improve the quality and usability of NSLDS information, benefiting the Department and other NSLDS users in the financial aid community

This initiative described in this business case is aimed at the following three objectives:

· Assess whether this first phase of NSLDS re-engineering can be a share-in-savings deal

· Complete the SLC Definition phase for this phase of NSLDS Re-engineering and complete the detailed design portion of the SLC Construction phase

· Continue to work with the financial aid community on evolving standards and consensus for implementing a fetch strategy.

The Definition for this phase of re-engineering NSLDS will focus on: 

· Leveraging and integrating NSLDS with data marts and other SFA systems

· Implementing process improvements including event-driven data feeds, and enhanced edits and error processing

· Improving data storage and archiving efficiencies

· Incorporating the Common Record, its data extensions and XML architecture to support re-engineered NSLDS data feeds

· Defining requirements for enhancing the National Student Clearinghouse to support SFA’s requirements for an enrollment data repository, including provisions for protecting the privacy and security of enrollment data

· Defining Federal financial management (JFMIP) and audit trail requirements for that data considered to be part of the Federal Financial Management System

· Migrating to a new technical platform to reduce operational costs

· Developing a high-level transition strategy, considering issues such as:

· Lead time necessary for reengineering Forms 2000 (e.g., OMB Forms clearance)

· Changes in process and cost for partners to support reengineered data feeds 

The “re-platformed” NSLDS solution and the underlying process improvements will provide the necessary foundation for phasing in future enhancements to NSLDS.  For example, real-time access to FFEL source data has the potential for being phased in once the infrastructure required to support a “fetch” strategy has matured in the FFEL community.  Today, this FFEL infrastructure is still evolving.

What is the scope of the initiative, including what it is not?

The scope of this initiative is a design for a reengineered NSLDS Phase 1 solution that is supported by a data mart strategy, a new technical platform and process improvements.   This initiative will also develop a business case to complete the implementation of this phase.   The goal will be for this to be a share-in-savings implementation, but it is yet to be determined if the economics here can support an SIS arrangement.  If an SIS arrangement is not possible, this task will develop a business case for completing implementation at a pace consistent with SFA’s NSLDS funding plans.

Out-of-scope for this initiative is the design and construction of the fetch strategy, although a fetch strategy update will be provided at the end of the design phase.

What is the start date and end date of the initiative?

The timeframe for this initiative is for the period January 28, 2002 through October 31, 2002, which covers work on the first release through the detailed design portion of the SLC Construction phase.

What other business areas/external groups are affected by the implementation of this initiative and how are they affected?

NSLDS Re-engineering will affect all NSLDS users.  The details of these effects will need depend on design details yet to be determined.  Many users will see improvements.  For example, the Re-engineered NSLDS will provide modern data analysis tools that improve the usefulness and accessibility of NSLDS data.

Schools that report enrollment data to SFA today but are not NSC members are not expected to see a change.  SFA’s objective is to negotiate an arrangement with the Clearinghouse that limits NSC use of non-member school data to only those uses now made of data reported to NSLDS and that allows schools to report data in the same manner.   One exception might be a move to an XML data specification.

Financial Partners will see changes in the data that they submit to SFA.   Changes are expected to include increased usage of XML as a data exchange standard, adding loan level financial data to loan records than match the control totals on financial partner invoices, and merging data reporting and invoicing into an single, integrated SFA reporting process. 

SFA systems will also see changes.  FMS will gain new requirements to match loan detail information submitted with an invoice to the invoice total amounts and then to forward valid records to the new NSLDS data repository.   SFA’s aid processing systems may be able to report data to NSLDS less frequently (on the same cycle as FFEL loans) as SFA uses the bus to access source SFA systems directly when “fresh” data is needed.    There will be a general goal to eliminate redundancy between NSLDS and SFA’s modernized aid processing systems that could cause adjustments in those aid processing systems.

As a result of improving the quality and timeliness of information in NSLDS, schools will reduce their administrative burden of disproving inaccurate data on NSLDS.  For example, schools cannot award aid until NSLDS is corrected or unless they have documentation that supports the correct data.  By streamlining error processing and moving edit checks out of NSLDS and back to source systems, the number of phone calls and follow up actions required by students, schools and data providers should be reduced.  

Guaranty agency and lender payment processing (e.g., for maintenance fees, defaults, interest and special allowance fees), will also be streamlined by more closely linking event-driven transactions to NSLDS updates and, as appropriate, providing more detailed information to improve controls.  For example, a request for loan default payments as part of Forms 2000 will require loan level information to support the claim.

What systems are impacted by the implementation of this initiative and how are they impacted?

All systems that provide data to NSLDS may be affected by designs considered by this effort.  In addition, existing data marts may be affected by these designs.  This design effort will include looking at SFA’s current and planned data marts so that these plans are merged with NSLDS plans.  The goal is to provide an integrated strategy that can meet both NSLDS and current data mart requirements with the fewest number of data marts. 

Extensive use of EAI is anticipated to support some NSLDS functions (e.g., eligibility screening against SFA data).

What business processes are impacted by the implementation of this initiative and how are they impacted?

All business processes that provide data to NSLDS or use data from the system may be affected by NSLDS re-engineering.  Specific processes that are supported by NSLDS include:

· Student aid eligibility

· Financial aid history

· Student transfer monitoring

· Loan transfer tracking

· Payment processing

· Payment reasonability

· Cohort default rates

· Enrollment tracking

· Audit and program reviews

· Research and policy development

· Budget formulation and execution

Enterprise Impact
What are the impacts on the Enterprise from the implementation of this initiative?  (Please detail decisions needed from Department)

Department of Education personnel are regular users of NSLDS data, especially for analytical and policy study purposes as well as budget planning.    The new data mart tools anticipated for NSLDS II should provide these users with improved access and analytical tools to support their business requirements.    The requirements of these Departmental users will need to be included in NSLDS reengineering plans.  

This initiative does not expect to have an impact on SFA’s GPEA requirements.  All of the business processes supported by NSLDS are now supported by, or will be supported by, electronic alternatives.  NSLDS Re-engineering will not degrade this level of automation.  Some simplification in data requirements imposed on the financial aid community will occur through the integration of invoicing and data reporting.

Accessibility

Please indicate how the initiative complies to accessibility guidelines.  The Department and SFA’s Accessibility Guidelines can be found at the following URL: http://connected.ed.gov/policies/index.cfm?navID=71C6D478-E6E0-4C0E-B9D1324CFF996047&menuItem=2&subMenuItem=1
Please be sure to comment on this initiatives efforts to meet Section 508 compliance.

The NSLDS user interface design will follow SFA technology standards intended to achieve Section 508 Compliance.   Section 508 compliance will also be a major requirement governing the selection of any data mart tools should analysis determine that SFA’s current tool suite cannot meet the NSLDS requirement.

Details regarding how implementation of an NSLDS will achieve Section 508 compliance will be addressed as the design for NSLDS evolves.

Technologies Used

List the proposed technologies that will be used to implement this project

Design and implementation work will comply with SFA standards to the extent possible.  The requirement to maintain very high volumes of data related to FFEL loans in a data mart may introduce some new technologies.  Proposed technologies will be identified during the design phase.

	Name/type
	Proposed use
	Has technology been used at SFA before? Where?
	Does Technology fit SFA’s Architecture Standard? Explain.
	Does SFA have the technical expertise to implement this technology?  Why?

	If applicable, to be determined by the design effort.
	
	
	
	


Benefits
Provide a narrative discussion to explain why SFA is the doing the initiative and what project objectives or expected outcomes can be quantified and how can they be measured.  Demonstrate that the initiative supports the goals and objectives of SFA, how it supports these goals and objectives, to what extent it helps SFA achieve these goals and objectives and when these benefits will be realized.

This initiative intends to develop a design and begin the construction of the first release of a re‑engineered NSLDS that once implemented will reduce costs and improve quality.   Specific benefits will be identified in the business case produced as part of the design phase.

Reduce Unit Cost (HARD DOLLARS)

	Quantified Benefit ($)
	How will benefit be measured/realized?
	When will benefit be realized?

	Design to explore the potential to reduce total NSLDS operations costs by up to 50% from the FY00 baseline.
	
	Upon implementation of re-engineered NSLDS.   Implementation schedule to be developed as part of this task and potentially dependent on whether a SIS arrangement is viable.

	Assumptions

	


Increase Customer Satisfaction

	Quantified/Qualitative Benefit
	How will benefit be measured/realized?
	When will benefit be realized?

	· Improve NSLDS-like services to financial aid community

· Improve quality of NSLDS data

· Improve analytical tools used to access Title IV aid data

· Address financial integrity concerns associated with SFA support for payments to financial partners and support for credit reform accounting.


	
	Upon implementation of re-engineered NSLDS.   Implementation schedule to be developed as part of this task and potentially dependent on whether a SIS arrangement is viable.

	Assumptions

	


Increase Employee Satisfaction

	Quantified/Qualitative Benefit
	How will benefit be measured/realized?
	When will benefit be realized?

	
	
	

	Assumptions

	


OTHER COST BENEFITS: (Include Avoidance of Future Costs, Reduction to any Non- SFA entity’s costs and Other Unquantified Benefits)

	Quantified/Qualitative Benefit
	How will benefit be measured/realized?
	When will benefit be realized?

	Common Servicing may be able to reduce the frequency with which Direct loan or defaulted loan data is reported to NSLDS
	Use of middleware to fetch SFA data directly from source system when current data is needed (e.g., student eligibility) rather than sending daily updates to NSLDS repository to support these queries.
	Upon NSLDS Implementation

	Financial partners may see streamlined processing by combining independent invoicing and data reporting processes
	Should have a positive impact on customer satisfaction ratings
	Upon NSLDS Implementation

	Improved management decision-making enabled by improved usability of data analysis tools.
	Difficult to measure.
	Upon NSLDS Implementation

	Assumptions

	


Estimated overall dollar amount of all benefits listed above.

	Quantified Benefits

	BY
	BY+1
	BY+2
	BY+3
	BY+4
	Total

	
	
	
	
	
	TBD

	Assumptions

	Current NSLDS system costs SFA approximately $20M annually (including Raytheon and VDC costs).  Re-engineering goal is to reduce this cost by up to 50%.


Costs


Provide costs, including those to implement the initiative and the costs to support it over its useful life.

At this early stage, only a high level estimate of the costs to complete work through the detailed design portion of the SLC Construction phase of the first release is available.  The current request is for $2.75 million.  This estimate will be revised at the conclusion of the Definition phase at the end of June.
Note:
This business case provides for the planned FY02 investment commitment of $2.75M, and the release of $1.1M to support NSLDS reengineering through June (completion of the Design phase).  An investment of $250K was already approved by the IRB in Dec for work on the Hi-Level Requirements.

Total Cost of Ownership

What is the level of required enhancement after implementation?

Unknown at this early stage.   Ongoing maintenance to address changes in SFA business processes and external mandates will be required as with all Title IV aid systems.    Future enhancement requirements will depend on the exact scope of the solution to be designed and the implementation plan that is to be developed under this task.

What is the life span of this initiative?

This is a nine-month project.  Based on its outcome, follow-on projects are likely to be undertaken to complete the construction of the recommended solution in FY03.

Alternatives

Discuss what could be done in place of this initiative and describe the consequences of each alternative.

	Alternative
	Consequence

	Remain as-is
	SFA will continue to spend ~$20M per year on NSLDS, will not address some financial integrity issues regarding support for payments to financial partners, and will not provide NSLDS users with modern data analysis tools that could improve management of the financial aid programs.

	Non-technology solution
	Impossible given volumes of data associated with NSLDS



	Enhance an existing system
	Large portion of potential cost-savings opportunities are believed to lie in cost reductions of moving NSLDS away from mainframe technology.



	Implement on a smaller scale
	Volume of data or frequency in NSLDS data mart may be reduced, but that still needs to be determined by further analysis.



	Other
	


Risks

At this early stage of the initiative, risks are still very manageable.  As we proceed with the design phase, the risks associated with implementing the design will be identified in the business case developed as part of this effort.

	Risk
	Description of Risk
	Mitigation Strategy

	Financial
	NSLDS Re-engineering may not offer economics that will allow it to be a share-in-savings deal.  If SIS is not possible, this may slow the pace at which the a revised NSLDS may be implemented.
	Make an assessment of SIS viability by the end of June.  Adjust remainder of design effort and implementation planning to reflect financial constraints presented by expected implementation arrangement.  



	Technology
	SFA may need to make changes to its data mart technical architecture standards to support the large NSLDS data volumes.
	Evaluation of technical architecture choices and constraints will be part of this NSLDS design effort

	Scope
	
	

	Management
	
	

	Exposure
	Alignment of data feeds with other business processes will likely require financial partners to implement changes to those data feeds.   
	Plan a transition for financial partners that supports a phased transition (similar to COD’s phased transition) where leading providers can upgrade while other providers can continue to interface with SFA using current processes for a period of time.


Acquisition Strategy 

Sources (Indicate the prospective sources of supplies or services that can meet the need of this project.  List the most likely offerors for the requirement, and/or the manufacturer and model of the equipment that will most likely be offered).  

NSLDS Re-engineering Task Order will be awarded to Accenture under the Modernization Partner contract.  

Competition (Describe how competition will be sought, promoted, and sustained throughout the course of the acquisition, including any performance requirements that will be required).  

To be addressed in business case completed as part of the design effort.

Contract Considerations (For each contract contemplated, discuss contract type selection; use of multiyear contracting, options, or other special contracting methods, ex: performance-based).

The business case for executing a share in savings deal will be assessed during the design phase.

Schedule/Milestones (including acquisition cycle)  

	#
	Milestone
	Start Date
	End Date

	1
	Conceptual Design
	
	3/31/02

	2
	System Requirements
	
	6/30/02

	3
	Share in Savings Viability Decision
	
	6/30/02

	4
	Fetch Strategy Review - Update
	
	6/30/02

	5
	Release 1 Detailed Design
	
	10/31/02

	6
	Implementation Business Case
	
	10/31/02









































� EMBED Excel.Sheet.8  ���








last printed 01/31/02
E - 1
SFA IT Investment Management 



Operating Procedures Version 1.0b
PAGE  
last updated 01/31/02
E - 12
SFA IT Investment Management 



Operating Procedures Version 1.0b

_1073983631.xls
Sheet1

		Dollar Values in $000						Prior to BY		BY		BY+1		BY+2		BY+3		BY+4

		Fiscal Year								FY02		FY03		FY04		FY05		FY06

		SECTION 1 - LEGACY BASELINE

		Legacy System Costs

		Legacy System

				VDC Operating Costs						$   -

				System O&M						$   -

				Other Costs				$   -		$   -

				TOTAL Legacy Cost		A		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -

		SECTION 2 - MODERNIZATION INVESTMENT

		Modernized System Investment

		Modernized System Development

				Vision Phase (Hi-Level Requirements)				$   -		$   250

				Requirements Phase				$   -		$   350

				Design Phase						$   750																				227.0833333333

				Construction Phase						$   1,100

				Deployment Phase						$   -

				QA - IV&V						$   25																				145.8333333333

				QA - Security Assessment						$   25

				Production Support - VDC Services						$   -

				Other Costs - Hardware/Software						$   500

				TOTAL Modernization Investment		B		$   -		$   3,000		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -

		Modernized System Operations

				Modernized O&M				$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -

				Legacy O&M								$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -

				TOTAL Modernization Operations		C		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -

				TOTAL Modernization System Investment		B+C		$   -		$   3,000		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -

		SECTION 3 - SAVINGS

		Projected Savings

				Total Modernization System Investment *		E=B+C		$   -		$   (3,000)		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -

				Total Savings/Year **		F=A+B		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -

				Cumulative Savings				$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -

				Net Annual Return		H=E+F		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -

				Cumulative Net Annual Return		I=I+H		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -

		* Investment shown as a negative number value

		** Savings shown as a positive number value

		TOTAL FY02 IRB Funds Requested								$   3,000

		TOTAL FY02 Operations Funds Requested								$   -
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