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Business Case

Project Name:
Electronic Financial Statements and Compliance Audits
Channel: 

Schools

Project Sponsor:
Kay Jacks/Victoria Edwards

Project Lead: 
Randy Wolff
Project Description 

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

Under authority of Section 487 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA), as amended, the Department of Education collects financial statements and compliance audits in paper form from 6,500 proprietary, non-profit and public institutions that participate in Title IV programs.  This function encompasses two distinct review processes led by two groups within Student Financial Assistance Case Management and Oversight (SFA/CMO) – the Document Receipt and Control Center (DRCC) operated by 24 contractors, and regional Case Teams staffed with over 200 Federal employees.  

Collecting, copying, screening, disseminating, reviewing and filing all these documents is an extremely awkward and time-consuming process.  The tasks performed by the DRCC and Case Teams are labor intensive and involve constant document handling.  Numerous manual data entry points create frequent data errors and slow a heavily resource-laden review process (See Attachment 1 for an illustrative overview of these processes).  The large volume of incoming paper further overloads the review process.  In Fiscal Year 2000 the DRCC processed over 13,500 documents --- 7,200 compliance audits and 6,300 financial statements.  One of the most difficult challenges facing the DRCC and Case Teams is balancing their resources throughout the year to handle the workload at peak periods (See Table 1).

	Table 1: Peak Months for Incoming Financial Statement And Compliance Audits

	FY 2000
	February
	April
	June
	Peak Totals
	Annual

	Audits Received
	855  (12%)
	1155  (16%)
	1098  (15%)
	3108  (43%)
	7,200

	Financials Received
	778  (12%)
	939  (15%)
	940  (15%)
	2657  (42%)
	6,300


This backlog can prevent the Department from efficient and effective identification of institutions that are not compliant with the Title IV program.  It also adversely affects the quality of services the Department delivers to its customers through lost documents, review mistakes, longer resolution periods, etc.  In addition to these existing problems, SFA must allocate over 1200 square feet to physically store multiple years of audits and financial statements.  When SFA moves to its new location, this storage will be more costly and also restrict available spacing for staff in a building where space is already at a premium.  Another driver in this initiative is the Government Paper Elimination Act (GPEA).  It requires agencies to allow for electronic transactions, which applies to compliance audits and financial reports. 

The major problems with the current financial statement and audit review processes are summarized in the next table:

	
	Table 2:  CURRENT PROBLEMS

	Fragmented Processes  (
	· Distinct audit and financial review processes require 8-14 specialists

· Maintain multiple application modules to support review process

· Nonstandard database architectures produce duplicate records

	Manual Workflow  

( 
	· Retrieve and track mail from more than 4 different locations 

· Reconcile receipt of audits from FAC1 with electronic files

· Handle 2-4 copies of every incoming audit and financial statement

· Hand-write audit control numbers on compliance audits

· Copy/hand-deliver documents to teams, who copy/FedEx to regions

· Visual checks provide only file control over 13,500 annual documents

	Redundant Data  

( 
	· Normalization rules allow data facts to be expressed more than once 

· Enter shared data multiple times in different application modules

· Upload audit data from FAC into CMO application

· Extract data from CMO application and upload into ED system

	Inefficient  Operations

(   
	· Business rules force a “check the checkers” type of operation 

· Pass every document through to a minimum of 8 people

· Recheck results of every review by a quality control person

· Few repetitive business processes are automated

· Re-compute ratios and scores to verify automated calculations

	Security Limitations 

(
	· Controlling access to data fields in 100 database tables for 400 users 

· Change control only includes login name, edited field, and edit date

· Back-filling and overwriting data fields to correct data errors

	Older Technology 

( 
	· Need special query knowledge to access routine transactional data

· Rely on outdated programming routines to produce reports

· Extract, transfer and load data using flat files

	Manual Data Entry 

(
	· Log each incoming document into automated tracking system

· Translate audit findings into codes and key in codes 

· Copy sample error rates from audit report into application

· Enter basic financial statement data to calculate ratios and score

· Retype audit findings verbatim 

· Insert processing dates at each review point to track progress

	Customer  Dissatisfaction 

(
	· Request schools to re-send lost audits and financial statements

· Schools must contact DRCC to get status information

· Multiple correspondence comes from DRCC, CMO, FAC, etc.

· Notices go out incorrectly or to the wrong person(s)

	Employee

Dissatisfaction 

(
	· Workloads fluctuate significantly in peak periods

· Deliver data for analysis to desktops in hard-to-use format

· Reviewers with varying needs/skills must use all-inclusive modules

· Restricted access to central school files impedes analyses


1. Federal Audit Clearinghouse – collects all A-133 Audits under authority of Office of Management and Budget.

What is the purpose of the initiative?

The purpose of this initiative is to provide a paperless single point of receipt and access for financial statements and compliance audits by ensuring the following:   

· Fully accessible, web-based application to replace current manual operations

· Electronic data capture to minimize errors, reduce paper, and eliminate lost documents 

· Automated workflow tools to decrease backlogs, shorten cycle times, and balance resources

· Integrated business rules for improved decision-making throughout the review process

· User-friendly interfaces to reduce the manual data entry points and improve data access

· Data Store to eliminate duplicate data and immediately identify missing or late documents

This initiative will build off of the success of related applications that are in use at the Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Agency and the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC).  In concept, institutions would sign on through the Schools Portal and enter standard audit and financial data through a forms-based web application.  They would attach an electronic version of their compliance audit and financial statement to the web form, such as a portable document format file.  The institution’s independent auditor may need to sign on to certify that the data submission is correct.  In order to address related regulatory and attestation issues, we established a working relationship with Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) in the development of this business case.  This working group will be closely involved in setting the final requirements of the application during its development and deployment.  

The application would then transmit the data to SFA via an XML or XBRL interface into a data store at SFA.   The decision logic in the data store would perform the requisite analyses and serve as a workflow queue to direct problematic documents to the appropriate resource for resolution.  We would learn from the lessons of other SFA modernization initiatives are now in process (i.e., Siebel for Consistent Answers (CA), Open-Text for Electronic Records Management, and XML for Common Origination and Disbursement).

This initiative also directly aligns with Goal 4 of the Department of Education’s Strategic Plan for 2001-2005.  As the objectives state for Data collection and Information Management;

· Provide support, coordination, and direction to data improvement efforts to promote agency-wide standards-based information management.  Convert to data collections allowing electronic responses; consolidate our data collections; improve the timeliness of our information dissemination; and assist in collaboration with our state and local education partners in the definition and implementation of data and information sharing.  

· Initiate an agency-wide data quality effort to measure the quality of data, identify data cleanup opportunities, and help prioritize additional data quality initiatives.  Audit existing legacy databases for completeness and validity, structural integrity, and data conformance to business rules, which has never been done heretofore.

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

The Electronic Financial Statements and Compliance Audits initiative is a straightforward Information Technology project.  The project consists of design, development, testing and deployment.   Specifically, the scope includes:

· Obtaining consensus agreements among key participants (see business areas impacted)

· Facilitating joint application development workshops

· Identifying functional and technical requirements 

· Standardizing the forms for web submission of audit and financial data

· Developing a detailed design that integrates enterprise-based COTS software solutions

· Modeling a data store consistent with the modernization target state architecture

· Building an end-to-end application with analysis capability and workflow decision logic

· Applying the enterprise security system to authenticate users and authorize access levels

· Interfacing with applicable internal and external databases (CA, FAC, etc.) 

· Testing the application with institutions and case teams

· Producing user manuals and training materials 

· Delivering training sessions for Case Teams

· Implementing application, including 90 days of operation and maintenance with help desk 

· Establishing any 8A-contracts necessary to support ongoing operations and maintenance

The scope will not include:

· Reengineering the DRCC or Case Management financial statement and audit processes

· Modifying any of the current SFA database systems (PEPS, CARS, etc.)

· Providing training-related equipment, facilities, or travel funds for Case Teams

· Input forms and business rules for foreign schools and third-party servicer audit reports

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

The duration for this initiative is less than one year, beginning November 2001 and ending September 2002, with production beginning October 2002.  When compared to HUD’s 1997 initiative, this is a well-proven schedule that contains ample time to complete all activities.  HUD took just over a year to develop a related application, which at that time was state-of-the-art.  The start and end dates for the major components of this initiative are:

· Detailed Design *

November 2001 through April 2002

· Software Programming
April 2002 through August 2002

· Implementation

July 2002 through September 2002

· Production and Support
October 2002

   *
HUD and SEC experience proves that the key to their success was the early involvement of key financial groups.  Therefore, design will include decision points for buy-in (see next section).

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

Since each of the 6500 institutions must submit an annual compliance audit and financial statement to SFA, this initiative will affect a number of organizations.   Starting at the point of origination, institutions and others will need to learn to interpret financial data and use the web for data submission.  The benefit is they will no longer have to expend time copying and mailing reports and would get instant notice on receipt, progress and acceptance.  The web will drive standardization of data and collection forms.   

To eliminate paper submission from institutions, SFA will develop alternative ways for auditors to certify data in a digital environment.  As mentioned earlier, a working group consisting of the National Association of College and University Business Officers (NACUBO), OMB, AICPA, ED-CFO, ED-OIG and the design team will develop acceptable methods to build this functionality into the application.  If PDF formats of the financials and compliance reports are submitted, a sampling confirmation approach may be used.  If financial and compliance information directly entered into the application, 100% certification of data may be used. 

In the initial release, the FAC would likely continue getting a hard copy of the A-133 Single Audit from public and non-profit institutions with the electronic data coming to SFA.   Although integrating this application with the FAC database will streamline this business area and eventually lead to changes in the SFA Memorandum of Understanding.  In customer interviews, institutions indicated that until these processes can be fully integrated, they would be pleased to send paper copy to FAC and enter data on the SFA web based application.  This is because they would have confirmation of submission and would not be required to send multiple copies to replace lost documents.

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

There are no impacts to any existing SFA system.   To improve data quality, this initiative may provide real time interfaces to PEPS, Compliance Audit Record System  (CARS) or other systems, as needed.

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

DRCC operations will change dramatically.  At present, numerous specialists are trained to repeatedly carry out a prescribed routine that is designed to result in a consistent decision.  Integrated business rules within the application will now perform these operations at breakneck speed.  DRCC will have a new role.  Its focus will change from high-rate processing to expert oversight.  DRCC will consist of a few highly skilled authorities to ensure this automation complies with all current regulations and guidelines. 

CMO will also work with new proficiency.  An automated workflow queue will replace manual document handling.  It will manage approval and movement of electronic documents to CMO staff and streamline the resolution process.  Case Teams will be more productive and able to easily prioritize their work.  Staff will not have to handle volumes of paper, enter redundant data, re-calculate ratios, copy and mail documents, etc.  Overall, case management for financial statement and compliance audits will become more efficient and effective with the online availability of data.  This will allow people to better use their time to perform more in-depth investigations, analysis and technical assistance. 

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

There are several SFA relationships that will be impacted as a result of implementing this initiative at the enterprise level.  A brief description follows:

· SFA operates under a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the FAC.  The services include screening A-133 reports for completeness, notification of delinquent filings, copying and shipping, among other things.  SFA will need to decide what role FAC should have and renegotiate the MOU.

· SFA will need to decide how to verify data submissions from schools.  This will require reaching consensus with groups such as AICPA, OMB, NACUBO, ED-OIG, the design team and others.  

· 
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.

This initiative will make provisions to comply with accessibility guidelines and 508 compliance requirements.  One such provision will be to pre-test any COTS software being considered for this initiative for compliance prior to making any acquisition decisions.  The work-plan will identify specific requirements to be followed.

Technologies Used

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

	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?

	Sun Server with Solaris Operating System / IBM HTTP Server (includes Webshpere)
	Application Host
	Yes, VDC
	Yes
	Yes, VDC hosts similar systems for SFA

	Oracle 8i Database
	Database engine
	Yes,  PEPS and CARS
	Yes
	Yes, numerous databases in use

	Open-Text or Accordé 
	Web Forms
	In Process, will be used in ERM
	Yes
	Yes, through vendor support

	Siebel
	Workflow Management
	Yes, Ombudsman and eServicing
	Yes
	Yes, current initiative in progress


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.  Also, comment on how this initiative contributes to the financial integrity of SFA’s systems.

What is currently a fragmented process utilizing a variety of application modules will now be a single integrated application with automated workflow capabilities.  Most of the current manual decision-making will take place within the application logic, which results in better case management decisions and data integrity.  Since only 31 percent of these documents require resolution, the application can quickly identify what expertise is needed to resolve issues, who with those requisite skills is available, and immediately delivery the work to their desktop for resolution.   This will increase program integrity by providing for the efficient and effective identification of institutions that do not comply with the Title IV program or that have not submitted audits and/or financial statements.  It also allows the Case Teams to better service institutions by quickly matching resources to the institutions that need the most help.  Customer satisfaction will increase because paper will no longer be submitted and multiple copies of the same information will not need to be mailed to SFA.  In addition, institutions will know immediately whether their submission is received and its status.  Employee satisfaction will increase with reduced data entry and backlog, improved data access, and the ability to provide highly effective oversight. 

Reduce Unit Cost  (HARD DOLLARS)

The potential annual savings available from the Electronic Financial Statement and Audit solution are approximately $2 million.  The individual dollar benefits are quantified in the tables below.

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

 be realized?

	Estimated at approximately 

$2 million annually
	· Lower operating costs:

· Paper – elimination of copying costs

· Mail - no regional or mass mailings costs

· Filing – no file staff nor storage costs (these savings are also realized from the ERM so reduced costs would come from not having to image any audits or financial statements)

· Reduced contractor costs resulting from fewer staff to perform initial screening and reviews.

· Decrease in FAC costs due to a reduced role


	· Benefits will be realized after implementation is complete, based upon modification to SFA contracts and adoption by schools.

	Assumptions 

	See the assumptions listed in the Quantified Cost Benefits table.




Increase Customer Satisfaction

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

	· Immediate acknowledgement of receipt upon submission

· Correct common errors with preset checks at data entry

· Easily monitor review status and receive feedback

· No need to produce and mail multiple copies of documents

· Elimination of lost documents

· Creates quick access to any electronic record

· Integrates with other SFA systems via the schools portal 
	· Increase in SFA customer satisfaction survey scores

· Fewer common errors 

· Reduction in backlog

· Improved response time to questions from schools

· Decrease in resolution time for deficient audits and flagged financial statements


	· Benefits will be realized after implementation is complete, based upon modification to SFA contracts and adoption by schools.

	Assumptions

	See the assumptions listed in the Quantified Cost Benefits table.


Increase Employee Satisfaction

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

	· Improved and efficient access to data, easily compile multiple years of data for trend analysis.  

· Electronic records will be available to staff on a 24/7 basis, regardless of location

· Stronger purpose by matching more skilled staff to most difficult issues

· Always aware of missing or late documents 

· No backlogs due to balancing workload with available resources

· Enhanced tracking and reporting capabilities

· More responsive due to new technology


	· Increase in employee satisfaction survey scores

· Fewer complaints registered at performance feedback sessions

· Positive feedback through conferences and site visits

· Documenting key resolution successes from case experiences and applying them throughout CMO 
	· Benefits will be realized after implementation is complete, based upon modification to SFA contracts and adoption by schools.

	Assumptions

	See the assumptions listed in the Quantified Cost Benefits table.


Estimated overall dollar amount of all benefits listed below.

	Quantified Benefits ($)

	Quantified Benefits
	BY
	BY+1
	BY+2
	BY+3
	BY+4
	Total

	1. Reduced storage  costs
	
	
	14,500
	14,500
	14,500
	43,500

	2. Reduced contractor  labor costs
	
	603,200
	1,678,542
	1,678,542
	1,678,542
	5,638,826

	3.  Reduced copying costs
	
	50,625
	50,625
	50,625
	50,625
	202,500

	4. Reduce costs for FAC
	
	181,800
	242,400
	242,400
	242,400
	909,000

	        Total


	
	835,625
	1,986,067
	1,986,067
	1,986,067
	6,793,826

	Assumptions

	1. DRCC expects to be a pilot for the new enterprise Electronic Records Management (ERM).  Under the ERM, SFA would still receive all hard copy documents for a transition period.  ERM operations would include scanning all these incoming documents and eliminate the need for DRCC to maintain a central file room for institutional documents.  Since the scanning costs have not been set, this initiative has included qualified benefits for reduced storage costs.  After the ERM is implemented, the savings would result from eliminating the scanning costs, which for 13, 500 documents is comparable to storage costs based on industry averages.  

2. Total contractor staff in DRCC is currently at 24.  After a transition period, electronic transmission will become a requirement and most of the DRCC specialist functions will be automated and analysis will be dependent on the Case Team skills.  Reductions in contractor staff will begin in the last nine months of BY+1 and end in BY+2 with 14 fewer contractor staff.  This would include 5 audit specialists, 6 financial analysts, and 3 file clerks with burdened rates of $45, $60, and $30 per hour, respectively. 

3. Estimated cost reductions from eliminating copying and mailing documents.

4. Federal Audit Clearinghouse costs would decrease because screening, copying, and mailing would no longer be needed.  This includes a 90 percent reduction for copying and mail charges, and a 60 percent reduction in FAC services for a total reduction of $242,400.  

 


Costs


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

	Assumptions

	1. Production Support includes 90 days for developers to monitor, assist and debug starting October 2002.
2. Other Costs include a potential licensing fee for web forms front-end platform for BY+1.
3. System Maintenance costs in BY+1 include a full year at VDC ($360K), 9 months of help desk support ($95K for two full-time staff) to start after production support, and an annual security assessment ($15K).
4.   Annual costs past BY+1 include VDC ($360K), developer support ($160K), Help Desk ($125K), license renewals ($40K), and a security assessment ($15K).  Plans include hosting the application on the Integrated Technical Architecture (ITA) at the VDC, which has sufficient capacity to host this application.  According to the VCD, this will not add any incremental costs to ED-CIO and Service Level Agreements will provide for back-end software licensing, such as for Oracle.  However, the exact cost to Schools Channel will depend on future costing strategies and capacity allocations at the VDC.  Therefore, the original estimate of $30,000 per month that was provided by the VDC to host in Sun Solaris environment was used in this business case.
5. Legacy O&M are higher in BY+1 due to a transition period.  Full contractor support will still be needed in the first three months of this period to process the remaining hardcopy documents and then support will decrease by 11 staff through the next 9 months.  A total reduction of 14 contractor staff will take effect in BY+2.      



Total Cost of Ownership

What is the level of required enhancement after implementation?

The level of required enhancement would be dependent upon SFA strategy.  This initiative would provide a solution that allows SFA to effectively manage the transmission, storage, messaging, and reviews associated with financial statements and compliance audits that are received by the DRCC staff from the 6500 institutions that participate in the Title IV programs.  Although no enhancements would be required, the proposed architecture would position SFA for further enhancements that would provide administrative cost savings, expeditious processing, and consistency.  SFA could, optionally, elect to develop a real time interface to PEPS or other systems within the targeted architecture, as needed.  Messaging services (between institutions, case managers, DRCC, and others) can be further optimized as well as introducing collaboration features of Consistent Answers solution.  Collaboration would improve communication and allow for management of case information throughout the workflow process. 

What is the life span of this application?

Ten years.

Alternatives

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

	Alternative
	Consequence

	Remain as-is
	Unable to ensure timely fiscal oversight and program integrity.  Continue to be criticized by the OIG/GAO for not reviewing and resolving audits in accordance with requirements.  In non-compliance with GPEA mandate. 

 

	Non-technology solution
	Same as above.



	Enhance existing system
	The current initiative to enhance PEPS with a financial statement module will not resolve any problems nor will it automate any of the existing processes.  Functions will continue to be performed as usual, except with different database.  



	Implement on a smaller scale
	Development costs would not change by applying this initiative on a smaller scale.  Each part of the process is integral to the final product and would still be required no matter how limited the application.  Therefore, it would not be practical to develop separately.



	Other
	None.




Risks

	Risk
	Description of Risk
	Mitigation Strategy

	Financial
	· Delay in implementation will force institutions to continue to submit paper.
· Necessary cost information not available in a timely manner.
	· Develop detailed plan for current vendor and funding to continue for O&M of legacy processes.
· Establish a baseline cost immediately after receiving authority to proceed.

	Technology
	· Other technology implementations not considering EFSA ill cause unnecessary costs to be incurred

· Requirements that extend COTS package customization beyond its capabilities or estimated design and development time frame

· Using consistent technology that will not integrate with other similar initiatives
	· Communicate the implications of implementing technology without reviewing with SFA/Modernization Partner to ensure target state alignment

· Ensure that SFA and Modernization Partner understand the capabilities of the COTS packages and level of effort required for customization

· Review technologies for integration capability against target architecture

	Scope
	· Disagreement of the priorities for functionality to be included

· Extending the scope beyond the current funding request for the deployment


	· Gain agreement on project requirements during design phase

· Reach agreement on clearly defined requirements at start of project

	Management
	· Reluctance of FAC to adopt new processes or change Memorandum of Understanding.

· Insufficient ED/ SFA staff to support parallel processes during startup
· Appropriate levels of sponsorship from SFA, Modernization Partner, and Operational Partners

· Resource availability


	· Establish task force with OMB to use SFA as pilot for Government-wide process following SFA lead.
· Detailed implementation plan that addresses staffing needs in advance
· SFA sponsor(s) and Modernization Partner must require full support and participation from all key stakeholder

· Allow time for staffing and communicate this need to SFA



	Exposure
	· Delay in project due to inability to agree on attestation requirement for data with AICPA, Accounting Profession, and NACUBO

· Failure to properly communicate changes with School community may have an delay participation
	· Establish core work group from ED IG, Mod.  Partner and policy to coordinate process with industry 
· Execution of detailed implementation plan addressing communication needs and outreach activities


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).  

Modernization Partner will provide the resources for design and deployment with SFA contributing expertise and support.  These resources include resources needed to deploy COTS software for workflow functionality, Oracle for database interfaces, and VDC to host operations with Sun Systems server and operating system and IBM-webserver.
Competition (Describe how competition will be sought, promoted, and sustained throughout the course of the acquisition, including any performance requirements that will be required).  

Competition has already been achieved via the Modernization Partner contract.  The Modernization Partner will complete the Electronic Financial Statement and Audit solution.  
Contract Considerations (For each contract contemplated, discuss contract type selection; use of multiyear contracting, options, or other special contracting methods, ex: performance-based).
This initiative will be firm fixed-price contract with the Modernization Partner.

Schedule/Milestones (including acquisition cycle)  

Implementation will be completed by September 2002.  It is anticipated that the concept of operations will change as a result of the Detailed Analysis phase.  Assuming there are no major architectural design modifications required and that a COTS solution is feasible, these changes will have no affect on the target completion dates. 

	TASK NAME
	DURATION
	START
	FINISH

	Detailed Analysis (Discovery)
	101 days
	11/7/2001
	2/15/2002

	Technical Design & Configuration
	47 days
	2/18/2002
	4/5/2002

	Software Development & Integration
	80 days
	4/1/2002
	6/19/2002

	Data Conversion & System Testing
	74 days
	5/13/2002
	7/25/2002

	Documentation & Training
	60 days
	5/12/2002
	7/11/2002

	User Acceptance Testing
	60 days
	7/14/2002
	9/13/2002

	Deployment Phase
	60 days
	7/29/2002
	9/27/2002

	Production Support
	90 days
	10/1/2002
	12/29/2002


Attachment 1: Overview of the Compliance Audit and Financial Statement Review Process
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		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 - DRCC process and FAC						$   2,348		$   2,348		$   2,348		$   2,348		$   2,348

				TOTAL Legacy Cost		A				$   2,348		$   2,348		$   2,348		$   2,348		$   2,348

		SECTION 2 - MODERNIZATION INVESTMENT

		Modernized System Investment

		Modernized System Development

				Vision Phase						$   26

				Requirements Phase						$   703

				Design Phase						$   496

				Construction Phase						$   1,413

				Deployment Phase						$   289

				QA - IV&V						$   250

				QA - Security Assessment						$   138

				Production Support *								$   319

				Other Costs						$   175

				TOTAL Modernization Investment *		B				$   3,490		$   319		$   -		$   -		$   -

		Modernized System Operations

				Modernized System Maintenance & Support								$   470		$   700		$   700		$   700

				Legacy O&M						$   2,348		$   1,513		$   362		$   362		$   362

				TOTAL Modernization Operations		C				$   2,348		$   1,983		$   1,062		$   1,062		$   1,062

				TOTAL Modernization System Investment		D=B+C				$   5,838		$   2,302		$   1,062		$   1,062		$   1,062

		SECTION 3 - SAVINGS

		Projected Savings

				Total Modernization System Investment **		(D)				$   (5,838)		$   (2,302)		$   (1,062)		$   (1,062)		$   (1,062)

				Total Savings/Year ***		E=A-D				$   (3,490)		$   46		$   1,286		$   1,286		$   1,286

				Net Annual Return (%)		F=E/I				-91.6%		1.2%		33.8%		33.8%		33.8%

				Cumulative Savings		G=SE				($3,490)		($3,444)		($2,158)		($872)		$414

				Cumulative Net Annual Return (%)		H=G/I				-91.6%		-90.4%		-56.7%		-22.9%		10.9%

		TOTAL FY02 IRB Funds Requested				I				$3,809		( * total request includes $319 of funding for FY03)

		** Investment shown as a negative number value

		*** Savings shown as a positive number value






