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(This is an example of a completed TIR for your reference. Please see the TIR Instruction Guide for more information).

Project Title: Correspondence Management System
Submittal Date: 7/1/16
Agency Name: Department of Customer Service
Division Name: Correspondence Division
Budget Account: 0000


[bookmark: _TIR_Summary_Section][bookmark: _Critical_Business_Problem_1][bookmark: _Problem_Summary][bookmark: _TPR_Context_Summary][bookmark: _TPR_Context]Executive Project Summary 
The purpose of this Technology Investment Request (TIR) is to appropriate the funding required to contract for installation of a statewide document generation and correspondence management solution. Proposals for a State-owned solution or a vendor owned and hosted system will be considered.
The adopted solution must integrate all varieties of paper and electronic correspondence into a unified customizable solution to improve quality, reliability and accountability and increase compliance with regulatory requirements. The system should increase efficiencies and reduce costs by streamlining processes and providing electronic options.
The current document generation process is slow and error-prone. Federal audits have reported an unacceptable error rate that puts future federal funding in jeopardy. 

Cost and Funding Summary

	Decision Unit:
	E999

	Estimated Total Implementation Cost:
	$2,300,000

	Estimated Total Biennium Cost: 
	$2,300,000

	% of Project Complete in the Biennium:
	100%

	Estimated Ongoing Annual Support Cost:
	$300,000

	Estimated Total Five Year Cost:
	$3,700,000

	General Fund (GF) % for Implementation:
	10%

	General Fund (GF) % Ongoing:
	10%

	% Biennial Funding by Source: 

	% of General Fund: 
	10%

	% of Federal Fund:
	90%

	% of Fee Funded:
	0%

	% of Highway Fund: 
	0%

	% of Grant Funding: 
	0%

	% of Other Funding:
	0%


Current Business Environment
Documents currently being generated are composed of individual paragraphs selected by the system based on the case circumstances in each month of the eligibility determination period, which can span many months or even years. Consequently, documents can be inordinately lengthy and complex with the same information being repeated over and over. Because of this redundancy, some documents are as much as twenty pages long and the system does not allow caseworkers to eliminate redundant information. 
Editing notices for changes in policies or regulations currently requires code changes, diverting technical staff from more demanding tasks. These are often simple text changes yet they can take months to complete. Case managers often have to print documents locally and white-out incorrect text to ensure the client receives an accurate document.
The existing system produces notices using uppercase text only. The formatting of documents is also quite poor as cited in a recent federal audit. Special characters required for producing notices in Spanish are currently unavailable.
All of these factors reduce the quality and readability of correspondence produced by this office. The result is unnecessary questions, complaints, hearings and calls to customer service costing the agency valuable time and resources.  Poorly composed notices have caused recipients to request unnecessary hearings, some of which have been lost by the agency based on our failure to provide adequate notification. Generated documents do not always meet state and federal requirements, which will certainly result in lost program funding if we fail to address these problems in a timely manner.
Continuing the status quo risks losing federal funding. We are also expending valuable time and resources responding to unnecessary questions, complaints, hearing requests and customer service calls related to poorly constructed documents.
Continued maintenance of the existing document generation process consumes technical resources that could be better utilized working on a large backlog of IT projects.

Business Justification – Expected Benefits
Business Benefits Table

	Business Benefits Table

	Benefit Description
	Baseline Measure
	Measurement Method(s)
	Estimate of Benefit

	Improved compliance with federal requirements.

	Annual federal audits typically report 10 or more areas for correction.
	Annual federal audits.
	Areas for correction should be close to zero.

	Reduce the error rate in documents. 
	Error rate is currently 41.50%
	Audits, complaints
	Error rate should be improved to < 20%

	Faster generation of documents for improved customer service.
	Current rate is approx. 100 documents per hour.
	# of documents generated per hour
	Generate 6,000 documents per hour in batch mode.



Cost/Benefit Analysis or Return on Investment Calculation
(Has your agency completed a Cost/Benefit Analysis (CBA) or a Return on Investment (ROI) calculation for this project? ☐ Yes    ☒ No

Detailed Application Requirements
(Does your agency have a completed RFP for this project? ☐ Yes    ☒ No

	Application Requirements Table

	Functional Requirements

	Requirement #
	Requirement Description
	Comments
	Priority 

	1
	Provide the ability to auto-generate documents in a modifiable format.
	
	1

	2
	Produce dynamic multi-page documents that will adjust to accommodate more text if needed.
	
	1

	3
	Create headers and footers dynamically based upon input.
	
	2

	4
	Provide auditable requests, delivery, and content storage.
	
	2

	5
	Provide document versioning.
	
	2

	6
	Allow for selection of a form in either English or Spanish on demand.
	
	2

	7
	Generate 6,000 forms per hour in batch mode.
	
	2

	8
	Provide searchable documents.
	
	3

	Key for Priority Above: 1 = Must have, 2 = Needed but not priority 1, 3 = Nice to have

	Technical Requirements (All entries below are mandatory)

	Requirement #
	Requirement Description
	Comments

	5
	System Hosting 
	Agency or Vendor

	6
	Technical support provider 
	Agency or Vendor

	7
	Hardware specification 
	No preference

	8
	Operating System Software (Server and Workstation)
	Server: AIX V6.1, Workstation: Windows 10

	9
	Database Management Software 
	UDB 9.7 for Distributed Environment

	10
	Application Programming Language
	No preference

	11
	Technical interfaces needed
	FileNet PE V4.5.1, FileNet Content Manager V4.5.1

	12
	Network
	State network (SilverNet)

	13
	System Performance
	TBD

	Security Requirements (All entries below are mandatory)

	Requirement #
	Requirement Description
	Comments

	14
	Compliance with all applicable Federal requirements, rules and standards, including data encryption; Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS), State Information Security PSPs, and agency information security PSPs. Systems that store, process, transmit Federal data must comply with NIST SP 800-53.
	

	15
	 
	





Alternatives Evaluation

	Alternatives 
Evaluation 
Table 
	Status Quo
	Modify
	Build
	COTS
	Transfer
	Outsource  
	Other

	Business Case Criteria
	Business Objectives
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	NA
	Y
	NA

	
	Needed Functionality
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	NA
	Y
	NA

	Schedule & Cost Criteria
	Target Deadline
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	NA
	Y
	NA

	
	Within Budget
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	NA
	Y
	NA

	Technical Criteria
	Technical Standards
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	NA
	Y
	NA

	
	Target Infrastructure
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	NA
	Y
	NA

	Benefits Criteria
	Financial Benefits
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	NA
	Y
	NA

	
	Non-Financial 
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	NA
	Y
	NA

	Administration
	Complexity & Risk
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	NA
	Y
	NA

	Key for Table Above: Y (Yes), N (No), ? (Possibly or Unknown), NA (Not Available) 
	

	
	

	
	Evaluation Rating
	Fail
	Fail
	Fail
	Pass
	NA
	Pass
	NA

	Key for Evaluation Rating above: Pass, Fail, or NA (Not Available)
	



Alternatives Rating Description

	Alternatives Rating Table

	Alternative
	Rating (Pass, Fail, or NA)
	Explanation of Rating

	Status Quo
	Fail
	Correspondence produced by the existing system doesn’t meet federal and state requirements.  Poorly composed notices and a lack of electronic options reduce reliability, drain resources, increase costs and risk loss of program funding.

	Modify
	Fail
	Modification of the existing system was considered and rejected as a viable alternative because the existing system cannot produce notices that meet state and federal requirements.

	Build
	Fail
	Building a new system was considered.  However, it would take at least one year to write a new system, and only after resources currently obligated to other projects could be made available. We need to improve our correspondence process to comply with federal requirements during this fiscal year or we run the risk of losing program funding.

	COTS
	Pass
	A COTS or outsourced solution were considered the only viable alternatives.

	Transfer
	NA
	Information about correspondence solutions was solicited from other states. Only two states responded to our query, both of which cited a COTS solution, which is included in the responses we received to our RFI.

	Outsource
	Pass
	A COTS or outsourced solution were considered the only viable alter-natives.

	Other
	NA
	No other solutions were identified during our analysis.



Risk Evaluation

	Risk Evaluation Table

	Risk #
	Risk Description
	Risk Type
	Risk Probability
	Risk Impact
	Risk Mitigation Plan

	1
	State Funding – while a significant portion of this project is federally funded, the State of Nevada must support 10% of the project funding.  Given the State’s fiscal standing, state funding could be at risk.
	Budget
	M
	M
	Attempt to identify alternative state and/or private foundation funding sources in the event that the State’s fiscal standing worsens in the future.

	2
	The chosen vendor’s schedule may exceed the State’s schedule for implementation.
	Schedule
	H
	M
	Work with the vendor at the earliest possible time to agree on an acceptable schedule. Consider a phased implementation schedule to deliver the most critical functions first. 

	3
	
	Quality
	L
	M
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Key for Risk Probability and Risk Impact Above: L (Low), M (Medium), H (High)



Project Characteristics
	Staff or Vendor Roles

	Position(s)
	Role in Project
	Phases of Involvement

	IT Manager III
	Agency Project Oversight
	All

	IT Professional IV
	Project Manager
	All

	IT Professional IV
	Development Lead
	All

	Business Process Analyst II
	Requirements Coordinator
	Planning to Testing

	IT Professional III (new FTE to be hired)
	Testing
	Testing to Implementation

	Vendor
	Developer
	Development to Implementation

	Project Management
	An ITP IV will provide project management functions, with oversight by the ITM III.



	High Level Project Timetable

	Milestone or Activity
	Anticipated Start
	Estimated Completion

	Project Initiation
	July 2017
	N/A

	Needs Assessment/Planning
	July 2017
	August 2017

	Requirements Definition
	August 2017
	September 2017

	Budget Approval (BOE, IFC)
	October 2017
	October 2017

	Procurement (RFI, RFP, contract)
	October 2017
	December 2017

	Design
	N/A
	N/A

	Development
	December 2017
	February 2018

	Testing
	February 2018
	February 2018

	Training
	February 2018
	March 2018

	Implementation
	April 2018
	May 2018

	Project Completion
	N/A
	May 2018
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1. Project Contacts/Authority

Authorized By: (Project Sponsor: Agency Director or Division Administrator)

__________________________		 __/__/__
(Signature)
__________________________
(Print Name)
__________________________
(Title)

Reviewed By: (Agency or Division IT Manager)

__________________________		 __/__/__
(Signature)
__________________________
(Print Name)
__________________________
(Title)

Reviewed By: (Agency or Division Fiscal Officer)

__________________________		 __/__/__
(Signature)
__________________________
(Print Name)
__________________________
(Title)
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