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Memorandum
Date: October 30, 2006
To: Members of the Legislative Audit Committee
From: Tatum LLC
Re: Colorado Department of Labor and EmploymernBR System Project Recovery Assessment

Plan

This memorandum summarizes the findings and respecicommendations resulting from our
review of the Colorado Department of Labor & Emptent’s (CDLE’S) recent initiation of a
project to assess the possibilities for complethgSUPER System that was halted at the end of
the 2005. The focus of our review was on the éxaéthe CDLE’s compliance with the project
management standards and guidelines requiredléavfddr this ongoing initiative. Our findings
are based on reviews of the existing policies, tiras, standards and guidelines at the time of
our review as well as reviews of project managerdentiments related to this effort such as
CDLE's project plan, as well as interviews with jex leadership. The following sections are
included in this memorandum: a) Authority, Purpas®] Scope, b) Background, and c) Findings
and Recommendations, as well as Responses from CDLE

Authority, Purpose, & Scope

The purpose of this memo is to present the firstvad reports that will be issued on the
performance audit of the Genesis project at the abegnt of Labor and Employment
(Department). The performance audit was condugtesluant to Section 2-3-103, C.R.S., which
authorizes the State Auditor to conduct audits Ibfl@partments, institutions, and agencies of
state government. The State Auditor contracteth watum LLC, to conduct this audit. The
audit work for this first report was performed fralane 1, 2006 to August 25, 2006 and was
conducted in accordance with the performance gudvisions of theGovernment Auditing
Standardsssued by the Comptroller General of the Uniteatét.

As described in more detail below, the Genesiseptas the name given to Department’s effort
to redesign the State’s Unemployment Insurancerprog The State Unemployment Program e-
Government Resource (SUPER) system is the infoomatystem that the Department undertook
to develop as part of the redesign process. Thmaibment contracted with Accenture, LLP, in
Fiscal Year 2002 to develop and implement the SURKERem. The contract was mutually
terminated by the contractor and the DepartmeBteicember 2005 with three components of the
system complete, however two major components ef gfistem were incomplete. The
Department had expended $39.2 million on the SUB¥Rem project, including $35.6 million
recorded as expended for the Accenture contracweier, Accenture subsequently refunded
$8.2 million and the Department retained an unpaidback on the contract of $3.1 million, for
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a net cost of $27.9 million out of the $44.8 mitliappropriation for the project. The net costs
included non-developmental costs of $5.8 million fardware and commercial software. In
addition, the Department has expended approxim&&l§ million on salaries of internal staff
for fiscal years 2003 through 2006 to work on théPER system. These salaries were not
charged against the specific appropriation forSOER project.

This memo presents our audit of the planning p®mdbat Department has undergone for
conducting an assessment of the terminated SUPERmydevelopment project. The
assessment, referred to as the Project Recovessssent (PRA), is intended to identify how
much of the development work can be salvaged arad thle options and related costs will be to
the State and the Department for completing theESRIBystem.

The purpose of this first audit report on the Genpsoject was to determine if the Department
was following appropriate standards and guidelingdanning and developing the assessment of
the SUPER system development work. This audittifieth concerns with the Department’s
approach to conducting the assessment as of A@$s2006, which, if not addressed, could
result in the assessment not achieving the intendedlts, as well as schedule and budget
overruns. As detailed below, the Department had alentified some of these concerns and is
taking steps to address them. In conducting thet ave used the standards established by the
Office of Information Technology (OIT) within the dsernor's Office. OIT's standards
incorporate the Project Management Institute’s j&rib Management Body of Knowledge”
which represents the nationally recognized projeahagement standards. During the audit we
interviewed staff from the Department and OIT aediewed and analyzed various documents
related to the SUPER system development effortlamdPRA project.

The second report on our audit of the Genesis grajéll evaluate the project management
practices used by the Department during the origBldPER system development project
contracted to Accenture.

Background

Colorado Department of Labor and Employment

The Department is the single state agency respen$is administration of the Colorado
Unemployment Insurance (Ul) Program. The Ul Progects as an income stabilizer for the
State by providing cash benefits for unemployedviddals. Employers covered under the Ul
program are required to contribute to a state fmaghtained within the Department through the
payment of Ul payroll taxes, and qualified unempldyworkers receive Ul benefits when they
meet eligibility requirements. In fiscal year 20@ Department collected $498.2 million of Ul
taxes from over 151,700 employers and disbursed.$3fillion in Ul benefits to eligible
individuals.

In 1999 the Department began a reengineering psowesombine the unemployment benefit
and unemployment tax collection functions. Thigm reengineering process was called the
Genesis project. The Genesis project was intenideidclude the creation of a new single
unemployment benefit and tax computer system cdhedState Unemployment Program e-
Government Resource (SUPER) system. Funding fer Genesis project, including the
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development of the SUPER system, comes from theldgmgnt Support Fund as defined in
Section 8-77-109, C.R.S. This Fund receives 5@gm of the amount collected from the
surcharge tax paid by employers under Section 80244), C.R.S. This surcharge is based on
the amount of unemployment benefits paid and natggable to any active employer.

The Department’s stated goals for the Genesis grojere to:

1. Create a customer-friendly state government and thegublic demand for a new, more
responsive, and expanded service for administetimg unemployment insurance
program.

2. Reduce the paper-based processes and increaseveffess through greater utilization
of electronic-data management, including electralaita interchange, imaging systems,
and interactive-based services.

3. Develop an information-management infrastructurat thvould provide complete,
accurate, and up-to-date information, thus imprgvime accuracy and speed of
processing customer requests for information andiices, with a corresponding
reduction in paperwork.

4. Upgrade the call-center technology used by Ul Benéd include the Ul Tax unit and
establish an integrated Customer Service Center.

The Department issued a Request for Proposal telaigthe SUPER system on June 26, 2001
to replace the Colorado Unemployment Benefits Syst€UBS), the legacy system used to
administer unemployment benefits, and the Coloraddomated Tax System (CATS), the
legacy system used to collect and track employeagroll tax payments. The Department
awarded the contract to develop the SUPER systdnthwincluded the development of five
components, to Accenture LLP on April 26, 2002.e Tniginal contract with Accenture was for
$39.6 million; this amount increased to $40.8 williafter the addition of 14 bilateral contract
change orders and six contract amendments. Bialatbange orders are changes to the scope of
the contract that are fully negotiated and agreduketween the State and the Contractor.

The contract with Accenture was terminated on Ddman?0, 2005 under mutual agreement
between the Department and Accenture. At the tahéermination only three of the five
SUPER components were completed and in operati@yge/Detail, Benefits Payment Control,
and Unified Desktop. The two largest and most demmpomponents, the Unemployment Tax
and Unemployment Benefits components were stithimglete at the time of the termination. As
a result, the Department has had to continue taCWHeS and CATS to administer Ul benefits
and Ul tax collections from employers.

Following the cancellation of the SUPER system @ttwith Accenture in December 2005 the
Department initiated the PRA project to evaluate wWork that had been completed and the
options for completing the SUPER system. The goélthe PRA project were to assess the
condition of the SUPER implementation effort, exaenioptions for completing the SUPER
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system, determine the extent of the time and moegyired for completing the SUPER system,
and recommend the most appropriate approach fopletimg the SUPER system.

In March 2006 the Department requested supplemé&mading of $2.3 million from the Joint
Budget Committee (JBC) for the purpose of condgctie PRA project and to fund increases in
the cost of operating the Ul program. The Depantnstated in its request that the original
objectives of the SUPER system project remainebleiand critical to the Department. In April
2006 the Department received initial budget apdréma$500,000 for the PRA project. The
Department resubmitted the original request toJ®€ in June 2006 and the JBC approved the
additional $1,779,860, bringing the appropriation the PRA project up to the Department’s
request of about $2.3 million from cash funds frihve Employment Support Fund.

Governor’s Office of Information Technology (OIT)

OIT was created in 1999 by House Bill 99-137, andau the bill OIT was given the authority to
set policy for information technology (IT) relat&ehctions for state agencies. OIT’s mission is:

To increase the effectiveness of government thrabhghuse of shared information and

technology. Information technology will be usedrtaximize the efficiency of service delivery
and will operate as a seamless enterprise, delnerconsistent, cost-effective, reliable,

accessible and secure services that satisfy thdsnektthe citizens of Colorado, its business
communities, and its public sector agencies.

Senate Bill 06-063, which became effective in J20@6, expanded OIT’s authority for all major
automation system development projects throughmeitState in two respects. First, OIT was
directed to establish project management standardshese development projects based on
industry-accepted “best practices,” and state agerare required to adhere to these standards.
Second, state agencies are required to use qdglifigect management personnel approved by
OIT on these development projects. Major automasigstem development projects are defined
as meeting one of these criteria:

Project total estimated cost is over $5 million.

The project is a multi-year effort.

There is a critical level of risk as determinediy .

The project requires frequent or consistent coatthn between or among IT project
management staff and agency administrative or pragtaff.

Both the Department and OIT have agreed that thA Pi®ject will be treated as a major

automation system development project as definadeni$B06-63 because of the project’s
critical level of risk. Accordingly, the PRA prajeis required to follow the project management
policies and procedures for project managemenbksitad by OIT and to use qualified project
management personnel that have been approved hy OIT
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OIT’s Information Technology Management Polidy Policy) establishes a uniform statewide
framework for agencies to use in formulating anglementing IT projects The IT Policy
includes by direct reference the industry accepstandards contained in the Project
Management Institute’s (PMI)Project Management Body of KnowledgéPMBOK), and the
PMI “ Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowletgéjich are the industry accepted
standards for project management The IT Policyindsf and uses the following project
management life cycle components:

First stage: Initiation (project startup).

Second stage: Planning (project planning).

Third stage: Execution and Control (programmindeelopment).
Fourth stage: Closure (wrap-up).

As of the end of our audit work for this reporte thepartment was in the planning phase of the
PRA project.

Findings

During the budget process, one of the requireminaiisthe JBC imposed on the PRA project
was that the Department would be required to pewad OIT-approved project status report to
the JBC on a monthly basis. The August 11, 2006 Satus report from the PRA project
indicated concerns with the procurement schedudeisghbtoo aggressive due to delays of two
weeks in a number of procurement contracts andanerin the schedule.

The Department reported that it recognized the meddkentify the most appropriate approach as
quickly as possible and thus chose a very tighe tirmme for this complex project. However,

because of the problems experienced with delayharprocurement contracts the Department
postponed the beginning of the third stage (exeaund control phase) of the PRA project from
the original start date of September 11, 2006 twk#r 2, 2006.

Our discussions with OIT staff and with the Depamtand review of documentation indicate
that the Department has identified many of the [@mob discussed in this audit with the PRA
project and is working to address them before beginthe execution and control phase of the
project. By addressing these problems the Depattcen help prevent the PRA project from
exceeding its budget, not being completed on tioreproviding inaccurate or incomplete

information for Department management to base wexssfor completing the SUPER system.
These problem areas are discussed below.
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Compliance with OIT IT Project Management Policy Re&uirements

We reviewed the compliance of the Department’s PRAect with IT Policy established by OIT
for project management. According to the IT PqlalIT projects undertaken by state agencies
shall be carried out in accordance with agency ldpeel methodologies and processes based
upon OIT-established project management standadigaidelines. Among other things, OIT’s
project management methodologies require the Deyeaitt to develop a “project charter.” A
project charter is a critical document essentidhtosuccess of a development project because it
requires the state agency to perform a thorougbksasgent of the need for the project and the
goal of the project, as well as the cost and radkihe project, among other factors. Without a
well-developed charter, a project is at risk ofuie@ due to lack of adequate planning. During
our audit we found that the Department had notfadmplied with the IT Policy requiring a
project charter. The IT Policy requirements foe ttroject charter and the areas where we
identified concerns are described below.

Project Charter

The IT Policy requires the Department to creater@ept charter for the PRA project. The
project charter defines the scope, goals and psesesf the project and should be approved by
an executive sponsor, such as the executive direantd steering committee that will oversee the
project. According to IT Policy the project charigto include the following six elements:

Project justification: why the project is needed.

Project scope: the purpose or goal of the project.

Cost estimates: the projected cost of the project.

Change management plan: the process for managthgammunicating changes to the
project.

Risk management plan: the process for identifyisis associated with the development
how they will be mitigated.

6. Quality management plan: the standards that véllused in testing the system to
determine if the desired outcomes are achieved.

PwpNPE

o

According to Department staff, no charter was @eéator the PRA project. Instead the
Department used in lieu of a charter the EmergeBopplemental Budget Request (budget
request) initially submitted to the JBC in March28f06. Our review found that out of the six
required elements for a charter, the Departmenttdgbt request fully addressed only the first
element, project justification. The budget requestially addressed two elements (scope and
cost estimates) and did not address the remaihirgg elements (change management plan, risk
management plan and quality management plan). [¢eraviewed the Department’s project
plan (plan), which contains the detailed plans amelines for the project, and determined that
although it includes project justification, projestope and cost estimate in the plan, it does not
contain the required elements of the change mamageptan, risk management plan or quality
management plan of the project charter. Each eflthee incomplete or missing elements are
detailed below.
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Change Management PlanAccording to IT Policy, a change management jdaimtended to
define the processes and controls over changdsetproject and the method to communicate
these changes. The Department has establishetteandt portal web site that is used to track
and communicate the progress of the PRA projeciciwimcludes the project plans and other
documentation surrounding the project. However Diegpartment has not adopted a change
management plan to address how the Departmenmaillage the changes required by the PRA
project, including adjusting the staffing requirerteand assessment criteria. Without a change
management plan, there is a risk of inadequate@sndver changes in the scope of work and
the tools used to assess the work. This couldtresal lack of efficiency as the project changes,
or higher costs relating to unanticipated changd&$ie change management plan should be
designed so that all approved changes can beegffigiand effectively communicated to all
stakeholders in a timely manner.

Risk Management PlanT Policy requires the Department to create lamsnagement plan that
includes deciding how to approach, identify andnplar risk management and perform
qualitative and quantitative risk analyses for filveject. These risks could include staffing
problems during the holiday periods or failure nttact with a required specialist. The
Department has not created a complete risk managephen that includes risk identification
and qualitative/quantitative risk analysis for A project. While the Department has created
various risk assessments, it has not consolidaesktinto a unified risk management plan. The
Department should have a process in place to fgestid communicate risks and issues to all
stakeholders in the most efficient and effectivennaa possible.

Quality Management Plan. IT Policy requires the Department to identify walniquality
standards are relevant to the PRA project and m#terhow to satisfy them. Quality standards
should focus on the independent examination ofréwew process used by the Department
during the assessment to assure adequate coveraggetérmining what is ultimately
“salvageable” from the partially completed compdsenWe found that there was no quality
management plan for the PRA project. Without arclenderstanding and description of the
quality standards that should be followed during thview and testing process, management
will be unable to interpret the results of the eswitesting process in a consistent manner.

As part of the quality management plan, IT Politsoaequires the Department to perform a
project plan development, which requires taking tesults of all other planning processes
undertaken during the project, including staffiigns and procurement plans, and putting them
into a consistent, coherent document includingtlagor checkpoints of the project. This type of
plan provides the milestones to keep the projedrack. We found that such a fully developed
project plan development process had not been sskhiefor the PRA project. By not
completing the project plan development process, Department does not have adequate
controls in place to help ensure the PRA projedith completed in the required time frame and
within the current budget.

The Department should continue to work to compéeteell-developed project charter as part of
its efforts to ensure the PRA project succeeds.
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Recommendation Number 1:

The Department of Labor and Employment should cetepand implement a fully-developed
project charter in accordance with the Office dbtmation Technology's policies for the PRA
project.

Department of Labor and Employment Response

Agree. Implementation Date: Implemented.

The Department has a signed project charter frarptbject sponsor, Department CIO,
OIT and IV&V vendor. The charter contains all etarts prescribed by the OIT IT
policy and is consistent with the processes beewgidped for SB 06-063 compliance.

As previously mentioned in the audit, the Departmenbmitted an emergency
supplemental budget request that contained portidnshat the Project Management
Institute Book of Knowledge considers to be a pbjeharter.  The charter and
subsequent project deliverables were formalized dadfied, respectively, based upon
the justification within this budget request duriig project assessment and re-baseline
effort that occurred during the latter portion dfetplanning phase of the project.
Additional detail on the project progress and reebae effort is outlined in the
Department’s response to Recommendation Number 2.

Review of SUPER System Code and Assessment of Attative Solutions and
Costs

OIT’'s IT Policy requires that each project be baspdn a business case that shows the business
need, cost/benefit, and approval for the proje@ur review indicates that the Department has
not established clear project processes for theeweof the SUPER system code, adequately
assessed other states’ systems for possible dlesiaor performed an analysis of the cost for
the completion of the SUPER system.

Review of SUPER System Code

To provide an example of the relative complexitiek the five major SUPER System
components, the pie chart below summarizes the aundé original requirements per
component. As can be seen, the Benefits comparenesents nearly 75 percent of the total
requirements. The Benefits and the Tax componewsther represent over 95 percent of the
total requirements.
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SUPER Requirements by Component

B Wage Detail Control, 15,
0%

O Unified Deskop, 120, 3%

O Benefits Processing

0O Tax Processing, 1052,
23%

m Benefits Payment Control
0O Tax Processing
0O Unified Deskop

B Benefits Payment Control, /
W Wage Detail Control

2,
0%

O Benefits Processing,
3413,
74%

The Department has stated that the outcome ofR#eproject will be to assess the status of the
programming code for all five SUPER system compts)eroth the two unfinished components
for Ul Tax and Ul Benefits that are not in operatand the three completed components that are
in operation. In addition, the Department indisatigat the PRA project is expected to provide
information on the costs and benefits of the omtitating the Department. The options for the
unfinished Ul Tax and Ul Benefits components are:

e Complete the unfinished SUPER system components.
¢ Replace the unfinished SUPER system componentscwitom code.

e Replace the unfinished SUPER system components dwifying another state’s
existing system.

The three completed components are Wage DetailefdenPayment Control, and Unified
Desktop. The options for these completed comp@remat to:

e Enhance or repair the completed SUPER system coemp&n
¢ Replace the completed SUPER system components.

The PRA Project Director at the time of this aundis stated that the assessment team will review
“Core Functionality” to establish the status of aBUPER System component. Core
Functionality includes the function requirementattthe software will need to perform in order
to correctly edit and process each defined eleméhin the component.

In order to evaluate Core Functionality, the teptmethodology must be developed by the
project team to determine if the Core Functionabtyorking, partially working or not working
for each component. The Department needs to defee criteria used to assess Core
Functionality for each of the five SUPER system ponents. Ultimately the criteria should
indicate whether the component should be completedrapped.
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If after assessing the Core Functionality for miefcomponents, the Department determines that
the SUPER System does not meet the original reqpeintés or newly documented requirements
of Core Functionality, then the computer code dmet¢o the Core Functionality should be
remediated. In other words, if the code essembiahe core functions of the system is not
acceptable, the code should be repaired, completeghhanced. The extent of computer code
related specifically to the Core Functionality theannot be remediated within a given
component, based on pre-set criteria, represemtsathount of computer code that is not
salvageable—in other words, this code has no reable value and must be replaced in its
entirety.

During our review we determined that two aspecteded for the review of the Core
Functionality are not in place. The Department matsestablished the testing methodology and
the evaluation criteria to be used by the PRA mtajeam to determine the extent of salvageable
product that would be acceptable before a decisionade to start over and replace the SUPER
component. In other words, a listing of the “co¥quirements” and the assessment scripts to test
them have not yet been developed. In additiohpaljh Statements of Work, which defines the
scope and requirements of the work to be perforinade been developed for outside vendors to
perform testing/review work of some of the Core ¢iionality, the criteria for assessing the
work has not been developed.

Without clearly identifying the requirements thapresent the Core Functionality and the
methods and criteria to be used to test and ewathatexisting software for compliance with the
requirements, the Department will not have contmolplace to help ensure that its efforts to
determine the appropriate options available to detaghe SUPER system will be efficient and
effective.

Review of Alternative Software Solutions

We noted that while the Department has reviewedydlems in some other states, the work plan
for the PRA project does not detail any tasks Hudress a systematic review of other state
systems. The Department’s Genesis project personiginally reviewed other states’ systems
to determine their suitability for the Departmentiseds seven years ago, and during 2006 the
Department reviewed the benefits system used bySthee of Utah. Without a systematic
review of other state systems, the Department nohyliscover potential alternative solutions in
use by another state. This review should also iatkeconsideration the relative complexity of
the Colorado requirements for the tax and bengfitesns and the modifications that would be
needed to use another state’s system.

Cost Benefit Analysis of Options Available for Competing the SUPER System

We also found that the Department has not perforam@danalysis on the projected cost to
complete the SUPER system. The Emergency SupptamBuadget request approved by the
JBC included a requirement for the PRA project tovjale a cost analysis for completing the
SUPER system. However, the Department’s detaikvpdein under development for the PRA
does not have any tasks scheduled prior to mideBdmr that addresses any cost/benefit

Page 10



analysis. The detailed project plan did not inelyddans for performing a detailed cost/benefit
analysis for the SUPER system, with the exceptibnhe Telephony system (a part of the
Unified Desktop SUPER system component). Withoutaacurate cost benefit analysis the
Department will not be able to determine which @ptior completing the SUPER system would
be the most efficient and cost effective for that&t

Recommendation Number 2:

The Department of Labor and Employment should fgldis processes for meeting project goals,
assessing potential alternative solutions for tH®ER system and determining the potential cost
to complete the SUPER system by:

a. Developing assessment criteria for each SUPER mystanponent before beginning the
testing/review work. In addition, the PRA projeeam should develop the assessment
methodology with IT and subject matter expertsyearl the schedule and insure all
stakeholders are in agreement on the testing melbgylto be used.

b. Including updated systematic reviews of the systesesl by other states to determine the
viability of modifying their Tax and Benefit systenas potential replacements for the
SUPER system Tax and Benefit components.

c. Performing a cost/benefit analysis of each opt@rcbmpleting the SUPER system.

Department of Labor and Employment Response:

Agree. Implementation Date: a. and b. implemewgtethnuary 2007.

During the latter portion of July the Departmengée assessing multiple project risks due to
challenges in the procurement of contracted sulbjedter experts. This analysis resulted in
a revision of the PRA project methodology and ¢ogadf an alternate project plan.

The new methodology incorporates the strategy ifiettin the above recommendation,
including a multi-solution cost benefit analysidiging on cost-to-complete metrics and
architecture assessment. In addition, the Depattocensidered alternative planning from a
project staffing perspective.

The alternate plan identifies a streamlined assessmethodology that focuses on metrics to
estimate skill set and time/effort for (1) compdetiof outstanding business requirements and
(2) remediation of existing system defects. Iniaold, the methodology considers metrics
for evaluating the system architecture based upommn industry best-practice framework
values such as scalability, maintainability, andnptexity to ultimately yield a cost of
ownership estimation. The combination of the thredues” identifies the cost to complete
the work Accenture began on the SUPER system. rd\hsed assessment methodology also
considers the possibility that completing this wanky not be the best business solution for
the Department. As such, the Department set olatolo at similar systems that other states
had implemented, as well as to establish a coshdsry that either solution should not
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exceed, which would be the cost of starting ovel @submitting an RFP for a completely
new system.

The Department’s approach for evaluating the osketes consists of creation of a scorecard
whereby the business requirements, IT requiremanis,project management requirements
are scored. At least three other states have ideatified as possible “re-use” cases with an
outcome of identifying the state that most closgligned with the Department’s needs as
reflected in the scorecard. Once the preferretk staidentified, an RFI will be issued to
identify the costs to integrate that solution itlie Department’s infrastructure while re-using
as much of the original SUPER infrastructure asinbes.

Finally, the Department intends to use an ovenaljget cost estimate from the Information
Technology Support Center (ITSC) to ensure thatheeithe cost of repairing the existing
start, nor of reusing another state’s systemseeds what it would cost to rebuild an entirely
new system from the ground up.

In mid-to-late August, the PRA project experiencedhange in leadership and as such
implemented the alternate plan. The project Hemhdy experienced a delay as a result of
not having procured required subject matter expentractors by the September 11, 2006
start date as originally projected in the August2d06 OIT monthly report.

In early September, the Department partnered witht@ perform a re-baseline effort lasting
approximately 30 days. The re-baseline includeldiation for the previously mentioned

change in methodology for assessing the SUPER mystEhe re-baseline also served to
ensure compliance with the SB-63 project certifmaprocess.

On September 15, 2006, the Department self-repatsedtatus as “red” at the monthly
Commission on Information Management (IMC) repaue do the aforementioned issues.
The Department presented its revised approach Emdfpr the October 2, 2006 start date
and forecasted that the original January 12, 200jeq@ end date would still be achievable
and under budget. The IMC congratulated the Dapant on its quick recovery and publicly
commented on the transparency that had been prbthds far.

As of October 19, 2006, the Department has repaatsthtus of yellow to the IMC in its
monthly status report as a result of delays in geguhe vendor to evaluate Correspondence
functionality within the PRA project. Due to thevised assessment methodology, the
project can tolerate a delay in this procuremembugh October 30, 2006. Contract
negotiations are currently in progress. The Depant is conducting alternative planning
with regard to the Correspondence evaluation tareghat the PRA effort remains on
schedule. All project milestones, documentatiow, aecessary certifications are well-within
acceptable progress parameters according to thsedeyproject plan. The PRA project
independent verification and validation (IV&V) Vemd SysTest Labs, has also validated
this assessment of progress.
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The electronic version of this report is available on the Web site of the
Office of the State Auditor
www.state.co.us/auditor

A bound report may be obtained by calling the
Office of the State Auditor
303.869.2800

Please refer to the Report Control Number below when requesting this report.
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