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1.	EXECUTIVE	SUMMARY	
	

This	semi‐annual	review	report	represents	the	seventh	semi‐annual	review	in	our	series,	starting	
in	July	2011.			IV&V	involvement	in	the	T2	Initiative	started	after	the	program	was	two	years	into	
its	system	renewal	stage	(2009).		
	
For	this	review,	the	UT	ARiSE	IV&V	team	gathered	information	from	a	variety	of	sources	related	
to	the	management,	engineering	and	support	aspects	of	the	T2	Program	and	its	key	sub‐projects.		
We	attempted	to	gain	a	current	snapshot	of	the	program	and	its	major	challenges	relative	to	the	
scope	of	our	IV&V	task	(i.e.,	ensuring	that	they	are	building	the	right	system,	and	that	they	are	
building	that	system	the	right	way).				

The	table	below	shows	the	lifecycle	status	of	the	total	set	of	all	IV&V	findings,	from	our	initial	
review	in	July	2011	through	our	most	recent	semi‐annual	review.			This	shows	the	current	
balance	of	open	and	closed	findings,	and	shows	that	IV&V’s	findings	are	being	systematically	
addressed	and	resolved	by	T2.				

Table	1.1	‐	IV&V	Findings	Progress	Scorecard	for	July	2014	

Finding	Category	 Finding	Count Comments	
NEW	 5 5	high
OPEN	 12 5	urgent,	7 high
CLOSED	(this	period)	 7 4	urgent,		3	high
CLOSED	(all	prior	periods)	 57
TOTAL	 81

	
We	also	continue	to	track	factual	data	to	indicate	how	big	and	dynamic	the	T2	initiative	and	
emerging	T2	system	are.			Such	a	massive	program	is	a	challenge	to	carry	out.		The	table	below	
shows	the	program	size	indicators	for	this	review	in	comparison	to	the	last	3	reviews.	
	

Table	1.2	–	Indicators	of	Program	Size	and	Dynamics	
	
Indicator	 SRR	July	2014	 SRR	January	2014 SRR	July	2013 SRR	January	2013
Staff	size	
	

The	T2	organization	has	
been	split	into	two	
organization	charts	(CSD	
and	DDI)	to	better	align	
with	a	shift	in	
responsibilities.		The	
headcounts	reflect	this.		
There	are	331	staff	
positions	counted	on	the	
organization	charts;	15	
positions	are	TBD.		DDI	
added	68	IDC	positions,	
expecting	to	ramp	up	to	
104	or	more.		RFD	employs	
seven	positions	for	QA.		
Many	staff	members	are	in	
multiple	positions.			

344	staff	positions	were	
counted	on	the	T2	
organization	charts.		273	of	
these	are	filled	(DDI	=	89,	
CSD	=	175,	other	
contractors	=	9).			This	
includes	full‐time	and	part‐
time	staff.				There	are	71	
positions	TBD	(DDI	=	10,	
CSD	=	61)	This	includes	
incremental	resource	
needs,	vacancies,	and	
planning	for	Release	2.0	
(FIN).		CIL	has	90	positions	
including	3	TBDs.	

372	staff	positions	were	
counted	on	the	
organization	charts.	This	
represents	a	20%	overall	
growth	from	the	previous	
period	(primary	due	to	DDI	
ramp	up	and	RFD	on	
boarding).		Those	372	
positions	are	filled	by	193	
unique	names,	with	many	
serving	in	3‐5	positions.		
There	are	18	positions	TBD.	

301	staff	members	were	
counted	on	the	
organization	charts.		(e.g.	
71	on	CIL).		This	represents	
a	10%	overall	reduction	in	
headcount	(primarily	
reflecting	departure	of	CAV,	
etc.).		

Staff	hours	
consumed	
	

The	current	T2	work	plan	
was	baselined	twice	so	far	
in	2014	(3/31/2014	and	
5/29/2014),	and	shows	
1,605,513	hours	in	the	
current	work	plan.		
824,900	hours	(51%)	of	the	
baseline	have	been	

The	current	T2	work	plan	
was	baselined	twice	in	
2013	(January	and	August),	
and	shows	1,406,553	hours	
in	the	current	work	plan	
(including	FIN).		679,265	
hours	(48%)	of	the	baseline	
have	been	expended	

The	new	T2	schedule	
baselined	01/25/13	
(combining	Phase	1	and	
Phase	2	into	Release1,	with	
high	level	FIN	work	
estimates)	has	1,211,170	
hours	in	the	baseline	work	
plan.		571,925	hours	(47%)	

Due	to	the	“Rescheduling	
Effort”	that	combined	
Phase	1	and	Phase	2	into	
Release1,	1,220,793	hours	
are	now	in	the	new	work	
plan	(which	includes	FIN	
hours	this	time).			459,423	
hours	(38%)	of	that	have	
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Indicator	 SRR	July	2014	 SRR	January	2014 SRR	July	2013 SRR	January	2013
expended	through	
7/18/2014	(consuming	
56%	of	the	current	plan	
timeline	to	the	currently	
projected	end‐of‐project	on	
5/31/2018).			

through	1/10/2014	
(consuming	44%	of	the	
current	plan	timeline	to	
end‐of‐project	on	
3/30/2018).		CIL	has	
consumed	245,592	hours.	

of	the	baseline	have	been	
expended	through	
7/12/2013	(consuming	
42%	of	the	current	plan	
timeline	to	end‐of‐project	
on	3/30/2018).		CIL	has	
consumed	197,175	hours.	

been	expended	(consuming	
43%	of	the	current	plan	
timeline).		CIL	shows	
77,257	hours	consumed.	

Planned	tasks	
	

5182	line	items	are	being	
tracked	in	CSD’s	T2	
Initiative	Clarity	work	plan,	
with	5464	Release1	and	
114	FIN	line	items	being	
tracked	separately	in	the	
DDI’s	WBS’s	maintained	in	
MS	Project,	tying	into	the	
CSD	Clarity	work	plan	at	
key	milestones.		The	sum	of	
detail	from	both	WBS’s	
represented	all	the	planned	
work	in	the	Initiative	today.		

4229	line	items	are	being	
tracked	in	CSD’s	T2	
Initiative	Clarity	work	plan,	
with	4667	line	items	being	
tracked	separately	in	the	
DDI’s	WBS	maintained	in	
MS	Project,	tying	into	the	
CSD	Clarity	work	plan	at	
key	milestones.		The	sum	of	
detail	from	both	WBS’s	
represented	all	the	planned	
work	in	the	Initiative	today.		
The	CSD	plan	includes	all	
Initiative	level	tasks/	
deliverables,	all	the	Release	
1	projects	&	iteration	work,	
Capture,	Case	File	
Conversion,	VCF,	EBO	and	
FIN.		The	Release	1	plan	on	
the	DDI	side	only	reflects	
the	Release	1	projects	and	
iteration	work	which	
excludes	Initiative	level	
tasks/deliverables,	
Capture,	Case	File	
Conversion,	VCF,	EBO	and	
FIN.		

4042 line	items	are	being	
tracked	in	CSD’s	T2	
Initiative	Clarity	work	plan,	
with	4438	line	items	being	
tracked	separately	in	the	
DDI’s	WBS	maintained	in	
MS	Project,	tying	into	the	
CSD	Clarity	work	plan	at	
key	milestones.		The	sum	of	
detail	from	both	WBS’s	
represented	all	the	planned	
work	in	the	Initiative	today.		
The	DDI	WBS	does	include	
the	Iteration	1	&	2	efforts	
for	Release1,	but	does	not	
yet	include	the	IDC	as	a	
development	resource.			

3984	line	item	tasks	are	
being	tracked	in	the	CSD	T2	
Initiative	Clarity	work	plan.			
There	are	4206	tasks	being	
tracked	in	the	DDI	Release	
1	work	plan.		There	has	
been	a	shift	of	detail	from	
the	Clarity	plan	to	the	DDI’s	
plan	in	MS	Project.		These	
are	synchronized	weekly.			

System	
requirements	and	
size/scope	
	

There	are	currently	17,728	
total	entries	in	ReqPro.		
5,698	of	those	are	inactive.			
12,030	requirements	
represent	Release	1.0	(R1)	
functionality	to	be	
validated.			In	the	past	few	
months,	requirements	
volatility	has	been	flaring	
up	within	the	projects	(e.g.	
CIL,	Tech	Arch),	but	has	
now	settled	down.	
Requirements	have	become	
more	stable	as	a	result.		
From	design	it	is	estimated	
that	there	will	be	2701	
components	built	in	R1.	

There	are	currently	21,080	
total	entries	in	ReqPro.		
5,786	of	those	are	inactive.			
11,428	active	requirements	
represent	Release	1	
functionality	to	be	
validated.			Requirements	
volatility	has	been	
averaging	about	8.26%	per	
month	with	considerable	
variation	across	the	
projects.		

There	are	currently	23,442	
total	entries	in	ReqPro.		
8174	of	those	are	inactive.			
13,939	active	requirements	
represent	Release	1	
functionality	to	be	
validated.			Requirements	
volatility	has	been	
averaging	about	1.5%	per	
month	with	considerable	
variation	across	the	
projects.	No	change	was	
observed	in	the	number	of	
BPMs	(103).	

There	are	currently	21,775	
total	entries	in	ReqPro.		
Approximately	4,500	of	
those	are	inactive.			The	
number	of	different	types	
of	requirements	was	
reduced	from	22	to	15.	No	
change	observed	in	the	
number	of	BPMs	(103).			
The	conceptual	model	that	
shows	the	relationships	
between	the	BPMs	is	still	
missing.	

Development	
Process	Size	
	

Version	14_04	is	the	
current	Playbook	released	
in	June	of	2014.	Further	
changes	are	scheduled	for	
another	release	within	the	
next	few	months.		The	SEP,	
VP	and	PSP	will	likely	see	
the	most	significant	
changes	as	the	DDI	team	
moves	forward	with	their	
own	methodology	(ADM).	

Version	7.07	is	the	current	
Playbook	released	on	7	
January	2014.	Further	
changes	are	scheduled	for	
another	release	within	the	
next	6	months.	57	sections	
were	changed	causing	
changes	to	be	done	within	
the	ClearQuest	Tool	Set.		
Many	other	technical	
processes	are	performed	
outside	of	the	Playbook.		

Version	7.06	is	the	current	
Playbook.	Several	parts	
(plans)	are	going	through	
incremental	improvements.		
(E.g.	SEP,	VP,	PSP).		Other	
important	processes	are	
being	performed	outside	of	
the	scope	of	the	Playbook.	

Version	7.03	of	the	
Playbook	is	current.			
Several	parts	(plans)	are	
going	through	incremental	
improvements.		The	SEP	is	
being	overhauled	using	
DDI’s	ADM	material.		

COTS	Tools	
Included	
	

The	official	list	now	shows	
191	COTS	tools	to	be	
included	in	the	program,		
however	we	discovered	
several	more	during	this	
review.			This	list	will	
continue	to	dynamically	
change	and	there	needs	to	
be	a	single	point	of	control.		

Within	the	T2	controlled	
documents,	technical	
architecture	has	a	listing	of	
132	COTS	tools	used	in	the	
project.	Another	
spreadsheet	of	201	COTS	
tools	is	used	at	the	program	
management	level	and	for	
the	environmental	build	
out	teams.	It	has	not	been	

Over	201	COTS	tools	are	
currently	identified	across	
all	platforms	and	
environments.		It	is	not	
clear	how	many	of	those	
will	actually	be	used.		

Over	130	COTS	tools	are	
currently	identified	to	be	in	
the	system	solution	suite.			
An	exact	count	was	not	
available	this	review.		
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Indicator	 SRR	July	2014	 SRR	January	2014 SRR	July	2013 SRR	January	2013
determined	which	one	of	
these	individual	lists	or	a	
combined	list	is	correct,	
accurate	or	true.	

	
In	the	fall	of	2012,	the	T2	Steering	Committee	approved	a	new	deployment	approach	to	
implement	the	Phase	1	projects	with	Phase	2	(EER)	creating	Release	1.0.	The	key	benefit	cited	
was	to	minimize	the	risk	associated	with	the	integration	between	the	new	T2	system	and	the	
legacy	T1	system.	Release	1.0	is	now	targeted	for	deployment	in	July	2016.		
	
The	detailed	work	plan	for	Release	1.0	is	still	in	flux	and	we	were	presented	with	a	new	baseline	
schedule,	which	was	already	out	of	date,	and	a	yet	another	baseline	schedule	is	being	developed	
to	accommodate	an	additional	50,000	–	80,000	hours	of	unscheduled	work	to	be	done	by	DDI.	
IV&V	anticipates	that	there	will	be	significant	challenges	in	meeting	the	Release	1.0	go‐live	
schedule.		Nonetheless,	IV&V	observed	that	the	key	development	projects	are	making	forward	
progress.		
	
We	were	also	presented	with	a	significantly	revised	organization	chart.	This	chart	segregates	the	
program	into	2	major	pieces	to	facilitate	the	shifting	of	more	development	responsibilities	onto	
the	DDI	vendor.		DDI	has	more	than	doubled	its	offshore	IDC	workforce	to	build	the	components	
of	the	R1	system.		
	
The	current	status	of	the	T2	Initiative	is	reflected	in	their	June	30,	2014	management	status	
report.		It	stated	the	following:		

1. Prior	to	development,	DDI	re‐estimated	the	effort	to	complete	the	project	based	on	the	results	of	the	design	
activities.		They	identified	an	increase	of	56,000	hours	for	project‐related	work	and	25,000	hours	of	
Integration	work	to	complete	Release	1.		As	a	result	the	work	plan	is	being	updated	and	a	revised	baseline	
will	follow	in	September	2014.		Schedule	and	effort	variance	reporting	will	therefore	resume	in	October,	
2014.		There	is	no	cost	increase	as	a	result	of	the	increase	in	hours	and	the	Release	1	go‐live	date	remains	
July	2016.			If	those	additional	hours	are	on	the	critical	path,	it	is	not	clear	to	IV&V	how	the	R1	go‐live	date	will	
be	affected.		

2. The	Quality	Indicators	for	FIN,	CIL	 	 	 	 .		Therefore,	the	T2	Initiative	Quality	Indicator	
remained	red.			

3. There	are	no	severe	risks.		The	number	of	open	significant	risks	increased	from	4	in	May	2014	to	8	in	June	
2014.			There	are	no	critical	issues.		The	number	of	open	high	issues	decreased	from	13	in	May	2014	to	10	in	
June	2014.			

4. 	All	Requirements	Volatility	indicators	were	“Green”.		There	was	a	major	flare‐up	in	the	Tech	Arch	project	in	
May.		The	Business	Services	Council	continues	to	scrutinize	modifications	to	requirements	to	ensure	a	stable	
baseline	now	that	development	has	started.	

5. CIL	and	ECM	successfully	transitioned	from	Design	to	Development.		Development	work	is	being	performed	
at	the	State	Office	and	the	DDI	India	Development	Center	(IDC).	

6. Next	steps	in	the	program	include:		
 Re‐baselining	the	workplan	by	September	2014.		R1	design	work	is	already	tracking	late.		
 As	the	Architecture	team	completes	their	work,	the	Application	team	continues	to	review	the	work	

products	for	any	impacts	to	designs.	
 Continue	final	build	outs	and	verification	for	Pre‐development	and	Development	environments.		

This	is	planned	to	be	completed	in	August	2014.	
 Continue	with	Technical	Design	and	formally	complete	designs	via	acceptance	of	the	Solution	

Specifications	by	October	2014.			
 Continue	CIL	and	ECM	Development.	
 Continue	to	write	System	Test	scripts.	

	
IV&V	also	observed	weaknesses	that	are	currently	plaguing	the	Initiative.		In	summary,	these	are:	
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 Section	5	presents	the	findings,	ordered	as	new	findings	discovered,	previous	open	findings	and	findings	
closed	for	this	SRR.		

 Section	6	shows	the	summary	and	relative	prioritization	of	our	findings.			
 Section	7	shares	our	tentative	emphasis	areas	for	the	next	semi‐annual	review,	when	we	intend	to	follow‐up	

on	progress	against	the	findings	presented	here	and	also	focus	our	attention	on	other	program	specific	areas.	
 Attachment	1	provides	CSD	management’s	response	to	our	current	findings	

	
Volume	II	of	this	report	contains	all	the	appendices.		It	contains	supporting	information	used	or	
created	in	the	course	of	this	review.	The	specific	Appendices	are:	

A. Findings	And	Recommendations	Prioritization	Criteria	
B. Definitions	And	Acronyms	Used		
C. Detailed	Lists	Of	Interviews	Held,	And	Meetings	Observed		
D. IV&V	Evaluation	Checklists	
E. Previously	Closed	Findings		
F. Findings	Elaborations	
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2.	SCOPE	AND	OBJECTIVES	
	
There	are	two	primary	audiences	for	this	report.		First,	the	Federal	Office	of	Child	Support	
Enforcement	(OCSE)	who	is	a	champion	for	truly	independent	V&V	assessments	performed	on	
state‐level	Child	Support	Enforcement	systems.		The	second	target	audience	of	this	report	
consists	of	those	executives,	managers	and	technical	staff	members	responsible	for	the	
management,	definition,	development,	deployment,	maintenance	and	evolution	of	the	T2	system	
within	the	OAG	CSD	organization.			
	
The	information	contained	in	this	report	is	aimed	at	those	who	must	make	decisions	about	the	
future	directions	that	the	T2	Program	will	take	with	regard	to	ultimately	deploying	a	T2	system	
that	both	meets	the	needs	of	its	users,	and	is	well	engineered.	
	
2.1	T1	Background	

	
The	State	of	Texas	relies	heavily	on	automation	to	successfully	deliver	child	support	services	on	
more	than	1.4	million	active	cases,	but	the	number	of	cases	is	growing	rapidly	thus	putting	
serious	pressure	on	the	agency	to	be	able	to	do	more	with	less.		
	
2.2	T2	Rationale	

	
While	the	current	system	has	proven	to	be	successful	for	more	than	15	years,	it	is	built	on	20	
year‐old	technology	that	lacks	the	flexibility	and	adaptability	that	will	enable	CSD	to	meet	
increasing	customer	service	demands,	manage	growing	and	changing	caseloads,	improve	
automation	of	processes,	and	attract	and	retain	a	changing	workforce.			
	
The	T2	Initiative	started	in	2007	when	CSD	began	an	effort	to	evaluate	inefficiencies	in	their	
current	processes	and	technologies,	develop	recommendations	for	improvements,	and	determine	
CSD’s	readiness	to	implement	the	recommendations.			In	2008,	the	CAV	delivered	a	multi‐year	
roadmap	(T2	Roadmap)	of	projects	that	support	CSD’s	vision	to	incrementally	renew	the	existing	
child	support	system	using	newer	technologies.		CSD	refers	to	this	initiative	as	“T2.”		The	initiative	
encompasses	the	framework	and	strategy	to	move	the	agency,	its	staff,	and	its	stakeholders	out	of	
their	reliance	on	aging,	inflexible	systems	and	technology	into	a	much	more	modern,	agile,	
efficient	and	customer	centered	environment,	which	ties	the	business	and	IT	practitioners	
together	more	effectively.		
	
Looking	Forward	
The	benefits	of	T2	are	expected	to	be	significant.	This	initiative	will	position	Texas	to	satisfy	ever	
more	demanding	customer	service	expectations,	handle	increasing	caseloads,	and	compete	
effectively	for	incentive	funding	in	the	face	of	ongoing	reductions	in	Federal	matching	funds.	The	
CSD	will	ultimately	be	a	much	more	effective	organization,	able	to	do	more	with	less,	make	better	
decisions	with	more	reliable	information,	and	ultimately	deliver	better	results	for	the	children	of	
Texas.	The	following	is	the	vision	for	the	future	environment:	
 Enable	a	mobile	work	force.		
 Enhance	self‐service	capability.		
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 Allow	for	incremental	renewal.		
 Leverage	existing	tools.		
 Minimize	custom	development.		
 Flexible	and	adaptable	architecture.		
 Open	architecture.		
 Enterprise	security.	
 Usability.		
 Reduce	batch	processing.		
	
For	more	information	on	the	T2	vision	and	roadmap,	please	see	the	latest	version	of	the	T2	PMP.	
	
2.3	T2	Program	Overview	

	
The	TXCSES	2.0	Initiative	lays	out	a	multi‐year	strategy	for	incremental	renewal	of	the	TXCSES	
system	using	new	technologies.	The	strategy	allows	CSD	to	enhance	the	system	over	time	while	
assessing	and	realizing	benefits	at	each	stage	of	implementation.		This	incremental	approach	
allows	CSD	to	better	manage	project	costs	over	a	multi‐year	timeline,	control	risks,	and	manage	
change	within	the	organization	and	technical	environment.			
	
The	following	system	releases	comprise	the	TXCSES	2.0	Delivery	Strategy:		

 Enterprise	Content	Management		
o Release	0.01	–	Capture	System	(implemented	May	2011)		
o Release	0.02	–	Virtual	Case	File	(VCF)	Version	1	–	Pilot		

 TXCSES	2.0	Release	1.0		
o Case	Initiation	and	Locate	Renewal	(CIL)		
o VCF	Version	2,	T1/T2	Integration,	RODEO	(E‐Forms),	Enterprise	Reporting	System,	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		
o Establishment	and	Enforcement	Renewal	(EER)		

 TXCSES	2.0	Release	2.0		
o Financial	Renewal	(FIN)			
o Retirement	of	TXCSES	mainframe	system	(T1)		

	
The	interested	reader	may	see	the	latest	version	of	the	TXCSES	2.0	Initiative	Project	Management	
Plan,	Section	1,	for	a	detailed	description	of	the	development	projects	and	the	release	strategy.		
	
2.4	Review	Objectives		

The	overall	objective	of	our	IV&V	Reviews	are	to	provide	periodic,	independent	analysis	of	the	
technical	and	managerial	activities	within	T2	in	order	to	identify,	inform	and	educate	T2	
management,	stakeholders	and	other	interested	parties,	as	well	as	the	OCSE,	of	any	areas	of	
weakness	and/or	risk	to	T2.		

Also	it	is	intended	to	propose	and	recommend	solutions	for	remediation	and/or	mitigation	of	said	
weaknesses	or	risks	in	order	to	provide	the	following	key	benefits:	
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 Identify	high	risk	areas	early		
 Provide	 State	 and	 Federal	 stakeholders	 with	 an	 objective	 analysis	 to	 deal	 with	 system	

development	issues		
 Provide	 management	 with	 improved	 visibility	 into	 the	 progress	 and	 quality	 of	 the	

development	effort	
 Ultimately	reduce	errors	and	improve	quality	in	delivered	products	

	
For	this	semi‐annual	report	we	believe	that	we	have	accomplished	these	objectives.		We	also	
followed	up	on	the	assessment	and	findings	of	our	previous	reports.		Specifically,	we	examined	
and	determined	progress	for	their	findings.	
	
Given	that	most	of	the	Release	1.0	projects	above	are	moving	through	the	design	stage	of	their	
development	lifecycle,	we	focused	our	attention	on	their	overall	lifecycle	processes,	and	primarily	
the	system	engineering	stages	(requirements	definition,	specification,	architecture,	design,	
construction)	as	well	as	planning	for	the	later	stages	(implementation,	testing,	deployment,	
operation	and	maintenance,	etc.).		CIL	is	moving	into	software	development	and	so	we	focused	on	
the	middle	of	the	lifecycle	for	it.			
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3.	METHODOLOGY	
	
The	UT	ARiSE	IV&V	review	team	collectively	has	over	250	years	of	experience	in	IT/software	
systems	engineering,	management,	support	and	service	disciplines.		Each	member	contributed	
their	unique	expertise	and	experience	to	cover	all	of	the	review	areas.		Shown	in	the	table	below	
is	a	brief	overview	of	the	team	members,	their	title(s)	and	primary	areas	of	responsibility.			

Table	3‐1		IV&V	Team	Members	

Name	 Title	(s)	 Review	Team	
Role		

Areas	of	responsibility	for	this	
review	

Herb	
Krasner	

Director	of	UT	ARiSE	
Outreach	Services,	Senior	
Lecturer	in	Software	
Engineering	

IV&V	Project	Manager,	
Review	Team	Leader	

Overall	Report	Synthesis,	Requirements	
Management,	Process	Management,	Quality	
Management	

Dewayne	
Perry	

Professor/Chair	of	Software	
Engineering,	Director	of	UT	
ARiSE	

Senior	reviewer Technical	Solution	(Architecture),	Process	
Management	

Sarfraz	
Khurshid	

Associate	Professor,	
Director	of	Software	Testing	
V&V	Laboratory	

Associate	reviewer Technical	Solution	(COTS),	System	and	Acceptance	
Testing,		Development	Testing	

Bob	Futrell	 Project	Management	
Practice	Leader,	Cooper	
Consulting	

SME	reviewer	 Program	and	Project	Management	

Susan	
Tennison	

IT	Consultant,	E	W	
Consulting,	Inc.	

Junior	reviewer External	Dependencies,	Human	Resources,		
Operational	Environment	

Don	Shafer	 Corporate	Director	and	
Chief	Technology	Officer,	
Athens	Group	

SME	reviewer,	Backup	
review	team	leader	

Technical	Solution,	External	Dependencies,	Data	
analysis,	BPM	Technology	

Linda	
Shafer	

Certified	Software	
Development	Professional,	
Certified	Software	Quality	
Engineer,	Senior	Member,	
IEEE	Computer	Society	

SME	reviewer Human	Resources,	Project	Management,	Quality	
Management	

Bill	Young	 Research	Scientist,	U.	of	
Texas	at	Austin	

SME	reviewer System	Security,	System	modeling	and	verification,	
Technical	development	approaches.	

	
	
The	following	section	contains	a	brief	narrative	description	of	the	process	used	in	the	
performance	of	our	IV&V	reviews.			Our	full	IV&V	review	methodology	is	described	in	our	IV&V	
Project	Management	Plan	(delivered	separately).		For	this	review	we	collected	and	analyzed	data	
from	the	following	sources:	

1. Interviews	–	oral	interaction	with	those	performing	the	work	within	the	organizational	unit.	Interviews	were	
held	with	various	groups	or	individuals,	such	as	project	leaders,	managers,	SE	practitioners	and	support	
staff.	Combinations	of	formal	and	informal	interviews	were	held,	using	interview	scripts	or	exploratory	
questions	developed	to	elicit	the	information	needed.	A	presentation	or	demonstration	also	served	as	an	
interview	if	interaction	between	the	review	team	and	presenter	ensued.		

2. Meetings	–	observational	notes	of	T2	team	meetings	that	were	held	for	various	purposes.		The	IV&V	team	had	
the	opportunity	to	sit	in	and	assess	how	effective	the	meetings	were,	relative	to	their	stated	purpose.		This	
involved	observing	meeting	protocol	as	well	as	outcomes.		

3. Documents	–	review	of	written	information	relative	to	the	implementation	of	one	or	more	artifacts,	products,	
or	processes.	These	documents	included	organizational/project	plans,	policies,	procedures,	implementation‐
level	artifacts,	instruments	(e.g.,	questionnaires),	and	presentation	materials.	Documents	were	available	in	
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hardcopy	or	softcopy	or	accessible	via	hyperlinks	in	their	Web‐based	environment.	
4. Metrics	–	analysis	of	measurement	data	provided	in	either	electronic	or	manual	form.	In	many	cases,	data	

gathering	is	enabled	by	the	use	of	automated	collection	tools.		
5. Survey	data	–	in	some	cases	a	pre‐onsite	project	survey	is	used	to	collect	basic	information	about	each	project.		

These	results	are	then	used	to	guide	the	project	leader	round	of	interviews.		The	surveys	are	stated	as	
confidential,	so	as	to	protect	the	identity	of	the	individuals.		Other	surveys	may	be	done	when	appropriate.		

6. Field	trips	–	direct	observation	of	the	activities,	processes,	systems,	infrastructure	and	repositories	at	CSD	Field	
Offices,	Call	Centers,	Court	dockets	and	related	user	activities.		

	
Using	multiple	data‐gathering	mechanisms	we	improved	the	depth	of	understanding	and	enabled	
corroboration	of	the	data	and	findings.		The	“focused	assessment”	paradigm	is	to:		

1. Understand	what	objective	information	was	available,	and	how	it	contributed	toward	gauging	the	
success/failure/risks	of	the	unit	within	the	review	scope.		

2. Continually	consolidate	the	data	to	determine	progress	toward	sufficient	coverage	of	review	model	areas.		
3. Focus	review	resources	by	targeting	those	areas	for	which	further	assessment	was	needed	to	collect	additional	

data	or	verify	the	set	of	objective	information.			
4. Avoid	unnecessary	or	duplicated	effort	that	did	not	contribute	additional	information	toward	achievement	of	

sufficient	coverage	or	toward	obtaining	significantly	greater	confidence	in	the	review	results.	For	example,	
keeping	interviews	efficient	by	asking	further	questions	only	about	areas	for	which	sufficient	data	had	not	
been	obtained.		

	
As	the	review	process	progressed,	the	review	team	aggregated	and	synthesized	additional	
objective	information,	and	used	this	information	to	draw	inferences	about	the	overall	
performance	of	the	T2	Program.	Wherever	there	were	shortcomings	in	the	review	team’s	
understanding	of	T2’s	performance,	new	data‐collection	strategies	were	determined	to	probe	for	
and	obtain	more	information.	For	example,	in	cases	where	the	objective	information	was	missing,	
unclear,	or	insufficient,	other	documents	were	requested.			Generating	focused	questions	for	
follow‐on	interviews	added	specificity	and	better	understanding.	By	maintaining	a	current	
inventory	of	the	status	of	the	review	objective	information	and	prioritizing	areas	where	
additional	information	was	still	needed,	these	focused	assessment	approaches	were	continuously	
and	iteratively	applied	to	narrow	identified	gaps	and	converge	on	sufficient	coverage	for	
proceeding	with	the	findings	and	recommendations.		
	
The	following	specific	data	sources	were	used	in	our	IV&V	analysis	process	during	this	review.	

Table	3‐2		IV&V	Data	Sources	

Type	 Number	 Comment	
Interviews	 Over	200	people/roles	interviewed See	Appendix	C,		Volume	II
Meetings	observed	 Many	team	meetings	observed See	Appendix	C,	Volume	II
Documents	Reviewed	 Many	documents	were	viewed	

electronically		
Found	on	the	T2	shared	drive,	or	
delivered	in	electronic	form	to	
the	team	

Metrics	Data		 Clarity,	ClearCase,	ClearQuest,	
ReqPro,	etc.	

See	various	findings	
descriptions	with	the	data	
embedded	

Field	Trips	 None	this	review	period
	
For	more	details	please	see	the	tables	in	the	appendices	listing	all	interviews	conducted,	meetings	
observed,	documentation	reviews	performed,	artifacts	analyzed,	etc.	
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4.	CHECKLIST	AREAS	AND	REVIEW	WORKSHEETS	
	
Presented	in	this	section	are	the	worksheets	used	in	the	performance	of	this	IV&V	review.		These	
worksheets	present	a	high	level	view	of	our	focus	and	findings	by	activity	area,	and	have	been	
completed,	scored,	commented,	etc.	as	applicable.		
	
Weighting	and	Scoring	the	Activity	Areas	Reviewed	
	
The	tables	below	identify	attributes	for	the	reviewed	activities	in	terms	of	their	relevance	for	this	
particular	review	and	a	general	indicator	of	their	strength	of	practice.			Activity	area	relevance	is	
an	outcome	of	our	review‐planning	phase,	whereas	the	strength	indicator	is	an	aggregate	review	
finding.		Both	of	these	attributes	can	be	measured	on	a	Likert	scale	with	the	following	meanings.	

Table	4.1	‐	Relevance	and	Strength	Indicators	Definition	

Indicator	 Relevance	meaning Strength	meaning
0	 Minimal	 None
1	 Little	 Weak
2	 Some	 Somewhat	weak
3	 Moderate Average
4	 High	 Strong
5	 Critical		 Superior	
NR	 Not	relevant Not	rated

	
For	this	Semi‐annual	review	the	following	activity	areas	have	been	assigned	the	identified	
relevance	indicators.		Their	notional	strength	indicators	as	determined	in	summary	over	all	
previous	reviews	are	also	shown	below.		

Table	4.2	–Checklist	Activity	Areas,	Relevance	and	Strength	Indicators	

Activity	Area	 Relevance Strength	
Program	&	Project	Management	Activities
(Including	vendor	management)	 	

5 5

Quality	Management	Activities	 	 5 5
Human	Resources	 5 3
Process	Management	and	Maturity	 5 4
Systems	Engineering	 5 4
Requirements	Management	Activities 5 4
Development	Environment	Activities 5 3
Software	Development	Activities	 	 4 3
System	&	Acceptance	Testing	Activities 3 2
Data	Management	Activities	 	 3 3
Training	Activities	 	 3 4
Operating	Environment	Activities	
(Including	external	dependencies)	 	

3 2

Operations	Oversight	Activities	 	 2 NR	
	
	The	relationship	of	our	Findings	Areas	to	the	Checklist	Activity	Areas	indicating	the	negative	findings	tag	
identifiers	is	shown	in	the	table	below.		See	Appendix	D,	Volume	II	for	the	detailed	IV&V	activity	area	
checklists	used	for	this	review.		
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Table	4.3	–	Findings	Areas	and	Checklist	Tags	

Findings	Area	 Primary	Activity	Area	Tags	
Program/Project	
Management	

PM‐3,	4,	7,	8,	10,	25,	26,	27,	30,	31,	32	

Requirements	 RM‐2,	RM	10‐18,	OE‐4	
Quality	Management	 QA‐1,	6,	9,	10,	11,	13;	OO‐3;	MA‐1,	PM	35,	36	
Process	Management	 DE‐4,	DE‐6,	PM‐10	
Systems	Engineering	 SE‐1	through	SE‐9	
Technical	Solution	 OE‐8,	10;	SD‐1;	DM‐1,	3	
External	Dependencies	 OE‐1;	DE‐1,	3	
Human	Resources	 HR	1‐8	

	
RM‐Requirements	Management,	OE‐Operating	Environment,	DE‐Development	Environment,	PM‐Project	
Management,	QA‐Quality	Assurance,	MA‐Measurement	and	Analysis,	SE	–	Systems	Engineering,	SD‐
Software	Development,	DM‐Data	Management,	HR‐Human	Resources	
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5.	FINDINGS		
	
5.1	Findings	Introduction		
	
During	each	semi‐annual	review	IV&V	identifies	areas	of	concern	that	need	to	be	brought	to	the	
attention	of	OAG,	CSD	and	the	Federal	Office	of	Child	Support	Enforcement	(OCSE).		These	
concerns	reflect	exceptions	from	related	standards	and/or	generally	accepted	best	practices.		
When	such	concerns	arise,	they	result	in	an	IV&V	finding.			In	addition	to	the	description	of	the	
finding,	suggested	recommendations	are	included	for	how	the	concern	might	be	addressed.			
Progress	against	previously	open	findings	is	reported,	as	well	as,	new	findings	that	were	
identified	during	this	semi‐annual	reporting	period.	
	
For	each	finding	the	following	information	is	provided:	

 Finding	Number:		The	dark	blue	banner	across	the	top	of	the	table	contains	a	unique	identifier	for	the	finding	
in	the	form	FxxL‐###,	where	xx	represents	the	2‐digit	year,	L	represents	either	an	A	or	a	B	standing	for	the	
first	or	second	semi‐annual	review	of	that	year,	and	the	###	is	an	appropriate	sequence	number.		These	
numerals	are	assigned	sequentially	as	new	findings	are	created.		This	identifier	is	used	to	track	and	report	
progress	on	the	finding	through	closure.		This	is	followed	by	the	finding	short	name	for	tracking	purposes.	

 Finding	Short	Description:		An	unlabeled,	un‐shaded,	section	follows	the	banner.		It	includes	a	general	
description	of	the	essence	of	the	finding.		The	finding	details	are	included	in	the	Findings	Description	section	
described	below.	

 Period	Opened:		The	period	opened	is	represented	by	the	month	and	year	of	the	IV&V	Semi‐annual	Report	
(SR)	where	the	finding	was	first	created	and	reported.	

 Period	Closed:		This	section	will	contain	NEW	in	the	report	in	which	the	finding	was	first	identified.		In	
subsequent	reports	it	will	contain	OPEN	until	it	has	been	closed.		At	that	time	it	will	include	the	month	and	
year	of	the	IV&V	report	where	the	finding	was	closed.		Findings	may	be	closed	in	either	a	SR	or	SR	update.	

 Degree	of	Impact:		See	Appendix	A	of	Volume	II.	
 Probability	of	Impact:		See	Appendix	A	of	Volume	II.	
 Time	Criticality:	See	Appendix	A	of	Volume	II.	
 OCSE	Priority:	See	Appendix	A	of	Volume	II.	
 Progress	Indicator:		This	section	identifies	the	IV&V	assessment	of	progress	toward	the	closure	of	the	

finding.		The	progress	indicator	for	each	finding	will	either	be	NEW,	NO	PROGRESS	OBSERVED,	PROGRESS	
OBSERVED,	or	CLOSED.		The	guide	for	interpretation	of	the	progress	indicators	is	as	follows:	
 NEW:	The	finding	is	being	identified	for	the	first	time	in	this	report.	
 PROGRESS	OBSERVED:	Significant1	progress	was	observed	during	this	reporting	period	toward	the	

closure	of	this	finding	and	the	finding	might	reasonably	be	expected	to	be	closed	according	to	the	
guidelines	in	Appendix	A.	

 NO	PROGRESS	OBSERVED:		Though	there	may	have	been	some	amount	of	progress	in	this	reporting	
period,	significant	progress	was	not	observed	toward	the	closure	of	the	finding	according	to	the	
expectations	for	closure	identified	in	Appendix	A,	Volume	II.		

 CLOSED:		The	finding	was	closed	in	this	report.		If	the	finding	was	closed	due	to	being	overcome	by	
events,	an	(OBE)	will	be	appended	to	the	progress	indicator.	

 Related	IV&V	Tasks:		This	section	will	include	one	or	more	identifiers	for	activity	areas	from	the	checklists	in	
Appendix	D.		It	was	during	the	assessment	of	these	activity	areas	that	the	finding	was	generated.		While	there	
may	have	been	several	activities	that	relate	to	the	finding,	only	the	most	relevant	are	included	in	this	section.		
Links	to	related	findings	are	also	found	here.	

 Finding	Description:		This	section	contains	a	detailed	description	of	the	original	observations	that	led	to	the	
creation	of	the	finding.		The	conclusions	documented	in	this	section	were	based	upon	the	assessment	of	the	

																																																								
1 In this context “significant” means that, based upon any progress noted, URGENT or HIGH priority findings may be reasonably expected to be closed in 
the next reporting period.  For findings with lesser priorities the expectation is that they might be reasonably closed within two reporting periods.  See 
Appendix A, Volume II for more details. 
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program/project	based	upon	industry	standards	and	best	practices	at	the	time	the	finding	was	created.		
Additional	observations	as	discovered	are	found	in	the	Status	Update	section.		

 Risk:		This	section	includes	one	or	more	statements	of	the	risk	to	the	project	associated	with	this	finding.	
 Recommendations:		This	section	includes	a	general	recommendation	from	IV&V	for	how	the	finding	should	

be	addressed,	and	additional	recommendations	as	needed	to	help	the	program	make	progress	toward	
remediation	of	the	finding.	

 Relevant	Standards,	Best	Practices,	and	Related	Resources:	This	section	includes	a	list	of:	
 Standards	that	are	relevant	to	the	concerns	identified	in	this	finding.		In	addition	to	the	name	of	the	

standard,	the	each	entry	may	include	pointers	to	specific	sections	within	the	standard	that	apply	to	
things	identified	in	the	Finding	Description	section.			

 Not	all	best	practices	have	been	formally	standardized,	but	they	are	nonetheless	accepted	as	generally	
accepted	approaches.		Where	no	specific	standard	can	be	identified,	the	best	practice	will	be	described	in	
brief.		If	available,	pointers	to	resources	related	to	the	best	practice	will	be	identified.	

 There	may	be	references	to	other	related	resources,	such	as	the	project	documents	and	artifacts	
reviewed	in	identifying	the	findings.	

 Status	Update:		This	section	is	included	for	findings	that	were	identified	in	a	previous	report.		This	section	
includes	a	detailed	chronological	status	of	the	program’s	progress	related	to	the	concerns	identified	by	the	
findings.	

	
As	directed	by	OCSE,	the	findings	presented	are	intended	to	be	“exception	based”	and	will	
therefore	be	interpreted	as	weaknesses	relative	to	standards	and	best	practices.				
	
The	findings	are	organized	into	the	following	sections:	
 New	findings	observed	during	this	review	period,	
 Status	updates	to	previously	open	findings,			
 Findings	that	were	closed	during	this	review	period.	
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 SAS	Administrators	
 DB2	Administrator	1	
 DB2	Administrator	2	
 SAS	Report	Analyst	

	
The	drain	on	resources	results	in	CSD	staff	stretched	to	cover	all	knowledge	areas.		Staff	are	
being	moved	between	projects	and	suffering	the	strain.		New	staff	members	may	put	the	project	
at	a	disadvantage	due	to	lack	of	child	support	experience.		Key	Staff	roles	must	be	filled,	either	by	
new	hires,	transfer	of	existing	resources,	or	IDC	(through	Release	2	Development).			
	
The	training	schedule	below,	showing	TBD’s,	also	is	an	indicator	of	staffing	needs.		
	

Training	Schedule
M	&	T	Area	 T2	Role	 Project OAG	

Counterparts	
DDI	

Counterparts	
Number	
Staff	TBD	

–		
OAG,	DDI	

Start

Application	Arch	 Information	Arch	 TBD 1,	0	
Application	Arch	 T2‐T1	Integra	Arch	 TBD 1,	0	 Q3	FY	12
Application	Arch	 ERS	Architect	 TBD 1,	0	
Release	1	Design	 R1	Designer	 EER TBD TBD 1,	1	 Q3	FY	13

	 	 	 	 r	 	 	
Release	1	Develop	 Java	Developer	 CIL TBD 0,	7	 Q4	FY	13
Release	1	Develop	 Java	Developer	 EER TBD TBD 4,	4	
Release	1	Develop	 Portal	User	

Interface	Developer	
All TBD TBD 1,	1	

Release	1	Develop	 WID	Integr	Dev	 All TBD TBD 1,	1	
Release	1	Develop	 Batch	Developer	 All TBD TBD 2,	2	

	 	 	 	 r	 	 	
Release	1	Develop	 ECM	Developer	 ECM TBD TBD 1,	1	
Release	1	Develop	 ERS	Developer	 ERS TBD TBD 2,	2	
Release	1	Develop	 Forms	Developer	 Forms TBD TBD 1,	1	
Build	and	Deploy	 Build	&Deploy	Anyl	 All TBD TBD 2,	2	

Database	 Database	Admin	 All TBD TBD 2,	2	
System	Admin	 Adobe/Forms	 Forms TBD 0,	1	 Q4	FY	12
Release	II	Design	 R2	Designer	 FIN TBD TBD 1,	1	
Release	II	Develop	 Java	Developer	 FIN TBD TBD 6,	6	 Q3	FY	13

	 	 Total	OAG,	DDI	 25,	31	
	 	 Total 56	

	
T2	Release	1	Projects	Dashboard	as	of	6/26/13	shows,	on	the	Program	Dashboard,	that	Effort	is	
trending	negative	(6%	variance,	with	DDI	responsible	for	29%	and	CSD	responsible	for	72%).	
	
T2	Initiative	Management	Metrics	shows	“yellow”	(some	oversight	required;	project	may	be	at	
risk	in	this	area)	for	CIL,	ERS,	(the	Lead	Designer	will	be	working	Transformation	and	only	able	
to	support	ERS	part	time),	and	Technical	Architecture.	For	Schedule	variance,	RODEO	
experienced	DDI	turnover	and	CSD’s	need	for	a	designer.		The	Tech	Arch	schedule	was	impacted	
by	turnover	in	staff.	
	
One	of	the	Top	10	Risks	shows	“Limited	CSD	resources	to	fill	critical	skills.”		Manpower	concerns	
include	CIL,	RODEO,	EER	and	ERS.		These	projects	“may	not	be	able	to	accomplish	everything	
planned	for	June	and	July	since	the	manpower	increases	may	not	be	achievable.”	
	
The	Risk	and	Issue	Weekly	Email	(6/7/2013)	includes	this	risk	with	implications	for	Resources:	
“…	concerns	were	raised	about	Phase	1	projects	with	cross‐system	impacts,	such	as	RODEO	and	
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with	IBM	BPM	Version	8.0	as	part	of	Portal	8.0.	This	decision	will	fundamentally	change	the	role	
of	Business	Process	Analyst	to	BPMAs.	Here	is	the	recommended	Analyst	Job	Description	from	
IBM:	

Job	Role	Description	‐	This	intermediate	level	certification	is	intended	for	BPM	analysts	
who	discover,	define	and	analyze	complex	processes	within	a	functional	area.	These	BPM	
analysts	lead	and	facilitate	the	process	discovery	phase	of	IBM	BPM	projects,	and	
communicate	business	needs	for	process‐oriented	solutions.		BPM	analysts	are	expected	
to:	

1. Perform	process	inventory	and	prioritization	following	the	IBM	BPM	methodology.	
2. Execute	the	Process	Discovery	phases,	address	the	goals	and	create	the	deliverables	following	

the	IBM	BPM	methodology.	
3. Discover,	define,	analyze,	improve,	and	model	a	process	in	Blueworks	Live.	
4. Identify	the	business	case,	requirements	and	key	opportunities.	
5. Define	the	business	level	of	Key	Performance	Indicators	(KPIs)	and	Service	Level	Agreements	

(SLAs).	
6. Understand	the	functionalities	and	capabilities	of	IBM	Business	Process	Manager	V8.0	for	

delivering	executable	BPM	processes.	
7. Design	future	state	processes	for	IBM	Business	Process	Manager	V8.0	with	Blueworks	Live	
8. Understand	the	IBM	playback	methodology	and	be	familiar	with	change	management	

approaches.	
	
These	BPM	analysts	are	generally	self‐sufficient	and	able	to	perform	most	of	the	tasks	involved	in	the	role	
with	limited	assistance	from	peers,	product	documentation	and	vendor	support	services.	
Use	of	this	very	complex	and	powerful	tool	set	require	prerequisite	knowledge	of:	

1. Software	Development	Lifecycle	(SDLC)	and	using	Agile	methodology,	
2. Business	process	analysis	techniques,	including	discovery	and	improvement,	
3. Modeling	techniques	of	automated	tools,	
4. Eclipse	development	environment,	
5. UML	model	representation,	and		
6. Validation	of	business	process	models.	

	

Today	the	CSD	BPAs	do	not	have	the	foundational	knowledge	to	begin	learning	the	BPM	tool	
suite.	In	the	commercial	world	today,	job	descriptions	for	a	comparable	business	process	
analyst	/Business	Process	Specialist	‐	cite	the	following	skills/qualifications	and	competences	
needed:	

Skills	
 Lead	internal	BPM	enablement	sessions	
 Lead	and	mentor	the	efforts	and	resources	driving	process	understanding,	process	definition,	solutioning	

and	requirements	definition	
 Partner	with	the	business	and	development	resources	to	improve	business	processes,	gather	/	understand	

requirements	
 Assist	with	use	case	development	for	unit	/	system/user	acceptance	testing	
 Summarize	and	develop	playback	documentation	
 Familiar	with	BPMN	documentation	standards	
 Proficient	in	BPMN	process	modeling	(ideally	IBM	Blueworks	Live	experience)		
Qualifications	
 Bachelors	or	Masters	degree	in	computer	science	or	other	related	disciplines	
 Experience	in	software	development	using	BPM	tools	
Competences	
 Understands	business	value…	Can	speak	professionally	with	LOB	
 Entrepreneurial…	Sees	opportunity	in	problems	
 Familiar	with	iterative	(agile)	delivery	methodology	
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Pre‐Development	 AIX	 Completed	 16
Pre‐Development	 WIN	 Completed	 15
Production	 AIX	 Completed	 12
Production	 WIN	 Completed	 35
Staging	 AIX	 Completed	 3
Staging	 WIN	 Completed	 5
System	Test	 AIX	 Completed	 17
System	Test	 WIN	 Completed	 8
Training	 AIX	 Completed	 5
Training	 WIN	 Completed	 5
UAT	 AIX	 Completed	 56
UAT	 WIN	 Completed	 28
TOTAL	
COMPLETED	 		 		 236

Development	 AIX	 Pending	 1
Production	 AIX	 Pending	 46
Production	 WIN	 Pending	 7
Staging	 AIX	 Pending	 9
Staging	 WIN	 Pending	 2
Training	 AIX	 Pending	 12
Training	 WIN	 Pending	 2
TOTAL	PENDING	 		 		 79
TOTAL	SERVERS	 	 	 315
	
	
The	task	orders	have	been	executed	after	causing	some	time	delays.		DDI	has	begun	to	provide	
an	integrated	plan	for	the	environments.		They	are	providing	specifications	for	future	build‐
outs.		They	are	providing	installation	guides	and	writing	each	document	specific	to	T2.		They	
are	evaluating	the	DEV	environment	to	determine	if	it	will	support	the	required	development.		
Next,	they	will	develop	the	same	documents	for	the	UAT	environment.		CSD	plans	to	analyze	the	
documents	to	determine	if	there	is	a	gap	between	the	current	environment	and	the	planned	
one	specified	in	the	document.			
	
CSD	has	extended	the	contract	for	the	dedicated	team	at	the	DCS	until	August	2015.		This	is	a	
team	dedicated	to	T2	environments	and	allows	for	more	timely	creation,	correction	and	upkeep	
on	the	environments.		By	extending	the	contract,	OAG	is	assured	of	adequate	staff	for	handling	
CSD	issues	for	system	testing	and	going	into	performance	testing.	
	
Responsibilities	have	shifted	within	T2	with	the	creation	of	a	new	Phase	1	task	order:	

1.  DDI	will	take	the	lead	in	providing	specifications	and	an	integrated	plan	for	the	build‐outs.	
2.					DDI	will	take	lead	role	in	coordinating	the	build‐out	activities.	

	
This	finding	will	remain	open	until	the	IV&V	team	analyzes	the	complete	set	of	capacity	plans,	
documentation	and	hardware	migration	plans	for	all	environments.	
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unknowns	 ahead	 are	 embedded	 in	 the	 total	work	 hour	 estimates	 for	 tasks	 in	 the	work	plan	
schedule,	 then	either	 the	hours	or	 the	 risk	 contingencies	were	underestimated.	This	 leads	 to	
movement	 of	 estimated	 completion	 dates	 (schedule	 slippage),	 which	 spawns	 frequent	 re‐
planning,	and	overall	increased	project	costs.	
	
The	need	for	5,408	extra	DDI	hours	(which	included	a	26.4%	embedded	risk	buffer)	to	cover	
schedule	delays	due	to	the	need	for	further	CIL	requirements	clarification	is	an	example	of	such	
impacts.		It	added	an	additional	$747,768.32	to	the	Initiative’s	costs	on	March	14,	2012.			
	
Effective	January	2013	
Since	our	last	review,	CSD	has	performed	a	significant	re‐ordering	of	the	work	in	the	Clarity	
work	plan,	to	create	a	new	Work	Breakdown	Structure	(WBS).	The	new	WBS	combines	the	
remaining	work	of	Phase	1	and	2	together	into	a	single	Release1.		At	1/17/2013,	the	new	WBS	
contained	3984	line	items	–	an	increase	of	932	line	items	in	a	year.		The	WBS	summary	for	the	
last	three	IV&V	reviews	is	shown	below:	

	 																	Counts

Type	
Jan	

2013
Jul	

2012
Jan	

2012
Phase	 1 1 1
Activity	 9 10 10
WBSLevel3	 61 68 83
WBSLevel4	 156 160 154
WBSLevel5	 292 270 118
WBSLevel6	 241 84 47
WBSLevel7	 69 70 41
WBSLevel8	 5 9 3
Task		 2485 2661 1960
Milestone	 665 651 635
	 	 	 	
WBS	Line	
Items	 3984 3984 3052

	
In	addition,	the	new	Initiative	Tracking	and	Reporting	Manager	appointed	just	prior	to	our	last	
review	has	performed	manpower	analyses	to	refine	the	assignments	of	CSD	staff	to	tasks	across	
projects,	and	to	tune	the	work	estimates	reflected	in	the	Clarity	work	plan.	The	new	WBS	more	
closely	aligns	to	the	Accenture’s	Delivery	Method	(ADM),	which	is	the	basis	for	the	estimates	in	
the	SDLC	phases	of	the	project.	
	
The	new	WBS	work	plan	includes	a	breakdown	of	tasks	and	hours	for	the	Finance	project	
(Phase	3	in	prior	work	plans)	which	had	been	omitted	from	the	detail	work	plans	up	to	this	
revision.		Therefore,	the	work	plan	now	reflects	the	total	hours	effort	for	all	projects	in	the	T2	
Initiative,	which	has	increased	from	the	608,108.47	hours	baselined	February	2012	to	
1,220,793	hours	(under	approval	review	as	the	new	baseline).			
			
The	net	result	of	these	WBS	and	staffing	changes	over	the	last	few	months	is	that	the	work	plan	
has	been	improved,	has	more	accurate	estimates,	and	better	reflects	the	actual	state	of	the	
work	to	do	and	to	date.		This	however,	is	revealing	that	many	tasks	are	currently	understaffed,	
leading	to	continued	schedule	slippage	(as	reflected	in	the	12/31/2012	Management	
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Dashboard	excerpt	sample	above).		The	below	sample	from	the	Project	Manager’s	Status	
Meeting	illustrates	the	metric:	
	

	
	
Underestimating	work	leads	to	understaffing.		A	side	effect	of	understaffing	is	overworking	the	
existing	staff,	which	may	lead	to	burnout	and/or	turnover.	
	
Effective	July	2013		
Progress	on	this	finding	has	been	noted.		Since	our	last	review,	CSD	has	re‐estimated	some	
work	in	a	bottom‐up	fashion,	using	more	than	one	method	for	much	of	it,	and	baselined	it	in	the	
Clarity	work	plan,	with	the	new	Work	Breakdown	Structure	(WBS)	combining	the	remaining	
work	of	Phase	1	and	2	together	into	a	single	Release1	that	was	created	late	in	2012.		The	DDI	
has	also	added	Iteration	1	and	2	due	in	October/November	2013	into	their	WBS.		CSD	and	DDI	
learned	from	the	work	done	thus	far	and	revised	the	baseline	projects	to	help	ensure	that	
realistic	timelines	were	estimated.		CSD	still	needs	to	work	with	DDI	to	document	their	better	
estimation	methods	in	the	Playbook	for	future	project	work	estimation	efforts.	
	
At	7/12/2013,	the	new	baselined	CSD	WBS	contained	4042	line	items	(tasks,	summaries,	and	
milestones)	maintained	in	Clarity,	and	referenced	4438	line	items	being	tracked	in	the	DDI	
WBS	maintained	in	MS	Project.		The	WBS	summary	for	the	last	four	IV&V	reviews	is	shown	
below:	

	

Clarity	Workplan	Line	Item	
Counts	

	

Type	
Jul	

2013
Jan	

2013
Jul	

2012
Jan	

2012	
Phase	 1 1 1 1	
Activity	 9 9 10 10	
WBSLevel3	 35 61 68 83	
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WBSLevel4	 89 156 160 154	
WBSLevel5	 186 292 270 118	
WBSLevel6	 223 241 84 47	
WBSLevel7	 215 69 70 41	
WBSLevel8	 146 5 9 3	
WBSLevel9	 5 0 0 0	
Task		 2444 2485 2661 1960	
Milestone	 689 665 651 635	
	 	 	 	 	

Total	WBS	Line	
Items 4042 3984 3984 3052	

	
The	above	table	illustrates	that	the	level	of	detail	tracked	in	CSD’s	Clarity	work	plan	has	been	
increasing,	reflecting	a	progressively	deeper	elaboration	of	the	project	work	to	be	done.		A	finer	
work	breakdown	leads	toward	increasing	accuracy.		Management	asserts	that	that	they	have	
confidence	in	the	improved	work	estimations	based	on	their	review	of	the	previous	WBS	
elements	over	the	past	year,	and	the	addition	of	design	and	development	work	tasks	that	have	
been	washed	through	the	DDI’s	ADM	Estimator	tool	(based	on	several	past	Child	Support	
Systems	implementations),	with	adjustments	for	special	Texas	considerations,	T2	Initiative	
requirements,	and	the	CSD	project	team	environment.	IV&V	was	pleased	to	see	much	progress	
on	this	finding	and	noticeably	more	accurate	effort	estimates	in	the	WBS.		And	the	new	metrics	
tracking	and	project	management	dashboard	is	reflecting	a	crisper	measurement	of	progress	
on	tasks	against	these	estimates.		That,	however,	is	showing	slippage	due	primarily	to	the	
violated	assumptions	of	full	and	timely	skill	staffing,	and	a	streamlined	review	process	able	to	
achieve	the	5‐5‐5	target.		
	
Despite	the	progress	on	estimation	accuracy,	there	did	not	appear	to	be	any	kind	of	
quantitative	confidence	factor	added	to	the	estimates,	to	be	reflected	in	the	risk	management	
tracking	and	the	new	metrics	program.	A	verbal	confidence	factor	in	the	range	of	10%‐50%	
was	elicited	from	the	CIL	team	for	R1	completion	by	Oct	2015.		Only	the	CSD	Customer	
Advocate	and	the	DDI	Design	Lead	were	more	optimistic	with	confidence	factors	of	from	85%	‐	
100%	IF	(and	only	if)	all	assumptions	were	met	and	everyone	did	their	job	right.		But	the	
dashboard	metrics	tracking	for	the	past	five	months	shows	that	these	assumptions	underlying	
the	baselined	estimates	in	the	current	schedule	have	already	been	violated.		

	
Also,	no	evidence	was	found	that	a	process	for	a	project	to	be	terminated	or	suspended	before	
its	natural	completion,	with	a	process	to	restart	it	once	suspended,	had	been	added	to	the	DMP	
per	recommendations.		
	
Overall,	IV&V	was	pleased	to	see	much	progress	on	this	finding	and	noticeably	more	accurate	
effort	estimates	in	the	new	WBS	and	baselined	project	schedule,	reflected	in	the	new	metrics	
tracking	and	dashboard	reporting,	but	recommends	that	it	remain	open	until	the	quantitative	
confidence	factor	and	termination/suspension/restart	process	be	addressed.			
	
Effective	January	2014	
	
IV&V	accepts	that	the	process	and	templates	documented	for	project	termination	or	
suspension	within	the	T2	Initiative,	as	described	in	the	Playbook’s	Delivery	Management	Plan	
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Effective	July	20,	2012		
The	 IV&V	 Team	 observed	 continued	 schedule	 slippage.	 	 The	 following	 is	 from	 the	 Initiative	
Summary	 section	of	 the	monthly	T2	 Initiative	Status	 	Report	of	6/30/2012:	 	 Schedule	 rating	
“red”	due	to	the	slippage	in	the	VCF	Pilot	schedule,	current	delays	in	completing	requirements	
clarifications	for	CIL,	and	delays	in	completion	of	Phase	1	tech	design	approach	artifacts.			
	
The	following	is	from	the	Schedule	Management	section	of	the	same	report:	

VCF	Pilot	design	is	tracking	two	weeks	late.		Current	impact	assessment	shows	a	1‐week	impact	to	go‐live	
for	start	of	Pilot	rollout.		DDI	will	reassess	impact	once	design	phase	tasks	are	100%	complete.			

	

As	reporting	in	April,	the	CIL	requirements	clarification	milestones	are	tracking	late.		Mitigation	
strategies,	including	adding	more	resources	to	requirements	clarification	tasks,	were	employed	
in	April	to	minimize	slippage.		CSD	and	DDI	project	managers	estimate	a	two‐month	impact	to	
overall	schedule,	or	approximately	a	‐6%	variance.	 	Additional	mitigation	strategies	are	being	
employed	in	downstream	phases	to	try	and	preserve	the	June	2014	implementation	date.		Will	
monitor	effectiveness	of	mitigations	and	reassess	schedule	variance	as	the	project	progresses	
through	detailed	design.			
	
From	the	same	report,	of	137	milestones	reported	on*,	52	(38%)	are	either	Late,	At	Risk,	or	a	
CR	is	Needed.			
	

	
	

*	Milestones	completed	during	the	current	fiscal	year	are	included	in	the	report.		Milestones	completed	in	
the	prior	fiscal	year(s)	will	roll‐off	the	monthly	report,	but	are	maintained	in	the	work	plan	for	the	life	of	
the	project.	

	
The	T2	Late	Tasks	report	from	Clarity	for	7/13/2012	contained	a	total	of	2087	tasks,	of	which	
804	(41%)	were	other	than	“On	Schedule”.			
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The	sum	of	 these	 indicators	only	2	months	after	a	 re‐baselined	work	plan	schedule	confirms	
the	IV&V	team’s	observation	that	the	T2	Initiative	is	still	suffering	continued	schedule	slippage.		
	
Effective	January	2013	
At	 this	 review,	 the	newly	 revised	WBS	and	work	plans	 that	were	aligned	with	 the	Accenture	
Delivery	 Method	 (used	 for	 work	 estimation)	 were	 awaiting	 CSD	 baseline	 approval,	 so	 no	
reliable	variances	of	schedule	slippage	could	be	obtained	yet.		However,	IV&V	believes	that	the	
revised	approved	work	plan	as	a	baseline	will	prove	to	be	a	better	measure	of	the	state	of	the	
initiative	going	forward.			

	
As	an	informal	metric,	each	group	that	IV&V	met	with	during	this	review	was	asked	the	same	
question:	“What	is	your	confidence	that	the	Release1	date	of	October	20,	2015	in	the	new	work	
plan	can	be	achieved?”			

	
Most	 staff	 seemed	 relieved	 that	 the	 pressure	 of	 the	 building	 bow	wave	 of	 schedule	 slips	 for	
Phase	1	over	the	past	two	years	has	been	relaxed	and	the	deadline	pressure	moved	out	for	a	
couple	more	years.		Their	confidence	of	achieving	this	new	deadline,	however,	was	not	as	high	
as	might	 be	 expected	with	 a	 fresh	 new	work	 plan.	 	 Instead,	 low	 to	medium	 confidence	was	
expressed.		Confidence	varied	by	organizational	level	and	scope.		For	example,	the	lower	in	the	
organization,	 the	 lower	 the	 confidence	 about	 the	 entire	 organization’s	 ability	 to	 achieve	 the	
Release1	date.		If	scope	was	narrowed	to	what	they	could	control	(e.g.	CIL	Designs	or	Go‐Live),	
then	confidence	rose.		This	is	normal	for	large	projects	and	organizations	like	T2.				
	
The	informal	metric	results	were	reflected	in	the	T2	Initiative’s	Late	Task	Report:	
	
From	the	1/18/2013	Late	Tasks	Report:	
	

Late	Start	
Baseline	

Late	Start	
Current	
Plan	

Late	Finish	
Baseline	

Late	Finish	
Current	
Plan	

Late	Starts	
>	20	days	
to	baseline	

Finishes	>	20	
days	to	
baseline	

820	 54	 936	 15	 771	 872	





	

UT ARiSE IV&V Semi-Annual Review Report – VOLUME I - Version 2.0  Final                   Page 68 

	

		
	

Intervention	required.		Project	is	at	risk	in	this	area.		A	negative	variance	greater	than	10%;	
risk	rating	of	Severe	or	Significant,	and/or	an	issue	rating	of	Critical.	

	

After	baselining	the	new	WBS	work	plan	on	1/25/2013,	the	January	report	showed	mostly	On	
Schedule	tasks.		However,	project	tasks	began	to	slip	rather	dramatically	in	the	next	month,	and	
then	 leveled	 off	 for	 the	 next	 four	 months.	 	 The	 T2	 Initiative	 Monthly	 Status	 Reports	
explanations	 indicate	 that	 the	slippages	were	mostly	due	 to	 resource	 shortages	 (at	both	CSD	
and	 DDI),	 and	 extended	 review	 times	 for	 the	 High‐level	 Designs	 (HLDs).	 	 These	 causes	
persisted	 through	 our	 review	 this	 period,	 although	 the	 impacts	 seem	 to	 be	 held	 steady‐to‐
slightly‐slipping	as	of	July	2013.	

	
For	 the	 whole	 project,	 a	 top‐level	 summary	 of	 the	 T2	 Initiative	 from	 the	 T2_INT_Week	
Ending_071213.rmp	file	is		shown	below:	

	 1/25/2013		Baseline	 7/12/2013		Current	and	Actual	

Variance	
(neg	=	over	
baseline)

R 
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TXCSES	2.0	 2/10/2010	 3/30/2018	 1,996	 7.7	
1,211,17

0	 2/10/2010
3/30/201

8	 2,123 8.2	
571,92

5	
702,47

1	
1,274,39

6	
(63,22
6)	 ‐5.22%

Initiative	Activities	 9/7/2010	 3/30/2018	 1,848	 7.1	 171,443	 9/7/2010	 3/30/2018	
1,97
4	 7.6	 114,683	 70,606	 185,289	 (13,846)	 ‐8.08%	

Case	Initiation	&	
Locate	
(CIL) RL1‐ARCH T2I RL1	 9/7/2010	 1/31/2016	 1,283	 4.9	 395,427	 9/7/2010	 1/31/2016	

1,40
9	 5.4	 197,175	 231,351	 428,526	 (33,099)	 ‐8.37%	

Enterprise	Content	
Management	
(ECM)	 2/10/2010	

12/30/201
5	 1,536	 5.9	 125,065	 2/10/2010	 12/30/2015	

1,53
6	 5.9	 109,648	 22,460	 132,108	 (7,044)	 ‐5.63%	

RODEO	
(RDO)	 9/7/2010	

12/30/201
5	 1,387	 5.3	 47,805	 9/7/2010	 12/30/2015	

1,38
7	 5.3	 26,336	 20,855	 47,190	 615		 1.29%	

Enterprise	Reporting	
System	
(ERS)	 9/7/2010	 12/2/2013	 773	 3.0	 52,533	 9/7/2010	 12/30/2015	

1,38
7	 5.3	 19,100	 35,978	 55,078	 (2,545)	 ‐4.84%	

	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

Data	Quality	Analysis	
(DQA)	 9/7/2010	

12/30/2 1
5	 1,387	 5.3	 7,395	 9/7/2010	 12/30/2015	

1 8
7	 5.3	 5,421	 1,841	 7,262	 133		 1.80%	

Establishment	&	
Enforcement	
(EER)	 9/7/2010	

12/30/201
5	 1,387	 5.3	 171,642	 9/7/2010	 12/30/2015	

1,38
7	 5.3	 89,570	 86,933	 176,503	 (4,861)	 ‐2.83%	

Financial	Renewal	
(FIN)	 10/8/2012	

12/29/201
7	 1,349	 5.2	 222,668	 10/8/2012	 12/29/2017	

1,36
5	 5.3	 926	 224,283	 225,209	 (2,541)	 ‐1.14%	

	
A	negative	variance	in	hours	means	that	the	overall	estimate	to	complete	is	growing,	which	is	
putting	pressure	on	the	overall	project	end	date,	now	at	3/30/2018.	 	 Indeed,	a	verbal	poll	of	
the	 team’s	 confidence	 to	 achieve	 the	 Release1	 date	 at	 the	 end	 of	 October	 2015	 seemed	 to	
corroborate	the	numbers	trends	above.			
	
Management	 explains	 that	 the	 causes	 are	 understood,	 and	 that	 actions	 are	 being	 negotiated	
and	implemented	to	correct	the	causes,	and	allow	the	planned	target	dates	to	be	achieved.		The	
new	management	 dashboard	 provides	warning	 that	 project	managers	 to	 react	 and	 correct	 a	
problem	before	it	is	too	late	and	the	task	has	missed	its	expected	completion	date.	
	
IV&V	will	check	the	metrics	again	in	our	next	review	to	see	if	the	1/25/2013	Baseline	schedule	
still	holds,	and	the	schedule	slippage	trends	have	been	brought	under	control.	
	
Effective	January	2014	
	
The	last	prepared	and	available	Monthly	Management	Metrics	report	(October	2013)	showed	
that	schedule	variance	for	the	T2	Initiative	was	improving	during	our	last	visit	in	July	2013	
(consistent	with	management’s	assertion	that	the	schedule	slippage	issues	were	understood	
and	undergoing	actions	to	correct),	but	got	worse	after	our	visit	due	to	a	number	of	factors	(e.g.	
Requirements	were	not	finalized	pending	decisions	from	Management	on	potential	scope	
items;	Standardizing	the	HLD	and	FD	process	was	not	planned.		Reviews	took	longer	than	
planned.		User	reviews	were	not	in	the	baseline	plan;	etc.):		
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updated	work	plan	from	DDI	slipped	from	end‐November	to	mid‐January.	The	work	plan	will	addresses	issues	
with	Tech	Arch	and	Infrastructure	that	are	impeding	progress.	
	
Following	is	some	specific	detail	regarding	the	schedule:	

 Most	development	work	will	not	begin	until	the	gaps	identified	in	the	updated	work	plan	are	addressed.	
The	work	 plan	will	 include	 the	 effort	 to	 get	 the	 environment	 and	build	 and	 deploy	 processes	 ready	 to	
support	development.	

 Tech	Arch	tasks	have	slipped	and	those	slips	are	impacting	downstream	work.	Contributors	to	the	slips	
include	resource	constraints,	environment	challenges,	and	more	customization	than	expected.	In	addition,	
the	team	is	encountering	issues	with	IBM	tools	that	require	Problem	Management	Requests	(PMRs)	which	
are	sometimes	difficult	to	resolve 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 .	

 Scope	decisions	are	impacting	the	completion	of	CIL	Functional	Design.	Initiative	Management	is	working	
through	the	outstanding	Change	Requests.	

 The	 date	 for	 completion	 of	 Iteration	 1	 continues	 to	 slip.	 In	 October	 the	 reported	 completion	 was	
01/28/14,	 but	 Iteration	 1	 is	 now	 predicted	 to	 complete	 02/12/14.	 The	 Iteration	 work	 is	 identifying	
changes	to	artifact	content.	The	slips	in	Iteration	1	impact	CIL	Technical	Design.	

 EER	 is	 focused	 on	 Functional	 Design.	 It	 was	 baselined	 to	 complete	 12/10/13,	 but	 is	 now	 planned	 to	
complete	02/18/14.	The	work	started	late	due	to	delays	in	completion	of	High‐level	Design.	

 Test	scripting	may	be	delayed	until	decisions	are	finalized	on	outstanding	Change	Requests.”	
	
The	new	Integrated	Master	Plan	for	Release	1	mentioned	in	the	November	report	above	was	
not	available	to	IV&V	during	our	January	onsite	visit	as	forecast.		However,	we	learned	through	
interviews	that	some	work	tasks	are	not	being	executed	pending	management	actions,	so	
schedule	slippage	will	likely	continue	to	occur,	adding	to	overall	project	costs.		Therefore,	IV&V	
will	continue	to	monitor	this	finding	until	work	plan	volatility	subsides,	and	monitored	slippage	
appears	to	be	under	control,	with	only	minor	variances.		
	
Effective	July	2014.	
	
T2	began	operating	under	new	approach	in	April	2014.		This	plan	was	to	be	reevaluated	in	July.		
They	have	concluded	that	a	new	baseline	plan	is	needed.		
	
The	Initiative	workplan	baseline	history	during	IV&V’s	visits	has	been:	
	

	
	
Recently,	the	monthly	T2	Initiative	Status	reports	are	showing	positive	trends:	
	
T2 Status Report  Jan‐14  Feb‐14  Mar‐14  Apr‐14  May‐14  Jun‐14 

    Baseline ‐>      Baseline ‐>   
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use	of	the	Rational	tool	suit	for	development	management	and	support.	It	is	further	
recommended	that	the	Playbook	be	modified	so	as	to	delete	the	SDLC	from	it;	replacing	those	
sections	with	the	appropriate	hooks	and	handles	into	the	ADM	methodology.	Given	that	CSD	
management	wishes	to	fully	empower	the	DDI	to	successfully	deliver	the	T2	system,	adopting	
ADM	would	remove	a	significant	hurdle.		The	2	most	relevant	ADM	methods	are	shown	in	the	
figure	below.	
	
																																	Figure	–	Accenture	Delivery	Methods	Appropriate	for	T2	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
In	order	that	the	Playbook	SDLC	be	replaced	by	a	more	effective	and	mature	process,	IV&V	
strongly	recommends	that	the	ADM	if	adopted	be	certified	as	a	CMMI‐Development,	Level	3	
capable	process.	IV&V	will	develop	a	set	of	criteria	to	rate	the	ADM	methods	against	for	that	
purpose.		Alternatively,	if	DDI	can	demonstrate	that	their	methods	have	already	been	certified	
at	CMMI‐Dev,	Level	3,	then	that	will	mostly	satisfy	IV&V.		
	
Effective	January	2013	
It	was	recommended	by	IV&V	that	the	SDLC	from	the	Playbook	be	replaced	with	a	new	SELC,	
and	that	the	DDI	vendor’s	ADM	methodology	be	given	strong	consideration	for	that	
purpose.The	Process	transition	workgroup,	Design	Artifact	Refresh	project	has	the	goal	to	
address	the	known	deficiencies	and	streamline	the	current	System	Development	Lifecycle	
Processes	in	use	by	the	T2	Project,	starting	with	design.		Design	Phase	Recommendations	
include:	
 Align	Design	Phases	with	industry	best	practices	(High‐level,	Functional,	and	Technical	levels	of	

design)	to	increase	comprehension,	quality,	and	decision‐making	
 Propose	refresh	of	22	design	artifacts	to	ensure	design	process	efficiency,	to	address	gaps,	and	

to	introduce	more	specific	artifacts	
 Determine	that	considerations	would	be	needed	for	Architecture	and	COTS	
 Artifacts	proposed	are	driven	from	the	best	practices	for	custom	application	design	as	seen	in	

the	principles	of	the	ADM	methodology,	keeping	in	mind	the	existing	Playbook	artifacts	and	the	
needs	of	the	T2	Initiative	such	as	Batch	and	Portal	

 Based	on	Steering	Committee	and	SEPG	approvals,	a	project	was	chartered	to	further	elaborate	
the	artifact	templates,	standards	and	guidelines,	checklists,	and	needed	tool	configuration	
changes	

The	 results	 of	 this	workgroup	 project	will	 likely	 completely	 overhaul	 the	 Playbook	 SEP	 and	
perhaps	 parts	 other	 plans	 (QMP,	 AMP)	 as	 needed.	 	 IV&V	 will	 monitor	 progress	 and	
accomplishments	at	our	next	review.		
	
Effective	July	2013		
The	design	artifact	 refresh	project	 continues	 to	 streamline	and	 fix	deficiencies	 in	 the	current	
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systems	development	lifecycle	processes	of	the	T2	program.		This	will	essentially	overhaul	the	
Playbook	 SEP	with	more	 appropriate	 systems	 engineering	 practices	 from	 the	 ADM.	 	 The	 22	
design	artifacts	were	“refreshed”	to	align	with	best	design	practice	at	3	levels	of	system	design	
models	(high‐level,	functional	and	technical).A	number	of	templates	and	guidelines	have	been	
produced	and	distributed.	The	project	continues	with	the	next	steps	of:	completing	and	rolling	
out	technical	design	artifacts,	evaluating	the	effectiveness	of	artifacts	deployed	and	changed	as	
necessary,	 and	 planning	 for	 incorporating	 those	 artifacts	 in	 the	 Playbook	 during	 the	 fall	 of	
2013.With	the	SEP	overhauled,	the	VP	and	PSP	would	be	next	in	line	for	a	similar	“refreshing”.	
Additionally,	the	PSP	needs	to	be	expanded	into	an	MP	(Maintenance	Process	Model).	
	
An	IT	CCB	has	been	proposed	to	minimize	service	downtime	by	ensuring	that	changes	to	the	
tools	 are	 recorded,	 evaluated,	 authorized,	 prioritized,	 planned,	 tested,	 implemented,	
documented	and	reviewed	in	a	controlled	and	consistent	manner.		Remedy	and	CQ	will	be	used	
for	this	purpose.		IV&V	views	this	as	an	important	part	of	the	missing	maintenance	process	for	
T2.			
	
Another	ongoing	concern	is	requirements	traceability	for	testing.		The	issues	identified	are	how	
to	test	across	functional	silos,	and	how	to	use	the	automated	tools.	The	current	workaround	is	
to	use	expanded	spreadsheets	until	the	IBM	Rational	tools	(RQM)	can	be	upgraded.	
	
Effective	January	2014	
	
The	 Playbook	 is	 slowly	 and	 painfully	 being	 updated	 to	 replace	 the	 systems	 engineering	
methodology	with	a	more	proven	approach	known	well	by	DDI.	In	the	meantime,	most	projects	
are	using	ADM	concepts	and	frameworks	to	fill	in	the	gap.	This	will	continue	to	be	an	issue	until	
the	REP,	SEP,	VP,	PSP	are	replaced	by	a	proven	methodological	approach.		
	
Effective	July	2014.	
CSD	has	done	the	following	since	our	last	review:	

 The	SEP	was	recently	updated	to	match	the	current	process,	post	Artifact	Refresh.		 	They	are	now	up	to	
version	14_04.		However,	the	SEP	still	needs	to	be	re‐written	to	reflect	the	ADM	process	that	is	currently	
being	used	in	development.	

 Iteration	 X	 proved	 out	 most	 of	 the	 artifacts	 and	 provided	 a	 clean	 and	 accurate	 set	 of	 standards	 and	
guidelines.		

 CSD	will	follow	the	revised	process	for	T2	Playbook	REP.	The	newer	process	being	used	by	FIN	is	included	
as	an	appendix,	and	may	cause	 their	development	process	 to	be	different	 from	what	 is	currently	 in	 the	
Playbook.	

 Test	team	has	proposed	an	approach	for	system	test	that	is	based	on	designs.		The	T2	Playbook	VP	will	be	
updated	as	this	process	begins	to	be	enacted.	

The	T2	maintenance	process	in	the	PSP	has	yet	to	be	verified.	
This	finding	will	continue	to	remain	open	as	long	as	significant	changes	are	being	made	to	the	Playbook	
technical	systems	engineering	process	areas	and	activities.			

	

Open Findings 2011 
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With	 the	 conflation	 of	 Phases	 1	 and	 2	 into	 Release	 1,	 the	 impacts	 of	 the	 change	 in	 T1/T2	
integration	were	listed	as	the	following:	

1. T1	Integration	(data	synch).	High	positive	impact.	Reduces	complexity	of	T1	integration	
and	overall	phase	1	&	2	development	efforts.	

a. The	mechanism	of	ensuring	that	appropriate	data	synchronization	occurs	among	T2	Case	
Initiation,	Locate	and	Case	Management	functions	and	TXCSES	and	that	all	appropriate	business	
events	are	triggered	from	T2	into	TXCSES	is	highly	complex.		

b. Identification	of	the	appropriate	triggers	is	difficult	and	there	is	a	high	probability	that	some	
business	event	or	necessary	trigger	is	not	identified.		This	could	result	in	inappropriate	legal	
actions	being	taken,	clients	being	unduly	penalized	–	perhaps	even	incarcerated	and	payments	
made	in	error	or	delayed.	

c. Only	requiring	T1	integration	to	trigger	financial	transactions	are	much	simplified	and	much	more	
easily	identifiable.		Existing	T1	processes	(for	example,	adjustment	transactions)	can	be	used	to	
trigger	many	of	the	events	that	need	to	occur.		This	is	a	much	simpler	and	proven	process	that	can	
be	leveraged	in	a	majority	of	cases.	

d. Work	effort	for	Phase	1	&	2	is	significantly	reduced	if	the	phases	are	combined.		Combining	phases	
reduces	the	overall	implementation	effort	for	Phases	1	&	2	by	15%.		The	following	project	
activities	are	impacted:	

i. Reduction		of	T1	integration	design,	develop	and	testing	efforts	
ii. Reduction	of	testing	efforts	by	combining	Phase	1	&	2	System	and	User	Acceptance	

Testing	
iii. Conversion	efforts	are	reduced		–	particularly	execution	of	testing	and	mock	runs	of	

conversions		
e. Simplified	production	operations	after	initial	Go‐Live	(fewer	synchronization	discrepancies	to	

address).	

2. T1	Projects	that	have	been	deferred	(promises	to	state/fed	entities).	 	Medium	negative	
impact.	

a. State:	HHSC	backward	conversion	of	our	referrals.		We	worked	with	HHSC	to	get	agreement	to	
continue	this	process	until	June	2014.		Any	additional	date	change	would	need	to	be	coordinated	
with	them.		HHSC	pulled	the	requirements	from	the	2012	build	as	we	were	delayed	and	unable	to	
design	the	new	requirements	in	time.	They	are	currently	attempting	to	prioritize	the	project	for	a	
later	release.	

b. We	will	need	to	consider	restarting	some	of	the	T1	projects	previously	deferred	due	to	CIL	
implementation.	We	will	also	have	an	impact	to	resources	assigned	to	those	projects	and	the	issue	
of	those	same	resources	being	needed	on	T2.	

	
And	 graphically	 shown	 here	 with	 the	 check	 marks	 as	 positive	 and	 the	 x	 marks	 as	 negative	
impacts:	
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Neither	 before	 nor	 during	 this	 IV&V	 review	were	 in	 depth	 analyses	 performed	 of	 this	 list	 of	
positive	and	negative	impacts.	At	the	July	2013	IV&V	review,	the	team	will	focus	on	the	analysis	
done	and	results	of	Release	1	on	the	critical	T1/T2	integration	efforts.	
	
Effective	July	2013	
T1	 Integration	 is	 still	 a	 significant	 risk	 on	 the	 30	 June	 2013	 T2	 Initiative	 Status	 Report:	The	
phased	approach	for	T2	requires	 integration	between	the	T1	and	T2	databases.	 	If	the	Technical	
Solution	does	not	account	for	inherent	risks,	there	will	be	an	impact	to	the	end	users.	
The	risk	mitigation	planned	includes:	

a) DDI	creates	the	T2	logical	data	model	during	the	functional	design	phase	using	the	T1	database	model	as	
the	primary	input.		Minimizing	data	model	discrepancies	when	possible	–	stream	lining	conversion	and	T1	
‐	T2	Specification	Integration	logic.				

b) The	 data	 dictionary	will	 be	 developed	 during	 functional	 design	 in	 conjunction	with	 the	 T2	 logical	 data	
model.		

c) DDI	owns	the	database	architecture	as	well	as	the	logical	and	physical	data	model.		The	application	design	
team	creates	the	logical	data	model	during	the	functional	design	phase	and	is	reviewed	and	approved	by	
various	 stakeholders.	 	 Database	 Analysts	 create	 the	 physical	 database	model	 and	 databases	 during	 the	
technical	design	and	development	phase	‐	 including	defining	database	topologies	to	support	abstraction,	
caching,	and	performance	needs.		

d) A	 new	 design	 artifact,	 the	 “T1	 Integration	 Design	 Specification”	 was	 introduced	 into	 the	 Software	
Development	Life	Cycle.		Integration	points	will	first	be	identified	during	the	new	High‐level	Design	phase.		
Specific	data	mappings	will	then	be	elaborated	and	validated	by	CSD	during	the	Functional	Design	phase.		
This	will	address	scenarios	where	T2	sends	information	to	T1.	
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The	current	status	is:	Infrastructure	Support	Architecture	team	is	creating	an	inventory	of	batch	
components	and	assisting	DDI	with	defining	all	of	the	T1	screens	and	portal	services	that	exist	in	
T1	 production.	 	 This	 information	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 staff	 that	 will	 be	 writing	 the	 T1	
specifications.	
	
Although	 inventories	are	being	produced	and	supplemental	T1	specifications	categorized	and	
clarified,	a	critical	component	is	tracking	late:	
T2‐ARCH‐End	to	End	Reference	Application	for	T1	Integration		
	
With	the	identification	of	the	T1/T2	Integration	as	a	separate	project	at	the	end	of	this	review	
period,	the	IV&V	team	is	hopeful	that	there	will	be	significant	progress	and	artifacts	to	review	in	
January	2014.	
	
Effective	January	2014	
	
Keying	off	of	the	identification	of	T1/T2	Integration	as	a	separate	project	at	the	end	of	July	
2013,	Integration	and	Conversion	has	been	designated	as	a	separate	organization	to	address	
both	aspects	of	the	T1/T2	data	and	process	integration.	
	
A	top	down	analysis	has	been	completed	to	identify	the	obvious	files	that	are	needed	by	T1	after	
the	T2	Release	1	(pre‐FIN).		The	analysis	of	more	than	1,000,000	lines	of	Natural	programming	
language	code	resulted	in	more	than	6400	data	paths	identified	for	possible	analysis.	Of	those,	
3300	data	paths	were	identified	for	further	analysis.	This	top	down	approach	greatly	reduced	
the	amount	of	code	review	work	in	the	bottom	up	analysis.	
	
The	bottom	up	analysis	is	currently	in	progress.	800	of	the	3300	data	paths	have	been	analyzed	
in	a	create,	read,	update	and	delete	(CRUD)	fashion.	This	decomposed	to	approximately	20	
minutes	per	data	path.	With	the	remaining	analysis,	completion	should	be	within	2	to	3	months	
with	2	to	3	FTEs.	After	these	are	completed,	business	analysts	must	review	to	ensure	that	no	T2	
requirements	were	missed.	
	
Along	with	the	data	paths,	approximately	400	T1	screens	and	various	other	application	
components	will	be	absorbed	into	Release	1.	This	will	necessitate	high‐level	design	changes	to	
CIL	and	EER	as	they	accommodate	the	T1	conversions	into	T2.	
	
Work	has	begun	on	this	critical	integration	project	but	progress	cannot	be	assured	until	the	
next	review	cycle.	
	
Effective	July	2014.	
	
Since	our	last	review	the	following	occurred	on	T2:	
1) The	T1	Natural	code	analysis	work	was	complete	in	March	2014.		
2) The	assessment	of	T1	programs	and	screens	that	will	be	retired	with	Release	1	were	also	completed	in	March	

2014.		
3) The	identification	of	integration	needs	for	the	T1	ancillary	applications	was	complete	in	April	2014.	
4) The	team	has	started	conversion	design	for	CIL.		
5) The	results	of	the	conversion	design	work	will	be	leveraged	when	designing	the	T2/T1	integration	modules.	
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At	the	end	of	design,	DDI	re‐estimated	50,000	to	80,000	additional	hours	needed	to	complete	
R1.	Of	those	hours	30,000	were	due	to	uncertainty	in	T1	and	T2	integration.	In	order	to	address	
this	finding,	the	following	is	needed	by	the	IV&V	team:	

1. A	baselined	project	plan	accounting	for	the	re‐estimated	hours. 
2. A	specific	project	approach	to	T1	and	T2	integration	that	resolves	the	unknown	issues	and	addresses	the	

30,000	hours. 
3. A	risk	analysis	of	the	integration	approaches	for	T1	and	T2	accommodating	the	inherent	risk	in	Release	1	

and	Release	2. 
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round.		From	the	CIL	and	EER	Design	Status	files,	we	observed	the	following:	
	
Project	Team	 Dates	 Number	 of	 reviews	

taking	over	15	days	
Number	 of	 reviews	
taking	over	50	days	

CIL	 12/25/10	‐	11/25/13	 56	 26	

EER	 12/15/10	‐	12/19/13	 54	 32	

	
Factors	contributing	to	the	extended	review	period	include:	

 No	spot‐checking	or	sampling	
 Lack	of	knowledge	transfer	
 A	culture	of	questioning	all	decisions	–	even	at	the	level	of	each	line	of	code	
 Proposed	solutions	are	frequently	questioned,	even	when	they	are	adequate,	with	time	spent	exploring	

other	possible	dispositions	
 Mid‐stream	changes	to	artifacts	
 Lack	of	resources	to	do	the	reviews	
 Lack	of	understanding	of	the	process	
 Lack	of	preparation	for	the	reviews.	

	
These	factors	result	in	repeated	reviews	and	“analysis	paralysis.”		An	improvement	to	this	
dilemma	would	include	making	decisions	while	at	the	same	time	acknowledging	that	
information	may	be	imperfect.		Decisions	cannot	be	reached	if	every	path	or	scenario	is	re‐
analyzed.	
	
Lack	of	preparation	seems	to	be	the	most	serious	issue.		Sometimes,	the	artifact	under	review	is	
not	sent	out	the	requisite	two	–	five	days	before	the	session,	the	reviewers	have	not	prepared,	
or	the	artifact	is	too	large	for	a	reasonable	length	of	a	session	and	needs	to	be	segmented	into	
pieces.		In	addition,	the	correct	resources	must	be	assigned	and	follow‐up	to	close	out	issues	
must	be	addressed.		Often,	several	artifacts	to	be	reviewed	are	sent	at	once	instead	of	spacing	
them	out	at	reasonable	pace,	which	results	in	a	back	log.	
	
RFD	has	additional	staff	ready	for	code	review.		They	are	waiting	to	find	out	when	Iteration	X	
will	have	code	to	review.		The	current	schedule	shows	March.		Their	goal	is	to	review	100%	of	
code	for	Technical	Architecture	Iteration	X,	which,	while	worthy,	is	virtually	impossible.		RFD	
and	CSD	should	determine	the	portions	to	review	based	on	artifact	size,	complexity	and/or	
criticality.			
	
A	strong	recommendation	is	that	the	most	recent	Validation	Process	(Version	0.23	in	January,	
2014)	be	the	subject	of	training	for	all	involved	in	the	T2	project,	even	those	who	have	been	
through	previous	training.			
	
Effective	July	2014.	
	
The	original	finding,	opened	in	January	2013,	stated:		The	current	review	process	is	cumbersome,	
resulting	in	long	delays	in	artifact	deliveries.	There	is	a	lack	of	understanding	of	the	process	and	poor	quality	of	
artifact	content.	
	
Improvements	in	the	review	process,	understanding	of	it,	and	the	level	of	quality	of	artifacts,	
have	been	noted	since	the	previous	IV&V	assessment.	
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Style	Guides.		The	starter	set	that	had	the	following	distribution.	
		

Count	of	
Current	Tag	

Author	
Project	 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		

Type	 0	 CIL	 Conversion	 ECM	 EER	 ERS	
EST/	
ENF	 	 RODEO	 	

Tech	
Arch	

Grand	
Total	

DSGNCN	 1	 300	 2	 37	 10	 31	 	 	 1	 	 10	 510	
GLBRUL	 3	 69	 	 13	 4	 8	 25	 	 44	 	 4	 191	
STYLGD	 	 120	 	 12	 	 9	 3	 	 1	 	 	 181	
Grand	Total	 4	 489	 2	 62	 14	 48	 28	 	 46	 	 14	 882	

		
As	a	result	314	of	these	882	were	inactivated,	largely	due	to	duplication.		To	facilitate	
implementation,	a	number	of	functional	requirements	were	moved	out	of	supplemental	specs	–	
and	more	appropriately	categorized	as	features	to	be	addressed	by	the	development	projects.	
These	were	allocated	as	shown	below.		
		

Implement/Inactivate	 Implement	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Count	of	Implement/	
Inactivate	 Team	 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		

Class	 CIL	 ECM	 EER	 ERS	 FIN	 Forms	 	
Tech	
Arch	

Grand	
Total	

Design	Constraint	 	 2	 	 	 	 	 	 16	 18	
Feature	 44	 21	 1	 	 31	 14	 	 100	 263	
Global	Rule	 19	 4	 	 3	 6	 1	 	 129	 174	
Standard	 2	 4	 	 	 	 1	 	 87	 113	
Grand	Total	 65	 31	 1	 3	 37	 16	 	 332	 568	
		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		

		
In	addition,	two	clarifying	documents	have	since	been	created.		One	document	for	Service	levels	
that	addresses	uptime,	DR	timeframes,	performance,	etc.	and	a	second,	which	clarifies	the	
security‐based	behaviors,	expected	to	be	standardized	across	applications.		Once	these	2	
documents	are	approved	they	will	become	part	of	the	non‐functional	requirements	as	well.		
IV&V	will	examine	these	at	our	next	review.		
	
The	following	next	steps	are	currently	being	done:	

1. Update	ReqPro	per	the	above	analysis.	
2. Implementation:		Each	entry	will	have	some	form	of	action	required	to	address	its	

implementation.		A	draft	of	those	is	shown	below:	
 Feature:		Traced	to	a	design	component	
 Common	Feature:		Traced	to	a	design	component,	and	a	design	review	checklist	
 Standard:		Traced	to	a	design	review	checklist	
 Constraint:		Optionally	traced	to	test	cycle.	
 Style	Guide:		(if	we	keep	it	in	ReqPro)	traced	to	style	guide	deliverable.	

	
Effective	January	2014	
	
Although	the	scrubbing	of	the	supplemental	specifications	has	helped	to	separate	out	actual	
functional	requirements	and	to	isolate	the	non	functional	requirements,	the	latter	only	exists	in	
a	draft	document	as	of	this	review.		
	
Effective	July	2014.	
	
The	effort	to	delineate	and	define	the	non‐functional	requirements	in	documented	guidelines	
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The	functionality	of	the	T2	system	will	be	delivered	by	software.	Commercial	Off‐the‐Shelf	
(COTS)	software	is	becoming	an	ever‐increasing	part	of	the	solution	system.	A	common	
perception	held	by	many	people	is	that	since	a	vendor	developed	the	software,	much	of	the	
quality	responsibility	is	carried	by	the	software	vendor.	However,	people	are	learning	the	hard	
way	that	as	they	buy	and	deploy	COTS‐based	systems,	these	activities	are	not	necessarily	
reduced,	but	shifted	to	other	types	of	activities	not	seen	on	custom	developed	systems.	

	
We	still	do	not	see	a	timeline	for	COTS	selection,	acquisition,	integration	and	deployment.	 	We	
will	 be	 asking	 for	 this	 next	 time.	 We	 do,	 however,	 see	 in	 the	 developing	 T2	 architecture	 a	
recognition	 of	 these	 issues	 and	movement	 in	 the	 direction	 of	 considering	 the	 importance	 of	
these	issues.	
	
Effective	July	20,	2012	
The	pre‐development	environment	 is	getting	close	 to	being	set	up,	although	 the	DDI	continue	
not	to	be	pleased	by	the	quality	of	how	the	tools	are	configured	and	the	distinction	between	tool	
configuration	 (EBO’s	 job)	 and	 tool	 customization	 (DDI’s	 job)	 remains	 unclear.	 Nonetheless,	 it	
seems	 the	 DDI	 are	 willing	 now	 to	 work	 with	 the	 pre‐development	 environment	 as	 made	
available	to	them.	This	step	is	of	fundamental	 importance	for	any	COTS‐based	development	to	
succeed.	However,	the	COTS	risks	–	both	short‐term	in	the	context	of	implementing	T2	as	well	as	
long‐term	in	terms	of	maintaining	T2	–	remain	high.	Two	particular	risks	that	became	apparent	
in	this	review	are:	(1)	no	well‐documented	process	for	testing	a	COTS‐based	system	–	this	is	a	
particularly	significant	risk	in	the	context	of	implementing	the	T2	system	correctly;	and	(2)	no	
well‐documented	process	for	how	to	decide	whether	to	integrate	a	new	version	of	a	(COTS)	tool	
into	the	system,	specifically	how	should	CSD	and	DDI	make	such	a	decision	amicably	–	this	is	a	
particularly	significant	risk	in	the	context	of	maintaining	T2,	specifically	without	the	availability	
of	a	sand‐box	environment.	
	
Additional	recommendation	(Jul.	2012)	–	Define	 the	steps	 in	 testing	a	system	composed	of	
COTS	components.	The	Verification	plan	in	Playbook	makes	no	mention	of	how	to	address	the	
complexity	of	COTS‐based	systems.	For	example	what	is	the	analog	of	“unit”	(for	unit	testing)	in	
such	a	system?	 Is	 it	one	COTS	 tool	along	with	 its	customization?	 If	 so,	what	 is	 the	analog	of	a	
code	 peer	 review	 (as	 required	 by	 T2	 Playbook	 Section	 4.7.3,	 which	 states	 “For	 each	
development	 task,	a	mandatory	unit	 test	and	peer	review	of	 the	code	precedes	any	review	by	
the	 lead	 developer	 or	 delivery	 of	 the	 code	 into	 the	 configuration	management	 system”)?	 The	
customization	 of	 a	 COTS	 tool	 does	 not	 necessarily	 consist	 of	 writing	 code	 only,	 rather	 it	 can	
include	actions	performed	by	 the	developer	 through	a	GUI‐based	 front‐end.	 	For	peer	 review,	
are	these	actions	documented,	e.g.,	as	a	list	of	actions	with	appropriate	data	values	on	the	GUI,	
and	 reviewed?	 Such	 issues	 must	 be	 clarified.	 	 Otherwise	 the	 resulting	 system	 will	 likely	 be	
brittle	with	low	reliability.	
	
Additional	 recommendation	 (Jul.	2012)	 –	 There	 is	 an	 urgent	 need	 for	 building	 a	 sand‐box	
environment,	which	not	only	allows	performing	the	basic	tasks	of	integrating	the	chosen	COTS	
tools	in	different	ways	and	evaluating	how	different	customizations/configurations	might	fit	the	
client	needs	better,	but	more	importantly	also	allows	trying	out	the	effects	of	upgrading	a	subset	
of	 tools	 while	 the	 other	 tools	 maintain	 the	 older	 versions.	 Not	 having	 such	 a	 sand‐box	
environment	will	force	such	upgrades	to	be	performed	on	a	deployed	system	and	in	the	context	
of	 a	 COTS‐based	 system	 an	 upgrade	 that	 did	 not	 complete	 as	 expected	 could	 have	 severe	
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consequences	on	the	overall	functionality	and	quality	of	the	system.	
	
Effective	January	2013	
COTS	 risks	 remain	high,	 especially	with	 the	 set	 of	 tools	 changing.	 	 The	need	 to	define	 testing	
activities	 specific	 to	COTS	provisioning	and	 integration	remains.	 	At	present,	 testing	 is	 largely	
based	 on	 first	 putting	 together	 the	 tools	 that	 form	 a	 system	 and	 then	 doing	 combined	
system/UAT	 testing	 as	 well	 as	 performance	 testing.	 The	 lack	 of	 a	 coherent	 architecture	
exacerbates	the	issues	with	testing	systematically	and	thoroughly.		
	
Effective	July	2013	
COTS	 risks	 continue	 to	 remain	 high.	 	With	 the	 continually	 increasing	 number	 of	 COTS	 tools,	
which	now	exceeds	200,	 the	risk	becomes	even	more	significant.	 	 In	addition,	with	 the	recent	
decision	of	offshore	development	at	the	India	Development	Center,	the	importance	of	defining	
testing	activities	specific	to	COTS	provisioning	and	integration	has	also	become	more	important.		
Further,	 the	continued	 lack	of	a	coherent,	overall	 system	architecture	continues	 to	exacerbate	
the	issues	with	testing	systematically	and	thoroughly.	
	
Effective	January	2014	
COTS	risks	remain	high.	 	The	need	 for	defining	 testing	activities	specific	 to	COTS	provisioning	
and	 integration	 continues	 to	 remain	 important	 and	 largely	unfulfilled	 ‐‐	 for	 instance,	 the	unit	
testing	conducted	so	far	on	CIL	did	not	follow	any	well‐defined	testing	methodology	and	also	did	
not	 include	any	test	cases	that	ran	the	underlying	COTS	tools.	 	Further,	the	continual	 lack	of	a	
conceptual	 view	 of	 the	 overall	 system	 architecture	 continues	 to	 exacerbate	 the	 issues	 with	
testing	systematically	and	thoroughly.		With	the	additional	confusion	of	2	different	official	lists	
of	COTS	tools	in	the	solution,	we	now	believe	that	the	number	is	somewhere	between	132	and	
200	but	are	not	at	all	sure	(see	related	Finding	F14A‐003).	
	
Effective	July	2014.	
	
The	most	current	official	list	from	CSD	shows	191	COTS	tools	in	the	solution	suite,	63	of	which	
are	considered	to	be	core	products.		The	results	of	Iteration	X	showed	how	the	BPM	toolsuite	
could	be	integrated	and	used	to	drive	T2	functionality.	With	the	development	of	a	consistent	
architecture	view	and	ongoing	tools	training,	the	risk	in	the	large	number	of	COTS	tools	is	
decreasing.	There	will	always	be	risk	in	a	project	of	this	size	and	complexity,	however,	CSD	and	
DDI	have	effectively	addressed	this	risk.	Although	there	are	many	more	COTS	tools	to	be	
integrated	into	the	system,	the	team	is	widely	aware	of	the	risks	involved	and	will	undertake	
necessary	experimentation	as	needed.		Therefore	this	finding	is	closed.		
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Chart	6‐1	below	shows,	for	each	finding,	the	number	of	days	that	each	was/is	open.	
	

	
Chart	6‐2	below	shows	how	our	IV&V	review	evaluations	and	findings	have	covered	the	
necessary	categories	and	activity	areas	associated	with	our	review	scope.			The	intensity	of	our	
evaluations	and	findings	shifts	to	the	right	as	the	T2	program	moves	down	its	production	
lifecycle.			In	our	early	reviews,	we	dealt	mainly	with	management,	quality	and	process	issues.		
Now	we	are	dealing	primarily	with	engineering	issues,	and	will	be	moving	into	the	test,	training,	
deployment,	maintenance	and	support	areas	over	the	next	2	years	as	the	program	moves	toward	
the	R1	“go‐live”	date.				
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repository.	
	
In	addition,	adjustments	continue	to	be	made	to	the	architecture	to	address	performance	
concerns	such	as	the	retirement	of	a	poor	performing	Enterprise	Service	Bus	(ESB)	in	favor	
of	hardware	accelerated	ESB.		This	ensures	that	guidelines	will	be	enforced	to	concentrate	
business	logic	to	the	Java	tier	that	will	be	able	to	support	a	higher	load.	
The	project	team	is	also	involved	in	capacity	planning	efforts	in	order	to	understand	and	
document	today’s	volumes,	estimate	volumes	for	the	future,	understand	transaction	and	
interaction	volumes	for	T2	and	work	with	vendors	to	determine	the	appropriate	
infrastructure	necessary	to	support	such	capacity.			
	
Initial	tests	have	been	performed	in	the	environments	available	to	the	project.		These	tests	
identified	and	allowed	for	the	revision	of	the	architecture.		For	example,	service	
composition	tests	in	Java	versus	in	the	ESB	identified	the	need	to	perform	service	
composition	logic	in	the	services	tier.		Further	testing	on	the	ESB	resulted	in	the	retirement	
of	the	previous	ESB	technology	(WESB)	and	replaced	with	current	technology	
(DataPower).		This	type	of	performance	identification	continues	as	an	ongoing	discipline	on	
the	T2	project.	
	
The	project	team	will	plan	as	part	of	the	performance	test	approach	how	to	best	handle	
continued	changes	to	the	T2	system.		In	addition,	the	project	team	will	provide	input	to	the	
monitoring	plan,	based	on	performance	test	results.		This	will	ensure	long	term	
performance	of	the	system	is	not	impacted.	
	
Planned	Activity	Completion	Dates:	
Performance	Test	Approach:		November	2014	
Capacity	Plan:		October	2014	
Monitoring	Plan:		May	2015	
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reduces	the	risk	to	data	due	to	synch	errors	and	timing.				

	

	

		
	

	




