
 Meeting Agenda 

State Government Council 

Thursday, December 11, 2014 at 1:30pm 

Executive Building - Lower Level Conference Room 

521 S 14th Street 

Lincoln, NE 

Meeting Documents 

1:30pm 1. Roll Call, Meeting Notice & Open Meetings Act Information 

2. Public Comment 

3. Approval of Minutes* - October 9, 2014 

Chair 

1:40pm 4. Project Proposals - 2015-2017 Biennial Budget - Supplemental Review of Three 

Projects from the Dept. of Roads* 

a. NITC Tiers 

b. Project summary sheets 

c. Full text of the project proposals** 

Chair 

2:00pm 5. Agency Reports and Other Business Members 

2:15pm 6. Adjourn Chair 

* Denotes Action Item 

** Not included in the "Meeting Documents" link 

The Council will attempt to adhere to the sequence of the published agenda, but reserves the right to 

adjust the order of items if necessary and may elect to take action on any of the items listed. 

Meeting notice was posted to the NITC website and the Nebraska Public Meeting Calendar on 

November 7, 2014. The agenda was posted to the NITC website on December 8, 2014.Nebraska Open 

Meetings Act 

 

file://stone.ne.gov/stnedfs$/CIOData$/PPM/NITC/Web%20-%20NITC/state_gov_council/meetings/documents/20141211/2014-10-09.pdf
file://stone.ne.gov/stnedfs$/CIOData$/PPM/NITC/Web%20-%20NITC/state_gov_council/meetings/documents/20141211/tiers.pdf
file://stone.ne.gov/stnedfs$/CIOData$/PPM/NITC/Web%20-%20NITC/state_gov_council/meetings/documents/20141211/tiers.pdf
file://stone.ne.gov/stnedfs$/CIOData$/PPM/NITC/Web%20-%20NITC/state_gov_council/meetings/documents/20141211/projects_sgc_all.pdf
file://stone.ne.gov/stnedfs$/CIOData$/PPM/NITC/Web%20-%20NITC/index.html
https://www.nebraska.gov/calendar/index.cgi
file://stone.ne.gov/stnedfs$/CIOData$/PPM/NITC/Web%20-%20NITC/documents/statutes/NebraskaOpenMeetingsAct_current.pdf
file://stone.ne.gov/stnedfs$/CIOData$/PPM/NITC/Web%20-%20NITC/documents/statutes/NebraskaOpenMeetingsAct_current.pdf
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STATE GOVERNMENT COUNCIL 
Thursday, October 9, 2014 at 1:30PM 

Executive Building - Lower Level Conference Room 
521 S 14th Street, Lincoln, Nebraska 

MINUTES 
 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  
Brenda Decker, Chief Information Officer, Chair  
Beverlee Bornemeier, OCIO-Enterprise Computing Services  
Dennis Burling, Department of Environmental Quality  
Colleen Byelick, Secretary of State 
Keith Dey, Department of Motor Vehicles  
Rex Gittins, Department of Natural Resources 
Dorest Harvey, Private Sector  
Eric Henrichsen, Department of Health and Human Services  
Pam Kunzman, Nebraska State Patrol  
Kelly Lammers, Department of Banking 
Glenn Morton, Workers’ Compensation Court  
Mike Overton, Crime Commission 
Jennifer Rasmussen, State Court Administrator's Office  
Jayne Scofield, OCIO-Network Services  
Terry Slone, Department of Labor 
Len Sloup, Department of Revenue  
Ron TeBrink, Department of Correctional Services 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Mike Calvert, Legislative Fiscal Office; Pat Flanagan, Private Sector; Brent 
Gaswick, Department of Education;  Lauren Kintner, Policy Research Office; Gerry Oligmueller, 
Administrative Services/Budget; Rod Wagner, Library Commission; and Bill Wehling, Department of 
Roads  
 
ROLL CALL, MEETING NOTICE & OPEN MEETINGS ACT INFORMATION 
 
The Chair, Brenda Decker, called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m. There were 17 voting members 
present at the time of roll call. A quorum existed to conduct official business.   Meeting notice was posted 
to the NITC website and the Nebraska Public Meeting Calendar on September 16, 2014. The agenda 
was posted to the NITC website on October 8, 2014. Nebraska Open Meetings Act was located on the 
table in the back of the room. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
There was no public comment. 
 
APPROVAL OF SEPTEMBER 11, 2014 MINUTES* 
 
Mr. Harvey moved to approve the September 11, 2014 meeting minutes as presented.  Mr. Dey 
seconded.  Roll call vote: Burling-Yes, Bornemeier-Yes, Decker-Yes, Overton-Yes, Byelick-Yes, 
Gittins-Yes, Slone-Yes, Lammers-Yes,  Morton-Yes, Dey-Yes, Henrichsen-Yes, Kunzman-Yes, 
TeBrink-Yes, Sloup-Yes, Rasmussen-Yes, Scofield-Yes, and Harvey-Yes.  Results:  Yes-17, No-0, 
Abstained-0.  Motion carried. 
 
PROJECT PROPOSALS - 2015-2017 BIENNIAL BUDGET - RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE NITC* 
 
Mr. Becker reviewed the NITC’s project review process.  
 

http://nitc.nebraska.gov/index.html
https://www.nebraska.gov/calendar/index.cgi
http://nitc.nebraska.gov/documents/statutes/NebraskaOpenMeetingsAct_current.pdf
http://nitc.nebraska.gov/state_gov_council/meetings/documents/20141009/2014-09-11.pdf
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Agency representatives were given the opportunity to discuss their projects and answer any questions. 
Agency representatives at the meeting: Secretary of State, Colleen Byelick; Department of Agriculture, 
Tom Jensen; Department of Motor Vehicles, Rhonda Lahm and Keith Dey; and Real Estate Commission, 
Greg Lemon. 
 
Council members were asked to email Mr. Becker with their tier recommendations by Wednesday, 
October 15. The compiled scores will be posted as a link to today’s agenda [link]. 
 
AGENCY REPORTS AND OTHER BUSINESS 
 
Ms. Decker. The OCIO 2014 Annual Report is now available and was posted as a link to today’s agenda. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Mr. Harvey moved to adjourn.  Mr. Dey seconded.  All were in favor.  Motion carried. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 2:17 p.m. 
 
Meeting minutes were taken by Rick Becker of the Office of the CIO/NITC. 

http://nitc.nebraska.gov/state_gov_council/meetings/documents/20141009/tier_recommendation.pdf


 Category   Description  

 Mandate  Required by law, regulation, or other authority.  

 Tier 1  Highly Recommended. Mission critical project for the agency and/or the state.  

 Tier 2  Recommended. High strategic importance to the agency and/or the state.  

 Tier 3  Other. Significant strategic importance to the agency and/or the state; but, in 
general, has an overall lower priority than the Tier 1 and Tier 2 projects.  

 Tier 4  Insufficient information to proceed with a recommendation for funding.  
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Project # Agency Project Title 

27-01 Department of Roads Mainframe Migration 

 
SUMMARY OF REQUEST (Executive Summary from the Proposal) 
[Full text of all proposals are posted at: http://nitc.nebraska.gov/commission/project_proposals/2015-2017.html ] 
 
The mainframe has been a valuable tool for the NDOR over the last 40 years.  But as with all technologies, things change over time 
and organizations should evaluate the state of their applications; are we providing our users the functionality they need, are we 
doing it in a cost-effective manner and are we able to support these needs not just over the next few years but in the next 10 years 
or possibly longer. 
 
That is what the NDOR is doing.  We talked with our users about their current systems and their future needs and then looked at our 
current workforce and the ability to support this environment in the future as we face retirements and the ability to find the skills 
necessary to support the environment.  We determined that the best course of action for the NDOR is to migrate our applications off 
of the mainframe to a platform we believe provides the functionality our users are looking for and also something that we are able to 
support in the future.  Our plan is to create an RFP to hire an outside source either re-host or convert our mainframe applications to 
a technology centered on Microsoft and hosted by the Office of the CIO.  An RFI has been completed that received two responses, 
which helped us in determining what we should budget for this project. 
 

FUNDING SUMMARY 
 

 
 

PROJECT SCORE 
 

Section Reviewer 1 Reviewer 2 Reviewer 3 Mean

Maximum 

Possible

Goals, Objectives, and Projected Outcomes 12 10 13 12 15

Project Justification / Business Case 20 15 23 19 25

Technical Impact 15 15 18 16 20

Preliminary Plan for Implementation 7 7 8 7 10

Risk Assessment 6 8 10 8 10

Financial Analysis and Budget 15 13 20 16 20

TOTAL 78 100  
 

http://nitc.nebraska.gov/commission/project_proposals/2015-2017.html
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REVIEWER COMMENTS 
 

Section Strengths Weaknesses 

Goals, Objectives, 
and Projected 
Outcomes 

- The goal of consolidating application platforms 
and languages does help with staffing by limiting 
skills required by staff. 
- Clearly states goal and the objectives of the 
project. 

- The expectation that this can be done with an 
existing COTS tool is not reasonable.  The more 
likely outcome is the rewrite or replacement of the 
business system. 
- Measurement and assessment methods could 
use some fleshing out. 

Project Justification 
/ Business Case 

- Based on the age of their applications, it is 
appropriate for NDOR to be exploring this to 
ensure they are where they need to be as an 
Agency in regards to their applications.    
- The plan recognizes the need to replace or 
update aging business systems. 
- Clearly defined tangible benefit of a significant 
cost savings. 

- This might be a difficult project to determine 
tangible benefits due to the size of it and not 
knowing if NDOR has already mapped out 
interdependencies between applications to see 
when and how all applications are tied together. 
- The return on investment will be 4 years using 
the $1.4M estimate, 7 years if the costs are 
$2.5M.  I do not think the all of the cost to convert 
these applications has been identified and the 
ROI will be much longer. 
- Still evaluating other solutions - no mention of 
any solutions being rejected. 

Technical Impact - NDOR understands the implications of staying 
where they are unless something is done in the 
way of training and teaching students to ensure 
these applications can be supported in the 
language they are currently written in.   This 
project could potentially have a huge technical 
impact on the users within NDOR as there might 
be a need for extensive training for their staff. 
- When completed technology will be consolidated 
for DOR applications. 
- Clearly describes replacement of technology / 
platform that is growing increasingly difficult to 
support due to limited available resources. 

- Unless applications are rewritten, you are just 
trading one dependency for another. 
- Complete reliance upon a single-vendor 
proprietary technology / platform.  Does not 
address security related to the project objectives. 

Preliminary Plan for 
Implementation 

- NDOR has spent a considerable amount of time 
preparing for this possible change by issuing the 
RFI and researching as much as possible. 
- RFP has not been completed, but clearly 
describes intended plans, teams, resources, etc. 

- Understand no timeline yet but NDOR needs to 
make sure they recognize all of the potential 
interdependencies with a project of this size and 
have strong project management.   Still so early in 
the project it is difficult to tell if the plan for 
implementation is solid. 
- Many of the resources required for this 
implementation are the same ones mentioned in 
other plans.  Are there adequate staffing to 
implement this solution in a timely manner. 

Risk Assessment - Reasonable examination of the risks. 
- Good description of possible barriers and 
mitigation strategy. 

- Pretty generic risk assessment statements.   Do 
not know how much time NDOR has spent on 
uncovering specific risks to any of their Division's 
as a result of this change. 
- There are multiple variables that could impact 
this project and many of them are outside of the 
control of the agency. 

Financial Analysis 
and Budget 

- RFI has been issued, some details have been 
identified. 
- Very clear, easy to understand, and quite 
reasonable to see the anticipated cost savings. 

- Because it is so early in the project, it is difficult 
to say for sure what the financial benefits will be 
or the costs may be once interdependencies are 
determined. 
- All costs have not been identified and details on 
what technical solution (convert or translate) will 
be implemented are not clear. 
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TECHNICAL PANEL COMMENTS 
 

Technical Panel Checklist 
 

Comments 
Yes No Unknown 

1. Is the project technically feasible? 


   

2. Is the proposed technology 
appropriate for the project? 

 
 


 

3. Can the technical elements be 
accomplished within the proposed 
timeframe and budget? 

  

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Project # Agency Project Title 

27-02 Department of Roads Stock Supply System 

 
SUMMARY OF REQUEST (Executive Summary from the Proposal) 
[Full text of all proposals are posted at: http://nitc.nebraska.gov/commission/project_proposals/2015-2017.html ] 
 
The existing supply system application is mainframe based and has been in production for over 15 years. This has been a useful 
tool for the Procurement section of the Operations Division and it has made it easier for all Divisions and District to order supplies 
necessary for them to do their day to day operations. 
 
As with all software applications and with hands on day-to-day operations, there comes a time when users determine new needs, 
see opportunities to make improvements and take advantage of newer technologies.  Moving applications off of the mainframe is 
but one of the Business Technology Support Division’s (BTSD) goals.  NDOR is a Microsoft based shop utilizing newer technologies 
such as C#/.NET and SQL Server 2012 while our software development methodology follows the Agile practice. 
 
The goal of this project is finding or developing a system to provide for a warehouse management system (WMS) of supplies that 
will replace the legacy Supply Inventory System (SUP).  The goal is to have a system that will allow for inventory control/monitoring 
of stock, ordering, receiving, picking, replenishments, shipping and returns while utilizing Radio Frequency Identification (RF) 
devices or other similar electronic scanning functionality.  The WMS should also provide substantial reporting features that will help 
with overall WMS management. I have attached a Business Process Modeling report produced in-house which outlines the current 
Stock Supply system and describes what NDOR had envisioned to be a suitable replacement for the current system. 
 

FUNDING SUMMARY 
 

 
 
[Note: After the project proposal was submitted, NDOR received responses to their Request for Information (RFI) relating to this 
project. Costs estimates from the responses ranged from $200,000 to $1,400,000 for the project.] 
 

http://nitc.nebraska.gov/commission/project_proposals/2015-2017.html
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PROJECT SCORE 
 

Section Reviewer 1 Reviewer 2 Reviewer 3 Mean

Maximum 

Possible

Goals, Objectives, and Projected Outcomes 14 12 15 14 15

Project Justification / Business Case 21 25 25 24 25

Technical Impact 17 15 18 17 20

Preliminary Plan for Implementation 9 7 8 8 10

Risk Assessment 9 7 10 9 10

Financial Analysis and Budget 15 15 19 16 20

TOTAL 87 100  
 

REVIEWER COMMENTS 
 

Section Strengths Weaknesses 

Goals, Objectives, 
and Projected 
Outcomes 

- It would appear a significant amount of time has 
been spent on documenting and determining what 
is needed internally by NDOR. 
- Project team has identified requirements and 
business users were involved. 
- Clearly defined goals, objectives, and expected 
outcomes. Measurement and assessment 
methods are in line with real world system 
functions, and seem reasonable. 

- Large systems with many users. 

Project Justification 
/ Business Case 

- The justification is appropriate that if NDOR is 
able to successfully procure the right solution, the 
benefits they have listed are what should be 
realized.   Department of Correctional Services is 
using a module in E1/JD Edwards for the same 
purpose so it might be beneficial to talk with them. 
- Time for mainframe solution to be replaced to 
enhance functionality. 
- Tangible (cost savings) and intangible benefits 
(better interface) seem reasonable and clearly 
defined. 

- At this point, it does not appear that NDOR is 
able to determine an economic return on 
investment with this project. 
- Requirements definition may be more 
challenging than described, limited internal 
resources to complete the project 

Technical Impact - It is appropriate for NDOR to be considering 
updating this based on the age of what they 
currently have and its apparent inability to meet 
their internal needs.   Would encourage them to 
work with OCIO for the placement of any 
hardware into the State Data Center as well as 
using the wireless access points that the State 
has standardized on. 
- Team has spent time collecting business flow 
and some requirements. 

- Need to minimize the number of interfaces into 
the State ERP system so would encourage NDOR 
to utilize E1 if possible. 
- Technical interfaces with multiple financial 
systems will be complicated and require ongoing 
coordination and  maintenance 
- Solution has not been selected, so technical 
descriptions are somewhat vague.  Does not 
address security. 
 

Preliminary Plan for 
Implementation 

- The team that has been assembled to work on 
this project is diverse and represents NDOR 
business needs 
- Project team has worked with business clients to 
identify some requirements. 
- Teams and sponsors clearly defined. 

- Although the RFP has not been completed, there 
should be a reasonable timeframe that can be 
established to get this implemented. 
- Finding vendor with solution to meet needs 
without modification will be difficult. 
- No RFP issued yet, so details somewhat lacking 
in terms of plan, etc. 

Risk Assessment - Project team has worked with business clients to 
identify some requirements 
- Possible barriers, and mitigation strategies are 
clearly defined. 

- Solution is complex and requires interfaces to 
multiple systems. 

Financial Analysis 
and Budget 

- Financial information seems sufficient and 
reasonable. 

- Pretty generic estimates. 
- Cost estimate is seems low for application of this 
size. 
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TECHNICAL PANEL COMMENTS 
 

Technical Panel Checklist 
 

Comments 
Yes No Unknown 

1. Is the project technically feasible? 


   

2. Is the proposed technology 
appropriate for the project? 

  


- Unknown until a specific technology is chosen for the 
project. 

3. Can the technical elements be 
accomplished within the proposed 
timeframe and budget? 

  


 

 



NEBRASKA INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY COMMISSION 
Project Proposal - Summary Sheet   Project #27-03 

2015-2017 Biennial Budget  Page 1 of 3 

Project # Agency Project Title 

27-03 Department of Roads ARMS Enhancements 

 
SUMMARY OF REQUEST (Executive Summary from the Proposal) 
[Full text of all proposals are posted at: http://nitc.nebraska.gov/commission/project_proposals/2015-2017.html ] 
 
ARMS stands for Automated Right-of-Way Management System.  In the late 90s, the head of our Right-of-Way (ROW) Division had 
this idea of a workflow solution to handle the ROW process from the time preliminary plans came to the Division until the purchasing 
of ROW had been completed and the project was to be archived.  They worked with developers at NDOR to design a system that 
used Lotus Notes as the base, since at that time it was the e-mail system that was used by most State Agencies.  In 2008, the 
Office of the CIO (OCIO) began to implement a statewide e-mail system based on Microsoft Outlook.  Agencies were to eliminate 
other mail systems, which meant NDOR had to get rid of Lotus Notes.  That being the case, we began work on developing an RFP 
to find a vendor who could provide a Commercial off the Shelf (COTS) system to replace ARMS.  All of this, including the award of 
the RFP, was completed prior to the decision to implement OnBase as the Enterprise Content Management System (ECMS) for the 
State. 
 
As with a number of software implementations, as the work was being done a number of enhancements arose once the ROW 
Division began testing the software.  We also discovered a number of items that we overlooked in the RFP that should have been 
included.  Also, change in leadership along with other key members in the Division has led to changes in their processes which 
need to be taken into account in the system.  The implementation has been going on for over two years and final sign-off for the 
RFP is planned in June, 2015.  Once that is done, we will be in maintenance mode and any enhancements or additional work must 
be done as separate statements of work.  That is the reason for this project. 
 

FUNDING SUMMARY 
 

 
 

http://nitc.nebraska.gov/commission/project_proposals/2015-2017.html
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PROJECT SCORE 
 

Section Review er 1 Review er 2 Review er 3 Mean

Maximum 

Possible

Goals, Objectives, and Projected Outcomes 12 10 15 12 15

Project Justif ication / Business Case 20 19 22 20 25

Technical Impact 15 16 15 15 20

Preliminary Plan for Implementation 6 6 7 6 10

Risk Assessment 7 6 10 8 10

Financial Analysis and Budget 15 13 18 15 20

TOTAL 77 100  
 

REVIEWER COMMENTS 
 

Section Strengths Weaknesses 

Goals, Objectives, 
and Projected 
Outcomes 

- New systems moves away from Lotus notes and 
uses enterprise content management solution. 
- Clearly defined goals, objectives, outcomes, etc. 

- It is not clear on the division of work to be done 
in the ROW application or ECM. 

Project Justification 
/ Business Case 

- The justification is appropriate. 
- Project makes use of enterprise solutions. 
- Automation and improved records management 
are reasonable justifications for a project such as 
this. 

- It would appear that this project is a result of 
missing items in the original RFP that was issued 
for the replacement of their automated ROW 
system.   NDOR needs to ensure that this second 
attempt they are making will be all inclusive of 
their needs. 
- Scope of work is not clear 
- No indication of other solutions evaluated. 

Technical Impact - DOR has experience with solutions to be 
implemented. 

- NDOR needs to ensure they have a clearly 
defined scope to their "definition of change" 
comment otherwise this could become quite costly 
for them. 
- Scope of work to be implemented in ROW and 
ECM not clear. 
- Overall technical impact is vague.  Does not 
address security. 

Preliminary Plan for 
Implementation 

- Teams and sponsors clearly identified. - Because the initial project is not completed, it is 
hard to evaluate the implementation for the phase 
2 part of this project.   It would appear, based on 
the comments in the executive summary, that 
strong project management needs to be put into 
place to ensure the deliverables are well defined 
and delivered in a timely manner. 
- Current project not completed scope of work not 
well defined. 
- No identification of plans. 

Risk Assessment - It looks like NDOR has a contingency plan to 
ensure that they are able to complete this project. 
- Reasonable description of possible barriers and 
good mitigation strategies identified. 

- ROW projected not implemented and ECM work 
not defined. 

Financial Analysis 
and Budget 

 - Not too much detail - these are pretty generic 
categories. 
- Without scope of work defined, cost cannot be 
estimated.  Information provided is a ball park 
number? 
- Difficult to judge the financial aspect when 
technical impact is vague, but seems likely 
reasonable with the provided information. 
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TECHNICAL PANEL COMMENTS 
 

Technical Panel Checklist 
 

Comments 
Yes No Unknown 

1. Is the project technically feasible? 


   

2. Is the proposed technology 
appropriate for the project? 

 
 


 

3. Can the technical elements be 
accomplished within the proposed 
timeframe and budget? 

 
 


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