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Executive	  Summary	  	  

HB 10 Requested PK analyze 

the ability of the …vendor to 

meet the May 2017 

implementation date... 

 

Delays have occurred in 

Montana since the project 

started… 

There is a history of delays in 

other states on similar 

projects… 

An analysis of data reported 

by the contract vendor shows 

the project go-live date to be 

later than May 30, 2017. 

 

Based on our research and 

analysis we conclude the vendor 

will not be able to comply with 

all requirements, terms and 

conditions by May 30, 2017.  

House Bill 10 (HB 10) requested that Public Knowledge (PK) 

analyze the ability of the replacement contract vendor to 

complete and comply with all contractual requirements, terms 

and conditions, in particular the May 2017 implementation 

date pursuant to Amendment 5 to the contract.  

Since April 2012, the contract vendor missed the first 23 

payment milestones from the original work plan and the 

project missed the original planned implementation date of 

late February 2015. 

Delays for projects in other states where the contract vendor 

implemented a Health Enterprise (HE) solution ranged from 

34 months (in Alaska) to 74 months (currently planned in 

North Dakota).1 

At the current average pace of completing work, it would 

take approximately 96 months to complete the project. 

Calculating from June 1, 2015, this means the project would 

be completed around June of 2023, past the May 30, 2017, 

date noted in Amendment 5. Other indicators of 

performance support delivery later than May of 2017. 

The information available to us, and summarized in this 

report, leads us to conclude that the contract vendor will not 

be able to comply with all requirements, terms and conditions 

of the contact by the May 30, 2017, date specified in 

Amendment 5 as the project is currently being conducted. 

                                                
1 Per CMS, the MMIS implementation in North Dakota is delayed until 10/1/2015. 
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1	  –	  Introduction	  

Purpose	  

The Montana Legislative Finance Committee requested, through Section 7 of House 

Bill 10 that the Department of Administration have its current independent 

verification and validation vendor (IV&V), Public Knowledge, LLC, conduct a third 

party audit of the vendor’s (Xerox) performance of Contract No. 12-12-1-01-001-1 

(the “Contract”). The contract governs the Medicaid Management Information 

System (MMIS) Replacement project.   

Per HB 10, the audit and report must:  

a. Analyze the ability of the replacement contract vendor to complete and comply 

with all contractual requirements, terms, and conditions, in particular, by the May 

2017 implementation date pursuant to amendment number 5 to the contract; and  

b. Review projects in other states where the replacement contract vendor has 

implemented or is in the process of implementing an MMIS to understand and 

extrapolate the experiences, impacts, costs, and delays of those states and analyze 

the potential for the same issues occurring with the Montana systems 

replacement in the future. 

The purpose of this report is to document the findings of that third party audit as 

requested in HB 10.  

The report is based on facts found and the conclusions that could be reasonably 

drawn from those facts. We did not assess nor did we discuss causes of, or 

responsibility for, project delays or impacts.   

On the principle that recent history is the best predictor of future performance we 

used project performance history, both in Montana and in other states, to draw 

conclusions about future performance. We used contract vendor provided 

performance data to build mathematical models of future performance. No 

prediction of future behavior can be 100% accurate. Events could occur that change 

future performance and impact our conclusions. However, we believe that the facts 
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gathered at the time of this audit support the conclusions drawn and documented in 

this report. 

	  	  Caveats	  

Note that we conducted our work within certain limitations: 

• Many people from the Montana Department of Public Health and Human 

Services (DPHHS) and contract vendor have contributed to the MMIS Design, 

Development, and Implementation (DDI) project with dedication and 

commitment. In conducting the audit and assessment, it is not our intent to 

judge or criticize the actions of any of the participants.  

• Our report is based on interviews and information gathered over a four-week 

period between June 1, 2015, and June 30, 2015. Because of time constraints, we 

used information as it was received. None of the information contained in the 

documentation that we received has been independently tested, verified, or 

compared to other sources. We took the information provided at face value.  

• We believe we received all the information necessary to complete this review.  

• While an effort was made to correctly use nomenclature related to the project, 

the short duration may have led to the inadvertent misuse of terminology. This 

does not impact the validity of the findings or conclusions. 

• Four weeks is a narrow window in a long project and only key artifacts as 

identified by PK and confirmed through, or received as a result of, interviews 

were reviewed.  

• The information used in this report is current as of May 31, 2015. However, we 

did receive, and this report reflects, an update on the status of the HE 

implementation in North Dakota on June 30, 2015. 

• This report is based on publicly available source material, such as data reported 

as part of the Montana MMIS DDI project. This included weekly and monthly 

status reports by both the contract vendor and IV&V. 

• We validated the completeness of the source material used by conducting 

interviews with DPHHS, the contract vendor, and IV&V resources. 
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• PK contacted Cognizant, a subcontractor to the vendor, but was unable to 

schedule an interview. 

• All PK staff members conducting the analysis were independent of the core 

team performing IV&V activities on the MMIS project.  

• The report focused solely on the scope set out by HB 10 and does not provide 

recommendations to remedy any project issues or alternative approaches to the 

project plan and execution.  

• We did not analyze the cause of any project delays in Montana or other states 

nor do we attribute responsibility for those delays. 

• Per HB 10, the intended audience of this report is the Montana Department of 

Administration and Montana Legislative Finance Committee. The material 

presented here is not organized or selected for another audience or suitable for 

other purposes. 

Approach	  And	  Methodology	  

Figure 1 below outlines the activities Public Knowledge conducted to complete the 

audit and develop of this report. Each task is described in more detail below. 

 

Figure	  1	  –	  Approach	  Outline	  

Additional information on our approach and methodology is included on the 

following pages. 
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Task	  1:	  Plan	  and	  Prepare	  
During this first project task, PK reviewed the scope as documented in HB 10, 

created an inventory of initial source documentation to collect and review, confirmed 

the list of project stakeholders to interview with DPHHS, and identified past and 

current states where the contract vendor is implementing or has implemented their 

HE solution. 

Due to the tight timeframe required to complete this audit by the HB 10 date of July 

1, 2015, the PK team conducted an internal team kick-off meeting to ensure the 

team understood the scope in HB 10 and conducted project status meetings two or 

three times a week to discuss status and initial findings. 

Task	  2:	  Review	  and	  Analyze	  Source	  Documentation	  
PK gathered the source documentation identified in the first step and validated the 

information received through interviews with project stakeholders from both 

DPHHS and the contract vendor. If additional documentation was identified as part 

of the interview process, those documents were also obtained and reviewed. The 

documentation was then catalogued (see Appendix B) and the key points and facts 

were summarized for each artifact.  

In addition, we reviewed relevant industry literature, and used some of it to guide our 

analysis. This included: 

• Practical Software Project Estimation: A Toolkit for Estimating Software 

Development Effort & Duration, Ed. Peter Hill, The McGraw-Hill Companies, 

2011 

• Agile Estimating and Planning, Mike Cohn, Prentice Hall, 2006 

• Estimating Software Costs: Bringing Realism to Estimating 2nd Ed., Capers 

Jones, The McGraw-Hill Companies, 2007 

• Software Estimation: Demystifying the Black Art, Steve McConnell, Microsoft 

Press, 2006 
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• Applied Software Measurement: Assuring Productivity and Quality, Capers 

Jones, McGraw-Hill Inc., 1991 

• The Mythical Man Month: Essays on Software Engineering, Frederick P Brooks 

Jr., Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 1982 

• A Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBOK Guide) 5th 

Ed., Project Management Institute, Inc., 2013 

Task	  3:	  Research	  and	  Review	  Similar	  Situations	  
PK researched and reviewed projects in other states (Alaska, California, New 

Hampshire, and North Dakota) where the replacement contract vendor has 

implemented or is in the process of implementing an MMIS (HE solution) to 

understand and extrapolate the experiences, impacts, costs, and delays of those 

states. We analyzed the potential for the same issues occurring with the Montana 

systems replacement in the future. Due to the tight timeframe, the states were not 

contacted directly; instead, the relevant, publicly available documentation was 

obtained through an Internet search by the PK audit team. A detailed summary of 

findings for each state can be viewed in Appendix C.   

Task	  4:	  Verify	  Collected	  Information	  through	  Interviews	  
PK identified the State and contract vendor project stakeholders to be interviewed as 

part of this audit. During the interviews, we asked stakeholders to verify the 

completeness of documents collected; reviewed, at a high-level, the documentation 

that was gathered up to the date of the interview; and requested any additional 

documentation or information that would assist us in performing the audit. The 

stakeholders that were interviewed and results of the interviews can be found in the 

Appendix D. 

Task	  5:	  Document	  Facts	  and	  Assessment	  in	  Written	  Report	  
In this final step, PK conducted internal working sessions with the audit team to 

review the information collected, document facts, and develop conclusions from the 

facts. Mathematical models of future performance, based in part on our review of 
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literature, were developed and conclusions drawn from those models. These facts 

and conclusions are documented in Section 2 of this report.  

 



 
2	  –	  Findings	  and	  Conclusions	  

 

 

 
 

Montana	  MMIS	  Third	  Party	  Audit	   July	  1,	  2015	   Page	  8	  
 

2	  –	  Findings	  and	  Conclusions	  
This section addresses the two primary questions of HB 10: 

• “Analyze the ability of the replacement contract vendor to complete and comply 

with all contractual requirements, terms and conditions, in particular the May 

2017 implementation date pursuant to amendment number 5 to the Contract.” 

• “Review projects in other states where the replacement contract vendor has 

implemented or is in the process of implementing a Medicaid Management 

Information System to understand and extrapolate the experiences, impacts, 

costs, and delays of those states and analyze the potential for the same issues 

occurring with the Montana systems replacement in the future.” 

We summarize the relevant findings from PK’s research and draw conclusions from 

those findings to answer these questions. 

We did not analyze causes of, nor ascribe responsibility for, delays in the Montana 

MMIS project or projects in other states. Delays can occur for many reasons and it 

was outside the scope of this analysis to try and identify those reasons. 

Ability	  of	  Contract	  Vendor	  to	  Comply	  with	  Time	  Frame	  

Analyze	  the	  ability	  of	  the	  replacement	  contract	  vendor	  to	  complete	  and	  comply	  with	  all	  

contractual	  requirements,	  terms	  and	  conditions,	  in	  particular	  the	  May	  2017	  implementation	  date	  

pursuant	  to	  amendment	  number	  5	  to	  the	  Contract.	  	  

Findings	  
History of the Project in Montana 

The MMIS DDI Project has experienced repeated delays since it began in April 

2012. The Project: 

• Missed the first 23 payment milestones from the original work plan; 

• Is, according to the May 2015 IV&V report, at risk of missing the first 

payment milestone for contract Amendment 5;  
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• Failed to fulfill the requirements of the corrective action plan (CAP) 

within the prescribed timeframe, even when there were financial 

consequences for not fulfilling those requirements;  

• Missed the planned submission dates and are past due (have not yet been 

delivered) for 80% (160/201) of the deliverables and interim deliverables 

due from the contract vendor since 7/18/14 2; and 

• Is currently three months beyond the original planned implementation 

date of late February 2015. 

History of Similar Projects in Other States 

These types of projects have a history of being late in other states: 

• Of the four other states reviewed (Alaska, California, New Hampshire, 

and North Dakota), none were implemented on the original planned 

date. All of these were HE implementations. 

• Implementation, or “go-live”, has been delayed in other states, on 

average, by four years and nine months (57 months) from the initial 

planned implementation date. If this magnitude of delay were used to 

project a go-live date, we would expect implementation sometime in 

November of 2019. 

• The shortest delay from planned implementation, occurring in Alaska, 

was 34 months from the originally planned implementation date. If this 

number of months were used to project a go-live date we would expect 

implementation sometime in October of 2017, past the May 30, 2017 

date noted in Amendment 5. 

• The longest delay from, occurring in North Dakota, is 74 months from 

the originally planned implementation date. If this were used to project a 

go-live date we would expect implementation sometime in July of 2021, 

past the May 30, 2017 date noted in Amendment 5.  

 
                                                
2 May 2015 IV&V Status Report. 
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Analysis of Contract Vendor Data 

An analysis of data provided in the contract vendor status reports, the most recent 

being the May 2015 report, showed: 

• The total effort estimated to complete the project has increased from an 

originally planned 528,0003 hours of work to a currently planned 

1,098,000 hours of work. 

• An analysis of the work plan4 shows 126,000 hours of this total effort is 

scheduled to be completed post go-live (after May of 2015). This leaves a 

total pre go-live effort of 972,000 hours (1,098,000 hours of planned 

work minus the post go-live work of 126,000 hours). 

• 274,000 hour of work has been completed since the project’s start in 

April of 2012. This means that as of the end May 2015, they have 

completed an average of 7,200 hours worth of work per month (274,000 

hours completed divided by the 38 months the project has been 

ongoing). 

• There are 698,000 hours of work remaining on the project to go-live, 

including administrative tasks (972,000 of work to go live minus the 

completed the 274,000 hours completed). 

• At the current average pace of 7,200 hours of work completed per 

month, it would take approximately 96 months to complete the project 

(680,000 remaining hours divided by 7,200 hours of work completed per 

month). Calculating from June 1, 2015, this means the project would be 

completed around June of 2023, past the May 30, 2017, date noted in 

Amendment 5. 

 

 

 
                                                
3 Hours were rounded down to the nearest thousand. 

4 Montana Department of Health and Human Services (2014, December 17). MMIS DDI Project Work Plan Gold Copy. 
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Analysis of At Risk Sub-Projects 

An analysis of red (at risk) projects (we refer to them as components to avoid 

confusion) from the contract vendor's May 2015 status report shows: 

• That 26 of 36 components that comprise the MMIS DDI project are in a 

"red" (at risk of being late) status. 

• These components were declared red by the contract vendor because 

they were behind schedule as measured by an empirical measure of 

project schedule performance called the "Schedule Performance Index" 

(SPI). The SPI for the project as a whole shows the project is behind 

schedule.  

• Of the remaining ten major components: five are not scheduled to have 

been started (and as such have no rating), one is yellow (meaning it may 

be at risk of being late), and four are "green" or on schedule. 

• The red components provide functionality necessary to implement the 

MMIS including: Service Authorization, Third Party Liability, Member 

Management, Health Information Exchange, Claims Adjudication, 

Claims Payment, and Care Management. 

• The 26 red components comprise 906,000 hours of work required to 

complete those components, of which 219,000 hours have been 

completed. 

• There are 687,000 hours of work remaining on these red components 

(subtract the work completed of 219,000 hours from the total work of 

906,000). 

• As of the end of May 2015, an average of 5,700 hours of work has been 

completed per month on these red components (219,000 hours 

completed divided by the 38 months since the project started). 

• If the project continues to complete these red components at this rate, 

there are approximately 120 months left before go-live can occur 

(remaining work of 687,000 hours divided by the completion rate of 

5,700 hours per month). Calculating from June 1, 2015 this means the 
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project would go-live in June of 2025, past the May 30, 2017, date noted 

in Amendment 5. 

• To complete the red components by the end of May 2017 means the 

project would have to complete the remaining 687,000 hours of work 

between now (June 2015) and May of 2017, or in about 24 months. This 

means the project would have to complete an average of 28,600 hours of 

work per month (687,000 hours remaining divided by 24 months) on 

these red components.  

Conclusion	  
The information made available to us and our analysis of that information leads us to 

conclude that the contract vendor will not be able to comply with all requirements, 

terms and conditions of the contact by the May 30, 2017, date specified in 

Amendment 5. The contract vendor has implemented HE in two of the four other 

states reviewed for this report and one recently received certification by CMS; 

however, implementations were or currently are delayed anywhere from 34 to 74 

months from the original planned implementation date. An analysis of the contract 

vendor provided project effort and performance data (assumed to be accurate) 

shows the project, given historic productivity levels, cannot meet the May 2017 date 

in Amendment 5. The history of delays and an analysis of the data provided in the 

contract vendor’s status reports, leads us to conclude that the project will not be 

ready to “go-live” by the May 2017 date.  
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Performance	  in	  Other	  States	  

Review	  projects	  in	  other	  states	  where	  the	  replacement	  contract	  vendor	  has	  implemented	  or	  is	  in	  

the	  process	  of	  implementing	  a	  Medicaid	  Management	  Information	  System	  to	  understand	  and	  

extrapolate	  the	  experiences,	  impacts,	  costs,	  and	  delays	  of	  those	  states	  and	  analyze	  the	  potential	  

for	  the	  same	  issues	  occurring	  with	  the	  Montana	  systems	  replacement	  in	  the	  future.	  

Findings	  
Schedule 

Table 1 below summarizes the schedule findings for the other states reviewed5. In 

summary:  

• We reviewed MMIS implementation projects in Alaska, California, New 

Hampshire, and North Dakota. These were or are recent implementation 

projects of the contract vendor’s HE solution and we believe they are 

therefore representative of these types of projects. 

• Of the three states reporting the project at or near completion (North 

Dakota is currently scheduled to go live in October 2015 per the Centers 

for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS). California was excluded from 

our analysis because they are not planning to go live for at least a year), 

all were later than the planned implementation date. 

Table	  1	  –	  Planned	  and	  Actual	  Implementation	  Dates	  

State	   Planned	  
Implementation	  

Actual	  
Implementation	   Months	  Delay	  

Alaska	   June	  2010	   July	  2013	   34	  

California	   Fourth	  Quarter	  of	  
2016	  

Not	  Yet	  
Implemented	  

N/A	  

New	  Hampshire	   January	  2008	   April	  2013	   63	  

North	  Dakota	   July	  2009	  
October	  20156	  

(projected)	  
74	  

                                                
5 Howle, E. (2014, January 25). State Auditor Letter on MMIS. 

6
 North Dakota Department of Human Services (2015, March 23). - Contract Amendment H originally stated a June 2015 

implementation. CMS confirmed the project is now delayed until October 2015. 
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Costs 

It is difficult to compare costs between states: 

• The costs were reported differently and states are buying different 

products and services from the contract vendor. 

• Cost information we collected sometimes included the cost of operating 

the new system for a period of time. 

• Some cost data included the cost of state resources. 

However, of the three states analyzed (California is not yet fully implemented so final 

costs are not available), all report spending more than originally planned on these 

projects.  

Other Implementation Impacts 

The two states that have implemented the system (Alaska and New Hampshire) have 

reported issues occurring during or after implementation (the revised planned 

implementation date in North Dakota is now October 2015). Issues in each state 

include the following: 

Alaska 

• System Defects. 1,700 defects were identified after the system went live 

on October 2013. As of March 2015, Xerox, formerly ACS, did not meet 

the CAP deadline to resolve system defects, but made significant 

progress with only 100 defects remaining. As of May 2015, 74 defects 

were remaining with three rated critical7. 

• Advanced Payments. The State made advanced payments to providers 

because of a large number of claims denied and suspended in error. As of 

February 2014, the State had issued approximately $118,000,000 total in 

advanced payments to providers8. As of May 2015, the State had issued 

approximately $165,000,000 total in advanced payments to providers and 

                                                
7 Alaska Department of Health and Social Services (2015, May 11). Medicaid Claims Payment System: Background and Status 
8 Alaska State Legislature (2008, February 04).  House Health and Social Services Standing Committee Meeting Minutes 
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is making an average of 5 advanced payments to providers a month, but 

has recouped approximately $70,000,0000 of the advanced payments.9  

• Claims Processing Errors. As of October 2013, an initial 46 claims 

processing problems/errors were identified. This number grew to 546, 

and as of September 2014, there were still approximately 500 known 

claims processing problems/errors10. As of May 2015, the system is 

processing more than 90% of new claims without suspension.11 

New Hampshire 

• Post Conversion Issues. There were post-go-live delays and process 

disruptions in prior authorizations, delayed payments, incorrect or 

missing provider IDs and service codes, and the system was unable to 

generate reports or conduct queries at the agency level. As of September 

2014, Xerox/ACS had addressed a majority of the post-conversion 

issues, but there are still unresolved issues related to reporting and query 

access, interfacing with the service authorization system, and provider 

identification issues12.  

Conclusion	  
Historically, all of the projects reviewed experienced schedule delays, cost more than 

originally budgeted, and had varying degrees of post implementation issues that 

negatively impacted functionality and required additional resources to resolve. This 

indicates a pattern and leads us to believe this is normal for these projects. As of this 

writing, none of the projects failed. From this we conclude that if the project 

continues on its current trajectory, Montana would likely incur schedule delays, will 

cost more than originally budgeted, and will have post implementation issues or 

impacts.

                                                
9 ibid. #7 
10 

Information Insights Inc. (2014, September 26). Impacts of the Health Enterprise Conversion on Home and Community 
Based Service Providers 
11 ibid. #7 
12 ibid. #10 
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Appendices	  
The following information is included in the appendices: 

• Appendix A – Timeline of Significant Events: depicts the key dates 

associated with the Montana MMIS DDI project. 

• Appendix B – Sources of Information: contains the sources of information 

PK used to identify the facts and conclusions stated in this report. The sources 

of information include the documentation reviewed for Montana and the other 

states considered (Alaska, California, New Hampshire, and North Dakota), and 

the project stakeholders interviewed.   

• Appendix C – Summary of Findings from Other State Research: includes a 

brief overview of high-level findings for the states that we researched (Alaska, 

California, North Dakota, and New Hampshire). The analysis was restricted to 

the states listed above because the contract vendor was the DDI and operations 

contractor in each, there was a common five-year actual or current projected date 

of implementation range among them, and the four states implemented, or are in 

the process of implementing, a Health Enterprise MMIS solution.  

• Appendix D – Interview Findings: includes the stakeholders that we 

interviewed and results of the interviews.
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Appendix	  A	  –	  Timeline	  of	  Significant	  Events	  
The following timeline graphic shows key dates associated with the Montana MMIS 

DDI project. Above the timeline, a number of planned project dates are shown. 

These dates include the April 2, 2012, contract execution date between the State and 

contract vendor. Furthermore, dates for all five contract amendments are listed. Of 

particular relevance is Amendment 5, which contains the approval of the reworked 

project work plan. With this plan, the original system implementation go-live date of 

February 18, 2015, was moved out to May 30, 2017.   

Below the timeline, the graphic shows key event dates that illustrate the project 

delays. These start with the June 11, 2013, request by Xerox to rework the project 

plan. In addition, this date indicates Xerox and Cognizant executing their contract to 

make Cognizant a subcontractor to the project. It should be noted that conditional 

approval by the Department to this arrangement was given September 18, 2013. 

Final approval by the Department to accept Cognizant as a Xerox subcontractor was 

communicated to Xerox August 4, 2014.  

June 18, 2014, is one of four dates showing the State giving Notice of Breach of 

Contract to Xerox or requesting corrective action. Some dates shown indicate 

resolution dates for some issues, such as the June 2013 rework request.  

On September 26, 2014, a no-confidence vote from the Legislative Finance 

Committee was recorded. The latest event date shown is the Notice of Additional 

Material Breach issued by the Department to Xerox on May 15, 2015.  

Please note that this timeline does not attempt to show all dates related to the 

project. Instead, it shows key dates that are relevant regarding the project’s current 

state and support the audit report’s discussion. All dates are based on publicly 

available documents such as contract documents, as well as monthly status reports 

by Xerox and the IV&V vendor.  
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Figure	  2	  –	  Key	  Dates	  
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Appendix	  B	  –	  Sources	  of	  Information	  
Montana	  Documents	  	  

The Montana documents reviewed for this report are listed in the table below. The 

table contains the date the documents were delivered in month then year format, and 

the document name. Documents are ordered chronologically by the date delivered.  

Date	  Delivered	   Document	  Name	  

Dec-‐10	   MMIS	  Re-‐procurement	  Project	  Proposal	  
Jan-‐12	   CMS	  UAPD	  Contract	  
Jan-‐12	   MT	  UAPD	  MMIS	  Replace	  
Feb-‐12	   MMIS	  Contract	  Signed	  
Feb-‐12	   MT	  MMIS	  PDU	  Contract	  
Feb-‐12	   MT	  MMIS	  Replace	  APDU	  Contract	  Clarification	  
Feb-‐12	   MT	  Updated	  IAPD	  MMIS	  
Mar-‐12	   MMIS	  DDI	  Contract	  Attachments	  B11-‐B10	  
Mar-‐12	   MMIS	  DDI	  Contract	  Attachments	  B11-‐B13	  
Apr-‐12	   DDI	  Operations	  Contract	  
Apr-‐12	   MT-‐MMIS	  ACS	  DevCntrctAmend1	  
Apr-‐12	   New	  Contract	  Amendment	  1	  Letter	  
Apr-‐12	   Signed	  MMIS	  Amend	  1	  Space	  
May-‐12	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jun-‐12	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jun-‐12	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jul-‐12	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jul-‐12	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Aug-‐12	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Aug-‐12	   Xerox	  Communications	  Log	  v1	  
Aug-‐12	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Sep-‐12	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Sep-‐12	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Oct-‐12	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Oct-‐12	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Oct-‐12	   PBMS	  DSS	  Project	  Work	  Plan	  
Oct-‐12	   MMIS	  Certification	  Work	  Plan	  
Oct-‐12	   MMIS	  Conversion	  Work	  Plan	  
Oct-‐12	   IMARS	  FADS	  Work	  Plan	  
Oct-‐12	   MMIS	  Implementation	  Work	  Plan	  
Oct-‐12	   MMIS	  Iterative	  Work	  Plan	  
Oct-‐12	   Linking	  Work	  Plan	  
Oct-‐12	   MMIS	  PMO	  Work	  Plan	  
Oct-‐12	   MMIS	  Requirements	  and	  Solution	  Analysis	  Work	  Plan	  
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Date	  Delivered	   Document	  Name	  

Oct-‐12	   MMIS	  Testing	  Working	  Plan	  
Oct-‐12	   MMIS	  Training	  Work	  Plan	  
Oct-‐12	   POS	  Iterative	  Work	  Plan	  
Nov-‐12	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Nov-‐12	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Nov-‐12	   CMS	  Approve	  MT-‐MMIS	  ACSDev	  Contract2	  
Nov-‐12	   New	  MMIS	  CMSltrAmend2	  
Dec-‐12	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Dec-‐12	   Signed	  MTMMIS	  Amend	  2	  HE	  2.0	  
Dec-‐12	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jan-‐13	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jan-‐13	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jan-‐13	   MT	  MMIS	  Xerox	  Amend3	  Approval	  Letter	  
Jan-‐13	   CMS	  Letter	  Amendment	  3	  WP	  Milestones	  
Feb-‐13	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Feb-‐13	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Feb-‐13	   Signed	  MT	  Amend	  3	  WP	  Pay	  Milestones	  
Mar-‐13	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Mar-‐13	   Xerox	  Communications	  Log	  v2	  
Mar-‐13	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Apr-‐13	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Apr-‐13	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
May-‐13	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
May-‐13	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
May-‐13	   Health	  Enterprise	  Expert	  Letter	  
Jun-‐13	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jun-‐13	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jun-‐13	   DPHHS	  Letter	  Re-‐plan	  HE	  2.0	  
Jun-‐13	   Amendment	  4	  Re-‐plan	  
Jul-‐13	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jul-‐13	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jul-‐13	   Xerox	  Response	  HE	  2.0	  Solution	  
Jul-‐13	   Contract	  MT	  MMIS	  Xerox	  Amend4	  Approval	  Letter	  
Jul-‐13	   CMS	  Letter	  and	  Amendment	  4	  
Aug-‐13	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Aug-‐13	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Aug-‐13	   DPHHS	  letter	  re	  Key	  Xerox	  Staff	  
Aug-‐13	   DPHHS	  Response	  Cognizant	  E13221A	  
Aug-‐13	   Xerox	  Letter	  re	  Cognizant	  Subcontractor	  E13221A	  
Aug-‐13	   Signed	  MMIS	  Amend	  4	  ICD	  10	  Contract	  Manager	  
Sep-‐13	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Sep-‐13	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Sep-‐13	   Xerox	  Letter	  Regarding	  Remedies	  for	  Liquidated	  Damages	  
Sep-‐13	   DPHHS	  Letter	  to	  Xerox	  re	  Cognizant	  
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Date	  Delivered	   Document	  Name	  

Oct-‐13	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Oct-‐13	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Oct-‐13	   Letter	  to	  RG	  Conlee	  from	  R	  Baldwin	  re	  Xerox	  Activities	  
Oct-‐13	   Xerox	  Response	  Letter	  re	  Key	  Staff	  
Nov-‐13	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Nov-‐13	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Nov-‐13	   Xerox	  Response	  re	  Damages	  
Nov-‐13	   MMIS	  DDI	  LD	  Assessment	  Letter	  
Dec-‐13	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Dec-‐13	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Dec-‐13	   Xerox	  Response	  to	  DPHHS	  Notification	  of	  Independent	  Audit	  
Dec-‐13	   DPHHS	  Response	  to	  Xerox	  LD	  Letter	  
Dec-‐13	   Independent	  Audit	  Notification	  to	  Xerox	  
Jan-‐14	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jan-‐14	   Xerox	  Communications	  Log	  v3	  
Jan-‐14	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jan-‐14	   DPHHS	  response	  Xerox	  letter	  3836	  -‐	  Approve	  New	  Named	  

Resources	  
Feb-‐14	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Feb-‐14	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Feb-‐14	   MT	  Xerox-‐Cognizant	  Named	  Resources	  -‐	  employment	  

relationship	  
Mar-‐14	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Mar-‐14	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Apr-‐14	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Apr-‐14	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
May-‐14	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
May-‐14	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jun-‐14	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jun-‐14	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jun-‐14	   Actions	  Required	  to	  Cure	  Material	  Breach	  
Jun-‐14	   Xerox	  Acknowledge	  Letter	  to	  DPHHS	  re	  Breach	  Letter	  
Jun-‐14	   DPHHS	  Letter	  to	  Xerox	  Notice	  of	  Breach	  
Jun-‐14	   DPHHS	  Dispute	  Resolution	  Memorandum	  
Jun-‐14	   MT	  MMIS	  Xerox	  Communication	  Log	  V4	  
Jul-‐14	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jul-‐14	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jul-‐14	   Cure	  Letter	  to	  Bob	  Zapfel	  
Aug-‐14	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Aug-‐14	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Aug-‐14	   Xerox	  Response	  to	  MT	  Assurance	  Letter	  of	  8_15_14	  
Aug-‐14	   DPHHS	  Work	  Plan	  Assurance	  Letter	  to	  Xerox	  
Aug-‐14	   Cognizant	  Subcontract	  Approval	  Letter	  Final	  
Aug-‐14	   MT	  Gap	  Analysis	  
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Date	  Delivered	   Document	  Name	  

Sep-‐14	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Sep-‐14	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Oct-‐14	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Oct-‐14	   Deliverables	  &	  Interim	  Deliverable	  Research	  
Oct-‐14	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Nov-‐14	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Nov-‐14	   Notice	  of	  Corrective	  Action	  to	  Rick	  Dastin	  -‐	  Xerox	  
Nov-‐14	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Dec-‐14	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Dec-‐14	   MMIS	  DDI	  Project	  Work	  Plan	  Gold	  Copy.	  
Dec-‐14	   Xerox	  Approval	  Request	  for	  UMT	  Subcontractor	  
Dec-‐14	   MT	  Letter	  to	  Xerox	  re	  Atos	  
Dec-‐14	   MT	  Xerox	  CAP	  Transmittal	  Letter	  
Dec-‐14	   MT	  Xerox	  CAP	  MBF	  
Dec-‐14	   MT	  Xerox	  CAP	  Narrative	  
Dec-‐14	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jan-‐15	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jan-‐15	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Jan-‐15	   Xerox	  Request	  Approval	  for	  Atos	  
Jan-‐15	   DPHHS	  CAP	  Response	  to	  Xerox	  
Jan-‐15	   UMT	  -‐	  Xerox	  MT	  MMIS	  DDI	  Program	  Management	  

Implementation	  SOW	  
Jan-‐15	   UMT	  Consulting	  Group	  Overview	  Executive	  Summary	  
Jan-‐15	   MT	  Xerox	  CAP	  Transmittal	  Letter	  
Jan-‐15	   MT	  Xerox	  CAP	  MBF	  
Jan-‐15	   MT	  Xerox	  CAP	  Narrative	  
Jan-‐15	   MMIS	  DDI	  Contract	  Attachments	  B11-‐B10Combined	  MMIS	  DDI	  

Contract	  Amendments	  1	  thru	  5	  Attachments	  B1	  thru	  B13	  
Jan-‐15	   Amend	  5	  Re-‐planned	  
Jan-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
Feb-‐15	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Feb-‐15	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Feb-‐15	   Letter	  to	  Rick	  Dastin	  -‐	  CAP	  Approval	  
Feb-‐15	   DPHHS	  Letter	  to	  Xerox	  re	  Atos	  
Feb-‐15	   Migration	  of	  MT	  MMIS	  to	  Health	  Enterprise	  Platform	  CR161	  
Feb-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
Feb-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
Feb-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
Mar-‐15	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Mar-‐15	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Mar-‐15	   Xerox	  Letter	  re	  Notice	  of	  Material	  Breach	  CAP	  Category	  A	  
Mar-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
Mar-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
Mar-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
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Date	  Delivered	   Document	  Name	  

Mar-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
Apr-‐15	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Apr-‐15	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
Apr-‐15	   Xerox	  NCCI	  Editing	  Concerns	  Letter	  to	  CMS	  
Apr-‐15	   Xerox	  Material	  Breach	  of	  Contract	  Letter	  to	  CMS	  
Apr-‐15	   Corrective	  Action	  Plan	  Measures	  -‐	  Due	  Dates	  20150407	  
Apr-‐15	   Xerox	  Request	  for	  Subcontractor	  Approval	  for	  ATOS	  
Apr-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
Apr-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
Apr-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
Apr-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
May-‐15	   PK	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
May-‐15	   Xerox	  Monthly	  Status	  Report	  
May-‐15	   Issue	  Log	  (DDI	  Operational	  Execution	  Tracker)	  
May-‐15	   DPHHS	  SharePoint	  Risk/Issue	  Log	  
May-‐15	   Xerox	  SharePoint	  Risk	  Log	  
May-‐15	   Xerox	  SharePoint	  Issue	  Log	  
May-‐15	   ATOS	  Subcontractor	  Approval	  Letter	  
May-‐15	   MMIS	  Supplemental	  Report	  
May-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
May-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
May-‐15	   Xerox	  Materials	  Breach	  
May-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
May-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
May-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
Jun-‐15	   Current	  Gap	  Status	  Summary	  
Jun-‐15	   Sequencing	  Request	  Summary	  
Jun-‐15	   Action	  Items	  
Jun-‐15	   HB10	  Audit	  Xerox	  Supplemental	  Data	  and	  Comments	  
Jun-‐15	   Digital	  Harbor	  Approval	  from	  DPHHS	  
Jun-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
Jun-‐15	   MT	  MMIS	  CAP	  Execution	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  
Jun-‐15	   SME	  Coverage	  Master	  List	  
Jun-‐15	   2015	  Xerox	  Leadership	  Concept	  Session	  Attendance	  
Jun-‐15	   Action	  Item	  Weekly	  Status	  Report	  Dashboard	  
Jun-‐15	   Montana	  Org	  Chart	  
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Other	  State	  Documents	  	  
The Alaska, California, New Hampshire, and North Dakota documents reviewed for 

this report are listed in the table below. The table contains the date the documents 

were delivered in month then year format, and the document name. Documents are 

ordered chronologically by the date delivered.  

Date	  
Delivered	   State	   Document	  Name	  

Sep-‐07	   Alaska	   ACS	  DDI	  Contract	  Part	  1	  
Sep-‐07	   Alaska	   ACS	  DDI	  Contract	  Part	  2	  
Oct-‐13	   Alaska	   Conversion	  of	  MMIS	  to	  Health	  Enterprise	  System	  
Jan-‐14	   Alaska	   Xerox	  MMIS	  Update	  
Feb-‐14	   Alaska	   Alaska	  State	  Legislature:	  House	  Health	  and	  Social	  

Services	  Standing	  Committee	  Meeting	  Minutes	  
Sep-‐14	   Alaska	   Impacts	  of	  the	  Health	  Enterprise	  Conversion	  on	  Home	  

and	  Community	  Based	  Service	  Providers	  
Jan-‐15	   Alaska	   MMIS	  Corrective	  Action	  Plan	  
May-‐15	   Alaska	   Medicaid	  Claims	  Payment	  System:	  Background	  and	  

Status	  
Oct-‐09	   California	   IAPD	  
Feb-‐14	   California	   State	  Auditor	  Document	  
Feb-‐15	   California	   State	  Auditor	  Document	  
Sep-‐11	   New	  Hampshire	   Senator	  Morse	  Attorney	  General	  MMIS	  
Dec-‐12	   New	  Hampshire	   Contract	  Amendments	  1-‐7	  
Feb-‐05	   North	  Dakota	   IAPD	  
Jun-‐06	   North	  Dakota	   MMIS	  &	  POS	  Contract	  
Jun-‐06	   North	  Dakota	   Medicaid	  Systems	  Project	  Statement	  of	  Work	  
Jan-‐07	   North	  Dakota	   Senate	  Bill	  
Sep-‐09	   North	  Dakota	   ACS	  President	  Testimony	  to	  Budget	  Section	  
Sep-‐09	   North	  Dakota	   MMIS	  Delay	  Impact	  
Sep-‐09	   North	  Dakota	   Budget	  Increase	  Request	  to	  Budget	  Section	  
Dec-‐09	   North	  Dakota	   Director	  of	  IT	  Services	  Division	  MMIS	  Project	  Update	  

to	  Budget	  Section	  
Mar-‐10	   North	  Dakota	   ACS	  President	  Testimony	  to	  Budget	  Section	  
Mar-‐10	   North	  Dakota	   Director	  of	  IT	  Services	  Division	  MMIS	  Project	  Update	  

to	  Budget	  Section	  
Jun-‐10	   North	  Dakota	   ACS	  COO	  Testimony	  to	  Budget	  Section	  
Jun-‐10	   North	  Dakota	   Director	  of	  IT	  Services	  Division	  MMIS	  Project	  Update	  

to	  Budget	  Section	  
Sep-‐10	   North	  Dakota	   Director	  of	  IT	  Services	  Division	  MMIS	  Project	  Update	  

to	  Budget	  Section	  
Jun-‐11	   North	  Dakota	   Director	  of	  IT	  Services	  Division	  MMIS	  Project	  Update	  

to	  Budget	  Section	  
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Date	  
Delivered	   State	   Document	  Name	  

Aug-‐11	   North	  Dakota	   Testimony	  to	  IT	  Committee	  
Sep-‐11	   North	  Dakota	   ACS	  COO	  Testimony	  to	  Budget	  Section	  
Dec-‐11	   North	  Dakota	   Director	  of	  IT	  Services	  Division	  MMIS	  Project	  Update	  

to	  Budget	  Section	  
Jan-‐13	   North	  Dakota	   Testimony	  on	  House	  Bill	  1012	  
Sep-‐14	   North	  Dakota	   Budget	  Section	  Overview	  
Dec-‐14	   North	  Dakota	   Director	  of	  IT	  Services	  Division	  MMIS	  Project	  Update	  

to	  Budget	  Section	  
Mar-‐15	   North	  Dakota	   Contract	  Amendment	  H	  
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Appendix	  C	  –	  Summary	  of	  Findings	  from	  Other	  
State	  Research	  	  

Alaska	  	  

The findings are:  

• Project Delays. Alaska’s MMIS HE implementation project experienced 

delays. The original forecasted go-live date was June 2010, but was 

delayed until October 201313 (approximately a three year and four month 

delay).  

• Total Project Costs. The original contractual cost with Xerox for the 

MMIS HE implementation project was $32,487,982 but approximately 

$146,000,000 had been spent between 2007 and October 201314.  

• Corrective Action Plan (CAP). The State found Xerox in breach of 

contract in response to the widespread performance problems when the 

system went live on October 2013, and Xerox agreed to a post-go-live 

CAP on October 2014.  The scope of the post-go-live CAP included the 

following items15:  

o Resolution of system defects and outstanding change requests. 

o Completion of DDI deliverables that were deferred to post-go-

live. 

o Address suspended claims, claims backlog appeals, and 

retrospective claim adjustments. 

o Delivery of reporting system functionality. 

                                                
13 ibid #5 

14 ibid #8 
15 Xerox (2015, January 19). Alaska MMIS Corrective Action Plan. 
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• System Defects. 1,700 defects were identified after the system went live 

on October 2013. As of March 2015, Xerox did not meet the CAP 

deadline to resolve system defects, but made progress with only 100 

defects remaining. As of May 2015, 74 defects were remaining with three 

rated critical16.  

• Advanced Payments. The state was forced to make advanced payments 

to providers due to a large number of claims denied and suspended in 

error. As of February 2014, the state had issued approximately 

$118,000,000 total in advanced payments to providers17. As of May 2015, 

the state had issued approximately $165,000,000 total in advanced 

payments to providers and is making an average of five advanced 

payments to providers a month, but has recouped approximately 

$70,000,0000 of the advanced payments18.   

• Claims Processing Errors. As of October 2013, an initial 46 claims 

processing problems/errors were identified. This number grew to 546, 

and as of September 2014, there were still approximately 500 known 

claims processing problems/errors19.  As of May 2015, the system is 

processing more than 90% of new claims without suspension20.  

California	  	  

The findings described below are related to California’s HE implementation project. 

The discussion points were identified in the 201421 and 201522 California State 

Auditor’s Report.  The findings are:  

                                                
16 

ibid. #7
 

17 
ibid. #8

 

18 
ibid. #7

 

19 
ibid. #10

 

20 
ibid. #7

 

21 
ibid. #5 

22 Howle, E. (2015, February 19). State Auditor Letter on MMIS.  
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• Project Delays. June 2013 was the first delay to the HE implementation 

project (6-9 month delay). This was expected to be a 16-week correction but 

the forecasted deadline was not met.  

• Software Development Methodology. As of February 2014, Xerox stated 

that they would switch to an Agile software development approach. The 

California Department of Health Care Services expressed concerns that the 

Agile software development approach will defer functionality to future 

releases.    

• Payment Milestones. As of February 2015, Xerox has missed all payment 

milestones and has not received any payments from the Department for 

work performed.  

• Requirements. The first enterprise release only addressed 27 of 6,000 

functional requirements (0.45%) and was designed to be a common 

infrastructure for subsequent enterprise releases. The Department expressed 

concerns regarding the June 2015 second enterprise release date because it is 

expected to address 1,300 functional requirements and a common 

infrastructure does not appear to be established.  

• Project Monitoring/Oversight. The Department reported that the switch 

to the Agile software development methodology has made it difficult to 

monitor the progress of project. The Department also reported that there 

have been issues assessing the system schedule and tracking the project 

schedule.  

New	  Hampshire	  	  

The findings described below are related to New Hampshire’s MMIS HE 

implementation project.  The discussion points were identified in Xerox Contract 

Amendments 1 – 723. The findings are: 

                                                
23 New Hampshire Department of Health and Human Services (2014, June 11). Contract Amendments 1-7. 
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• Project Delays. New Hampshire’s MMIS HE implementation project 

experienced delays. The original forecasted go-live date was January 2008, 

but was delayed until April 201324 (approximately a five year and three 

month delay).  

• Total Project Costs. The original contractual total cost, including DDI 

and Operations with two optional year extensions, with Xerox for the 

MMIS HE implementation project was $60,860,763, but increased to 

$117,325,120 as of June 2014. The amended total contract cost also 

reflects a post-DDI phase enhancements with a not to exceed amount of 

$21,299,854.  

• Post-conversion Issues. There were post-go-live delays and process 

disruptions in prior authorizations, delayed payments, incorrect or 

missing provider IDs and service codes, and the inability for the system 

to generate reports or conduct queries at the agency level. As of 

September 2014, Xerox had addressed a majority of the post-conversion 

issues, but there are still unresolved issues related to reporting and query 

access, interfacing with the service authorization system, and provider 

identification issues25.    

North	  Dakota	  	  

The findings described below are related to North Dakota’s MMIS HE 

implementation project. The findings are:  

• Project Delays. North Dakota’s MMIS HE implementation project had 

delays. The original forecasted go-live date was July 2009, was delayed 

until June 201526 (approximately a five year delay), and per CMS is 

experiencing an additional delay until October 2015. 

                                                
24 ibid. #5 
25 ibid. #10 
26 ibid. #6 
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• Project Costs. The original contractual total cost for the MMIS HE 

implementation project as of June 2006 was $37,105,58527. As of March 

2015, the total amended cost for the project is $65,402,87728.  

 

  

                                                
27 North Dakota Department of Human Services (2006, June 08). Medicaid Systems Project Statement of Work 
28 ibid. #6 
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Appendix	  D	  –	  Interview	  Findings	  
Interviews	  Conducted	  for	  this	  Report	  

The following table details the name, position, organization and date for each 

stakeholder interviewed for this report. Interviews are ordered chronologically by the 

interview date.  

Interview	  Date	   Name	   Position	   Organization	  

June	  9,	  2015	   Stuart	  Fuller	   State	  of	  Montana	  
	  Chief	  Information	  
Officer	  
Department	  of	  DPHHS	  
Technology	  
Administrator	  

DPHHS	  

June	  11,	  2015	   Tim	  Peterson	   State	  of	  Montana	  
MMIS	  Project	  Manager	  	  
	  

Integrity	  Solutions	  
Group	  (subcontractor	  to	  
DPHHS)	  

June	  11,	  2015	   Jeff	  Buska	   State	  of	  Montana	  
MMIS	  Project	  
Director/MMIS	  DDI	  
Project	  Manager	  

DPHHS	  

June	  12,	  2015	   Bryan	  Walsh	   Chief	  Financial	  Officer	  
Government	  Health	  
Care	  Business	  

Xerox	  Corporation	  

June	  12,	  &	  June	  
16,	  2015	  

Rick	  Dastin	   Montana	  Project	  
Executive	  
Chief	  Engineer	  for	  
Xerox	  Services	  

Xerox	  Corporation	  

June	  12,	  &	  June	  
16,	  2015	  

Ken	  Metz	   Chief	  Audit	  Executive	   Xerox	  Corporation	  

June	  15,	  2014	   Rhonda	  
Brinkoeter	  

IV&V	  Project	  Manager	  	   Public	  Knowledge,	  LLC	  

June	  16,	  2015	   Brian	  Haw	   Montana	  
Implementation	  Project	  
Manager	  

Xerox	  Corporation	  

June	  16,	  2015	   Chris	  Kutzer	   Montana	  DDI	  Manager	   Xerox	  Corporation	  
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Summary	  of	  Interview	  Findings	  

Interviewee	   Findings	  

Stuart	  Fuller	  
	  

Mr.	  Fuller	  confirmed	  that	  the	  collected	  documents	  were	  
appropriate	  and	  suggested	  that	  the	  inventory	  should	  also	  
include	  the	  following:	  

• Xerox	  Weekly	  Status	  Reports	  
• IVV	  (Public	  Knowledge)	  Weekly	  Status	  Reports	  
• Original	  RFP	  
• Xerox	  response	  to	  the	  original	  RFP	  
• Quarterly	  Report	  to	  the	  Legislative	  Finance	  

Committee	  
• Contract	  Amendment	  5	  and	  work	  plan	  

Tim	  Peterson	  
	  

Mr.	  Peterson	  confirmed	  that	  that	  the	  collected	  documents	  
were	  appropriate	  and	  provided	  the	  following	  documents	  to	  
add	  to	  the	  inventory:	  

• DPHHS	  Legislative	  Finance	  Committee	  Quarterly	  
Report	  

• Current	  Gap	  Status	  spreadsheet	  

Jeff	  Buska	  
	  

Mr.	  Buska	  confirmed	  that	  the	  collected	  documents	  were	  
appropriate	  and	  suggested	  that	  the	  inventory	  should	  also	  
include	  the	  following:	  

• List	  of	  Change	  Requests	  

Rhonda	  Brinkoeter	   Ms.	  Brinkoeter	  confirmed	  that	  the	  collected	  documents	  
were	  appropriate	  and	  suggested	  that	  the	  inventory	  should	  
also	  include	  the	  following:	  

• Xerox	  Action	  Item	  List	  
• Xerox	  Issue	  and	  Risk	  Log	  

Rick	  Dastin	  

Ken	  Metz	  

Bryan	  Walsh	  

Chris	  Kutzer	  

Brian	  Haw	  

	  

The	  HB	  10	  Audit	  team	  met	  with	  Xerox	  representatives	  for	  
two	  interviews.	  Xerox	  representatives	  asked	  for	  clarification	  
of	  the	  documents	  collected	  and	  suggested	  that	  the	  
following	  documents	  be	  added	  to	  the	  inventory:	  

• Change	  Requests	  
• Corrective	  action	  meeting	  with	  weekly	  status	  

reports	  
• Different	  views	  of	  the	  Work	  plan	  (work	  plan	  

memos)	  
• Gap	  analysis	  and	  reporting	  with	  different	  views	  

(reports	  come	  out	  of	  Xerox	  system)	  
• Comments	  on	  deliverables	  
• Platform	  Documentation	  (from	  Blueworks)	  
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Interviewee	   Findings	  

• Action	  item	  burn	  down	  charts	  (shows	  Xerox	  
performance)	  

• Risk	  and	  Issue	  Register	  	  
• Information	  on	  concept	  sessions	  
• Code	  and	  test	  case	  summaries	  
• Other	  systems	  tied	  to	  HEP	  (FlexRx)	  -‐	  performance	  

and	  test	  results	  
• Other	  state	  info:	  Xerox	  can	  provide	  other	  public	  

information	  (certifications,	  testimonials	  from	  other	  
states	  etc.)	  that	  may	  not	  be	  readily	  available	  

Xerox	  representatives	  requested	  a	  list	  of	  documents	  in	  the	  
audit	  inventory.	  Public	  Knowledge	  provided	  the	  full	  list	  of	  
documents	  to	  Xerox	  on	  June	  15th.	  Xerox	  forwarded	  
additional	  documents	  to	  be	  added	  to	  the	  inventory	  on	  June	  
20th.	  

 

PK also contacted Sandeep Bhardwaj, Project Manager for Cognizant, but was 

unable to schedule an interview with him. 

 


