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Dear Colleagues, 

The State of Vermont relies on information technology (IT) systems to serve 
Vermonters by allowing individuals and businesses to apply for benefits, pay 
taxes, and access numerous other government services.  

In 2017, an Executive Order created the Agency of Digital Services (ADS) to 
consolidate the Executive Branch’s IT activities. Part of ADS’s role, which was 
later codified in statute, is to provide project management services to implement 
new IT systems. ADS’s Enterprise Project Management Office (EPMO) works with 
State client entities to fulfill this role. In a recent report, EPMO identified 64 on-
going IT projects with expected costs of $500,000 or more that it was managing. 
The total estimated costs to implement these projects was $206 million.  

Because of the high cost of IT projects and the relatively recent establishment of 
ADS, we decided to audit a selection of six IT projects.  

Our first audit objective was to determine whether and why costs and schedules 
for selected IT projects changed. Only one of the six projects delivered the 
expected IT system on time and within budget. Most notably, one project has 
failed to deploy a usable system more than two years after it was expected, 
despite paying the vendor $2 million or 95 percent of its maximum contract 
amount. This project had an unrealistic completion date and the contractor 
eventually stopped working on the project without addressing problems 
identified during testing. In March 2023, ADS formally notified the contractor 
that it was seeking to recapture about $700,000 that had already been paid (as of 
May 24, 2023, the contractor had not responded). The State is trying to salvage 
this project by splitting it into two projects and hiring new contractors to 
complete the work.  

In two other projects, the estimated costs had more than doubled and the 
estimated completion dates had been extended by at least 18 months. Among the 
reasons for deviations to the costs and schedules for these and other projects 
were (1) changes to functional requirements, which are specific activities a 
product or service is expected to perform, (2) changes to 
development/deployment approaches, and (3) additional security requirements. 

Our second objective was to evaluate how the State measured, or planned to 
measure, whether the selected projects met their business goals. Five of the six IT 
projects had poorly defined measures that did not (1) include a baseline, (2) 
quantify the size, amount, or degree of the change expected, or (3) appear 
relevant to the project’s implementation. Additionally, most client entities made 
limited efforts or plans to evaluate whether the new systems were meeting the 
projects’ measures.  

During the audit we also identified several other matters that warrant reporting. 
These relate to how EPMO publicly reports the status of IT projects, EPMO’s 
performance measures, and contract oversight. 
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This report includes recommendations to ADS to address the issues identified. 
After we provided ADS with our draft report, it fully implemented one of our 
recommendations, so we removed it from this report. However, ADS did not 
commit to implementing most of the remaining recommendations because, in 
some cases, statute does not require them to do more than they currently do. ADS 
has the authority to implement our recommendations, but because of its 
response to our report draft, we added recommendations to the Legislature to 
change ADS’s statute to require the Agency to take certain actions.      

I would like to thank EPMO staff, as well as staff at the client entities, for their 
cooperation and professionalism during our audit. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

DOUGLAS R. HOFFER  
State Auditor 
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Highlights 
Information technology (IT) is critical to the effective and efficient operation of Vermont 
State government. Using IT systems: (1) Vermonters can apply for benefits and pay taxes 
online, (2) the State pays employees and contractors, (3) individuals can find jobs, child care 
providers, and licensed professionals, and (4) businesses can find bid opportunities. Some 
past IT projects had significant problems or were even abandoned. In 2015, for example, we 
reported on how system development and IT governance/project management 
shortcomings contributed to Vermont Health Connect’s significant deficiencies.  

In 2017, the State centralized its IT activities into the newly formed Agency of Digital 
Service (ADS). ADS’ Enterprise Project Management Office (EPMO) provides project 
management services via internal staff or contractors to State entities that wish to 
implement an IT project (called client entities in this report). EPMO’s latest annual report 
identified 64 on-going projects with total costs of $500,000 or more and estimated that 
these projects would cost a total of around $206 million to implement.  

Because of the relatively recent establishment of ADS and the high cost of IT projects, we 
decided to review recent projects being managed by EPMO. Our objectives were to (1) 
assess whether and why the costs and schedule of selected IT projects managed by ADS 
changed and (2) evaluate how the State measured, or plans to measure, whether selected IT 
projects have met their business goals.  

We chose six projects to review: (1) Secretary of State (SOS) Business Portal and Filing 
project, (2) Cannabis Control Board (CCB) Application project, (3) Department of Liquor and 
Lottery (DLL) Licensing and Enforcement project, (4) Department for Children and Families 
(DCF) Child Development Division Integrated Information System (CDDIS), (5) Department 
of Vermont Health Access (DVHA) Interoperability and Patient Access (IPA) project,1 and 
(6) DVHA Medicaid for the Aged, Blind, and Disabled Self-Service Application project.2  

Objective 1 Finding 

Five of the six selected IT projects had significant cost increases and/or schedule 
delays caused by a variety of reasons. Two of the selected projects were deployed 
and three have been partially deployed although only one project was on-time.3 The 
sixth project—the SOS Business Portal and Filing project—has failed to produce a 
usable system. This project was supposed to be completed in December 2020 at a 

 
1  This is one of several projects pertaining to the Medicaid Management Information System. 
2  Appendix I contains information on how we chose these projects and the methodology we used in our audit. Appendix II contains a list of 

abbreviations used in this report. Appendix III contains descriptive information about the IT projects reviewed . 
3  In this report the term deployed means that that the software is being used in a live environment. 

https://auditor.vermont.gov/sites/auditor/files/files/reports/performance-audits/Final-VHC-Report-Repost-6.9.2015.pdf
https://auditor.vermont.gov/sites/auditor/files/files/reports/performance-audits/Final-VHC-Report-Repost-6.9.2015.pdf
https://digitalservices.vermont.gov/sites/digitalservices/files/doc_library/EPMO_Annual_Report_FY23_Rev_Final.pdf
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cost of $2.17 million. As of December 31, 2022, the State had spent $2.42 million on 
the project, including paying a contractor $2 million, yet no part of the project has 
been deployed. In early 2023, the State decided to split the SOS Business Portal and 
Filing project into two projects and hire new contractors to complete the work. In 
March 2023, ADS estimated that one of the projects would cost an additional $2.73 
million and would be completed in June 2024. However, the estimated costs and 
completion dates of the second project were still unknown. Exhibit 1 compares the 
original cost estimate to the most recently approved cost estimate for five of the 
selected projects. The exhibit excludes the SOS Business Portal and Filing project 
because of the incomplete cost and completion date estimates.  

Exhibit 1:  Comparison of Original to Most Recent Estimate or Actual Implementation Costs for Five 
IT Projects 

 

Original Estimatea, b $1,463,335 $2,330,202 $2,270,477 $2,600,615 $1,088,822 
Most Recent Estimate/Actuala, c $3,297,097 $2,515,341 $4,695,874 $2,347,380 $1,086,756 
Amount of Changed $1,833,762 $185,140 $2,425,397 -$253,235 -$2,066 
% Change 125% 8% 107% -10% -0.2% 

 

a DVHA staff costs were available for both the original and most recent cost estimate for the IPA and Medicaid for the Aged, 
Blind, and Disabled Self-Service Application projects so such costs were included in these amounts. While DCF tracks their staff 
costs for the CDDIS project, we did not include this amount in the most recent estimate because they were not included in the 
original so adding them in would overstate the amount of change. CCB and DLL staff costs for their projects were not available 
for either the original or most recent estimates. 

b Generally based on project estimates approved when the implementation contractor’s costs were known. The exception is the 
DVHA IPA project because this project did not update the applicable form when the contract was executed. 

c For the two projects that were completed (DLL Licensing and Enforcement and DVHA Medicaid for the Aged, Blind, and 
Disabled Self-Service Application), the most recent estimate is the actual project cost. For the other projects, the most recent 
estimates were in March 2023. Adjustments were made for errors. 

d May not add due to rounding. 
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There were a variety of reasons for cost increases and/or schedule delays. In the 
case of the SOS Business Portal and Filing project, the primary reasons were that (1) 
the estimated completion date itself was known to be unrealistic at the time it was 
set and (2) the contractor stopped working on the project and did not address 
identified problems. Reasons for deviations to the costs and schedules for the other 
projects included (1) functional requirement changes, (2) development/deployment 
approach changes, and (3) additional security requirements.  

Objective 2 Finding  

ADS staff approved five of the six selected projects even though the justification for 
the five projects had measures that did not include a baseline, quantify expected 
results, or appear relevant to the implementation of the new system. As an example, 
an approved measure for the DLL Licensing and Enforcement project was that 
manual handling of documents would be reduced or eliminated. However, this 
measure does not specify how much of a reduction was expected with the new 
system. Thus, even a miniscule reduction in manual document handling could be 
deemed a success.   

Additionally, most client entities had made limited efforts or plans to evaluate 
whether the new systems were meeting the projects’ measures. In particular, in just 
one instance, the DVHA Medicaid for the Aged, Blind, and Disabled Self-Service 
Application, did the client entity assess whether all project goals and measures had 
been met. 

Other Matters 

During the audit we identified several issues related to ADS reports to the 
Legislature and contract oversight. For example, ADS’s required annual report to the 
Legislature on the status of IT projects did not include their cost and schedule 
baselines. When a project’s budget or schedules changed, ADS did not always 
explain or report these changes. For example, the end date for one project was 
extended by 18 months between the 2022 and 2023 annual reports without any 
note or explanation. Only by comparing the 2022 and 2023 annual reports could a 
reader know that the completion of this project had been delayed significantly. 

Recommendations 

We made various recommendations in this report, including that, before approving 
an IT project, ADS work with client entities to ensure that measures include a 
baseline, quantify results, and are relevant.  
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Background  
Effective April 17, 2017, Executive Order No. 06-17 consolidated the IT 
activities of the State’s Executive Branch into a newly created Agency of 
Digital Services. One purpose of this reorganization was to improve 
project management practices and standards. A 2019 law codified ADS’s 
creation in statute and required ADS to (1) provide IT project 
management and business analyst services to the Executive Branch and 
(2) maintain a business case and detailed project plans and status reports 
for all IT projects with a total cost of $500,000 or greater.  

IT projects are implemented through a partnership between ADS’s EPMO 
and the requesting State client entity using the five phase process 
illustrated in Exhibit 2. 

Exhibit 2:  Five Phases of a Vermont IT Project  

Source:  ADS. 

 Exploration.  This phase defines and justifies the business need, 
proposed solution, and estimated solution cost. 

 Initiation.  In this phase, the client entity commits to moving forward 
with the project and ADS and the client entity complete a project 
charter. The charter formally authorizes the project, commits funding 
and staff resources, and defines initial business level requirements. 

 

https://governor.vermont.gov/sites/scott/files/documents/EO%206.IT%20REORG%20FINAL.pdf
https://legislature.vermont.gov/Documents/2020/Docs/ACTS/ACT049/ACT049%20As%20Enacted.pdf
https://legislature.vermont.gov/statutes/chapter/03/056
https://digitalservices.vermont.gov/epmo/project-process
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 Planning. In this phase, requirements are further defined, and a 
contractor is procured. 

 Execution. Projects may take different approaches to implement this 
phase. One approach is called “agile,” which supports shorter software 
delivery based on an inspect and adapt approach. This approach uses 
iterative bodies of work called “sprints” to plan, design, build, test, 
review, and launch functional product increments. According to 
EPMO, sprints typically last between 2 and 4 weeks.  

 Closing. This phase involves the client entity’s acceptance that the 
product is complete based on requirements, and formally identifying 
lessons learned on the project. 

Objective 1:  Costs and/or Schedule Estimates 
Were Exceeded in Five of Six Selected Projects 
for Various Reasons 

Only one of six selected IT projects met its original cost and schedule 
estimates. ADS expects the other five to be implemented at a higher cost 
and/or later than initially projected. For example, the estimated cost of 
the CCB Application and DCF CDDIS projects more than doubled and 
their completion dates have been delayed at least 1 ½ years. 
Moreover, the SOS Business Portal and Filing project, which was 
scheduled to be completed by the end of 2020, has failed to deploy a 
usable system. Most notable among the reasons the SOS Business Portal 
and Filing project did not meet its cost and schedule estimates is that after 
being paid almost the entire amount of the contract ($2 million), the 
contractor stopped working on it. The reasons for the cost increases and 
schedule delays for other projects varied but one reason was common to 
all these projects, namely changes to functional requirements.  

Cost and Schedule Status for Six Selected IT Projects 

ADS is statutorily required to review and approve all IT activities within 
State government. The statute defines IT activities as the design, 
construction, purchase, installation, maintenance, or operation of systems, 
including hardware, software, and services that perform or are contracted 
to perform these activities. For IT projects with a total cost of $500,000 or 
more, ADS is also required by statute to have a business case that includes 
life-cycle costs and sources of funds. ADS uses the IT Activity Business 
Case & Cost Analysis Form (ABC Form) to fulfill these requirements. 

https://legislature.vermont.gov/statutes/section/03/056/03301
https://digitalservices.vermont.gov/sites/digitalservices/files/doc_library/IT_ABC_Form_120722_FINAL.pdf
https://digitalservices.vermont.gov/sites/digitalservices/files/doc_library/IT_ABC_Form_120722_FINAL.pdf
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At the initiation of an IT project with expected costs greater than $100,000 
or which involves confidential, sensitive, or other non-public information, 
the applicable client entity and ADS staff fill out the ABC Form. The ABC 
Form is approved by the ADS Secretary and the leadership of the 
applicable client entity. Among other things, this form provides the 
business justification for the project, estimated implementation and 
operating costs, sources of funds, and the estimated completion date. 
According to EPMO’s guidance, the ABC Form should be updated upon 
completion of the procurement process, whenever a change request is 
executed that significantly impacts the budget of the project, and upon 
project closure. 

The cost section of the ABC Form includes the cost of contractors to 
provide implementation and other services, project management (may be 
performed by ADS staff or under an ADS contract), other ADS staff, and 
other costs. However, at ADS’s direction, the cost section in the form does 
not currently include the staff costs incurred by the client entities. The 
ABC Form states that business-related costs “are considered operation 
costs not specific to projects.” However, the staff of the client entities serve 
as subject matter experts and perform critical tasks, such as testing, for 
projects. Thus, not including such costs in the ABC Forms understates the 
total project cost and does not provide a complete picture of a project’s 
true costs and benefits. DCF and DVHA captured their staff costs for their 
three projects included in this review. For example, between mid-August 
2021 and mid-February 2023, DCF incurred almost $560,000 in staff costs 
for the CDDIS project and estimated that it would incur an additional 
$324,000. The client entities for the other three projects reviewed did not 
capture their staff costs. 

To determine the original estimated cost and completion dates of each 
project, we generally used the version of the ABC Form approved at the 
time when contract costs for implementation services were known. In 
addition, we included the client entity’s staff costs for the two DVHA 
projects because they were available for both the original and current 
estimates. To determine the most recent cost estimates and completion 
dates of the three projects in progress (CCB Application, DCF CDDIS, and 
DVHA IPA), we used the most recently updated ABC Forms. We used 
actual costs for the two completed projects (DLL Licensing and 
Enforcement and Medicaid for the Aged, Blind, and Disabled Self-Service 
Application) as well as the actual deployment dates for these projects.  

Exhibits 3 and 4 summarize the changes in costs and schedule duration for 
the five selected projects that have current estimates or actual costs and 
completion dates. As illustrated in these exhibits, four of the five projects 
had significant changes to their cost and/or schedule. Nevertheless, two of 
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the selected projects were deployed and three have been partially 
deployed although only one met its original deadline. In contrast, the sixth 
project we reviewed, the SOS Business Portal and Filing project, failed to 
deploy any part of the project4 even though it was supposed to be 
completed by December 31, 2020. As of December 31, 2022, the actual 
costs incurred for this project had exceeded estimates by $250,000 ($2.17 
million original estimate vs. $2.42 million actual cost). The State is trying 
to salvage this project by splitting it into two projects and hiring new 
contractors to complete the work. In March 2023, ADS estimated one of 
those projects would be completed in June 2024 and would cost $2.73 
million to implement. Because the cost and completion date estimates for 
both new projects were not available, we did not include the SOS Business 
Portal and Filing project in Exhibits 3 and 4. Appendix III provides 
additional information on the status of each project. 

 
4  According to the EPMO director, the contractor produced software for the portal part of this project, but it was not released for public use 

because connections to other systems have not been established. The purpose of this system was to establish a single point through 
which business owners could register with multiple State entities. 
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Exhibit 3:  Comparison of Original to Most Recent Estimate or Actual Implementation Costs for 
Five IT Projects 

Original Estimatea, b $1,463,335 $2,330,202 $2,270,477 $2,600,615 $1,088,822 
Most Recent Estimate/Actuala, c $3,297,097 $2,515,341 $4,695,874 $2,347,380 $1,086,756 
Amount of Changed $1,833,762 $185,140 $2,425,397 -$253,235 -$2,066 
% Change 125% 8% 107% -10% -0.2% 

 

a DVHA staff costs were available for both the original and most recent cost estimate for the IPA and Medicaid for the Aged, 
Blind, and Disabled Self-Service Application projects so such costs were included in these amounts. While DCF tracks their 
staff costs for the CDDIS project, we did not include these costs in the most recent estimate because they were not 
included in the original estimate so adding them in would overstate the amount of change. CCB and DLL staff costs for 
their projects were not available for either the original or most recent estimates. 

b Generally based on the ABC Form approved when the implementation contractor’s costs were known. The exception is the 
DVHA IPA project because this project did not update the ABC Form when the contract was executed. 

c For the two projects that were completed (DLL Licensing and Enforcement and DVHA Medicaid for the Aged, Blind, and 
Disabled Self-Service Application), the most recent estimate is the actual project cost. For the other three projects, March 
2023 draft ABC Forms are the basis for the CCB and DCF project estimates and an approved March 2023 ABC Form is the 
basis for the DVHA IPA project estimate. Adjustments were made for errors. 

d May not add due to rounding. 
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Exhibit 4:  Changes in Project Duration for Five IT Projects (in Weeks) 

 

Start Date 11/15/2021 03/29/2021 07/01/2020 12/01/2020 03/15/2021 
Original Est. Completion Datea 12/31/2022 04/22/2022 12/31/2021 06/30/2022 03/31/2022 
Most Recent Completion Dateb 06/30/2024 08/26/2022 12/31/2023 09/29/2023 02/22/2022 
Original Est. Duration (in weeks) 59 56 78 82 54 
Current Est. Duration (in weeks) 137 74 183 147 49 
Change (in weeks)c 78 18 104 65 -5 
Percent change 133% 32% 133% 79% -10% 

 

a Generally based on the ABC Form approved when the implementation contractor’s proposal was known. The exception is the 
DVHA IPA project because this project did not update the ABC Form when the contract was executed. 

b For the two projects that were completed (DLL Licensing and Enforcement and DVHA Medicaid for the Aged, Blind, and 
Disabled Self-Service Application), the most recent completion date is the date the system was deployed. For the other three 
projects, the most recent estimated completion date is as of March 2023.  

c May not add due to rounding. 

Reasons For Changes to Cost and Schedule Estimates 

Since the results of the SOS Business Portal and Filing project were 
materially different than that of the other four projects with cost and 
completion date changes, we are providing an explanation of this project 
separate from the other projects.  
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SOS Business Portal and Filing Project  

The SOS Business Portal and Filing project was supposed to be completed 
by December 31, 2020 at a cost of $2.17 million. More than two years and 
$2.42 million later, no usable system has been deployed. Despite this, the 
State has paid the contractor $2 million, or 95 percent of the $2.1 million 
maximum contract amount. In March 2023, the ADS Secretary sent a letter 
to the contractor requesting that the State be reimbursed $706,870, 
stating “critical defects and undelivered functionalities have plagued the 
project … [and] the portal is not yet a reality.” As of May 24, 2023, the 
contractor had not responded to this letter. 

The following are the primary reasons why the project did not succeed. 

 The State’s decision to fund this project with money from the Federal 
Coronavirus Relief Fund caused an unrealistic completion date. When 
the Deputy Secretary of Administration approved the usage of money 
from this fund for the SOS Business Portal and Filing Project on 
September 10, 2020, the Federal law that established this fund 
required that costs be incurred by December 30, 2020. Although this 
was later changed to December 31, 2021, it meant that when the 
project started the contractor was supposed to deploy a tested and 
State-approved system within about three months. According to ADS 
staff, the intention was for the vendor to quickly produce a very simple 
version of the system to meet the Coronavirus Relief Fund deadline 
and then fix it during a subsequent three-month system warranty 
period. This approach is evidenced by on-going testing reported in 
project status reports in 2021 through mid-2022.  

 The contractor stopped working on the project and did not address the 
problems identified during user acceptance testing. Project status 
reports in June 2022 indicate that the State was having a difficult time 
getting the contractor to respond to its communications. In addition, in 
August 2022, the contractor’s project manager left and was not 
replaced for several months. In early 2023, ADS decided to end their 
relationship with this contractor for this project. 

Additional issues that caused cost increases and schedule delays related to 
this project were (1) delays hiring a separate contractor to provide 
document management services for the creation and storage of SOS 
documents and (2) delays in obtaining cooperation with SOS’s existing 
system contractor. In March 2022, the State signed a statement of work 
with a contractor to provide document management services at an 
estimated cost of about $123,000, but SOS has had difficulty getting the 
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contractor responsible for the existing system to export historical data and 
documents for use in the new system. The SOS’s contract with the existing 
contractor requires the contractor to develop a transition plan. The plan is 
supposed to include any costs associated with retrieving the State’s data. 
However, current SOS staff cannot find this plan and are unsure if it was 
ever created. As of early May 2023, the SOS did not have an agreement in 
place with its existing contractor to extract the historical data and 
documents. 

Four Other Projects with Cost and Schedule Changes 

A reason for cost and schedule increases common to each of the four other 
projects with such increases were changes to their functional 
requirements, which are specific behaviors a product or service is 
expected to perform. These changes were due to both external and 
internal factors. To illustrate, about a month after ADS and CCB signed the 
contract to implement the CCB Application project, the Legislature 
changed CCB’s statute by setting new fees. As a result, a product 
registration function was added to the project via a contract with a second 
contractor to comply with this statute. CCB also chose to add a medical 
licensing function to the Application project because its existing system 
was becoming obsolete. Taken together, these functional requirement 
changes resulted in approximately $1 million in additional contractor 
costs. To date, these additions to the functional requirements have added 
at least eight months to the project’s schedule but could add more because 
ADS and CCB are still in the process of procuring the medical licensing 
function. 

In other cases, functional requirements were changed because they had 
been omitted in error or were added, altered, or removed after the 
planning period. For example, as of mid-March 2023, ADS and DCF 
approved 15 change requests totaling $730,000 for functional 
enhancements that added months to the CDDIS project. In addition, in 
March 2023, ADS and DCF approved removing a functional requirement 
relating to Approved Relative Child Care providers from the CDDIS project 
to fund some of the enhancements that were higher priority functionality 
missed during planning. The deleted functionality is still needed so there 
will be a later cost to add it back in. 

There were additional reasons for estimated costs and completion date 
changes:  

 Problems Resulting from Dependencies.  Schedule and cost changes for 
two projects arose from problems in other systems or projects upon 
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which they were dependent. The DVHA IPA project, which is supposed 
to allow Medicaid members access to their health care data in an easy 
and accessible way, is an example of how a dependency can negatively 
affect an IT project. Clinical data was among the health care data that 
was part of this project. This data resides in a system operated by the 
Vermont Information Technology Leaders, Inc., (VITL). VITL is a non-
State entity designated by the Legislature as the State’s exclusive 
operator of a statewide health information exchange network and is 
largely funded by State grants and contracts. The State’s negotiation 
with VITL to transmit clinical data to the IPA project delayed the 
project for many months. The State’s agreement with VITL was not 
signed until January 2023 (the State paid VITL $218,100 for this 
work). Once the vendor started transmitting the clinical data, the IPA 
project’s implementation contractor discovered significant quality 
issues with the data. Because of these data quality issues, in early 
2023, the State decided not to include clinical data in the IPA project. 
Thus, Medicaid beneficiaries will not have access to these records via 
their mobile devices as envisioned. Nevertheless, the decision to 
remove clinical data from the IPA project decreased total estimated 
project expenses by about $180,000 and reduced the current length of 
the project by three months. The State plans to include the effort to 
clean up this data in a different project so there will be future costs 
associated with the clinical data, though they will be associated with 
the other project. 

 Security Requirements Added.  Three projects added security 
requirements after they began. For example, the security level of the 
DLL Licensing and Enforcement project was increased, which caused a 
cost increase of about $73,000.   

 Development/Deployment Approach Changed.  Two projects decided to 
change their development/deployment approach. For example, the 
DLL Licensing and Enforcement project was supposed to be deployed 
in a single release, but the State and contractor decided to switch to 
three releases because it was deemed a less risky approach. This 
added cost and time to the project because each release required 
testing and deployment resources.    

 Staffing Changes. In three of the projects, at least one project manager 
left before the project was complete and had to be replaced. In 
addition, the CDDIS project lost significant program expertise due to 
staff leaving DCF (e.g., retiring). While other DCF staff were moved 
onto the project, many were new to CDD and lacked the historical 
knowledge of the departed staff. 
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 Other.  Individual projects had other reasons for cost and schedule 
changes. For example, after deploying the first release of CDDIS—
comprised of the project’s first nine sprints or increments—the next 
four sprints were devoted largely to fixing defects and the project did 
not get back to focusing on its planned scope until the fourteenth 
sprint. 

Lastly, cost and schedule are related. Thus, cost increases were sometimes 
due to schedule delays because they increased project management and 
other staff costs. For example, about $1.3 million of the CDDIS project cost 
increase was due to the increase in ADS resources needed for the 
additional months of implementation work. In another example, ADS labor 
costs increased in the CCB project by about $175,000 due to the extension 
of the project schedule. 

Objective 2:  Selected Projects Had Poorly 
Defined Measures of Success 

Five of the six selected projects had poorly defined measures to 
evaluate the success of the project. These measures did not include a 
baseline, did not quantify the expected results, or were not relevant 
to the project. For example, staff indicated that one measure of success 
for the DLL Licensing and Enforcement project was that manual handling 
of paper would be reduced or eliminated. However, staff did not identify a 
baseline or indicate how much of a reduction would be needed to consider 
the project a success. Additionally, only the DVHA Medicaid for the Aged, 
Blind, and Disabled Self-Service Application project had a process to track 
and evaluate the status of all of the project’s measures. Without well-
defined measures and a process to collect and evaluate results once the 
system is in place, ADS and the client entities cannot demonstrate that 
projects were successful.  

State Law makes ADS responsible for reviewing and approving all IT 
activities within State government and for maintaining a business case for 
all IT projects costing $500,000 or more. The business case is supposed to 
include expected benefits, including cost savings and service delivery 
improvements.  

At the start of a new project, ADS and the client entity identify the goals of 
the proposed project.5 Examples of project goals include reducing 

 
5  For clarity, this report uses “goal” and “measure” as general terms because EPMO’s project documentation uses multiple terms for these 

concepts. Specifically, the ABC Form identifies the “Business Value” of project and how the achievement will be measured while the 
charter uses the terms “Project Objectives” and “Success Criteria.”  

https://legislature.vermont.gov/statutes/section/03/056/03301
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operating costs, improving customer service, improving security, or 
addressing equity issues. As part of this process, staff also identify how 
achievement of those goals will be measured. The goals and measures are 
included in the ABC Form and the project charter, which are approved by 
both the client entity and ADS. 

Guidance from the State’s Chief Performance Office defines measures as “a 
quantifiable unit used to express the size, amount, or degree of 
something.” This guidance also states that each measure should have a 
baseline to serve as a point of reference. 

ADS’s instructions for the ABC Form and the project charter include 
examples of measures that would meet this definition, such as a before 
and after comparison of costs or revenue, a customer satisfaction rate, or 
the number of people accessing a web page. ADS’s ABC Form instructions 
also describe more qualitative measures, such as meeting a compliance 
requirement or reducing risks and the instructions state that there should 
be a description of how this will be known or verified.  

Only the DVHA Medicaid for the Aged, Blind, and Disabled Self-Service 
Application project had a set of measures, listed in Exhibit 5, that followed 
ADS’s instructions.  

Exhibit 5:  Example of Project Goals and Measures, DVHA Medicaid for the Aged, Blind, and 
Disabled Self-Service Application Project 

Goal Measure 
At the completion of the project, Vermonters can apply for 
Medicaid for the Aged, Blind, and Disabled benefits online 24/7 
as well as over the phone during business hours. Adding the 
online modality and increasing the availability of the phone 
option to all applicants brings us into compliance by offering all 
four application modalities. 

Online application available 24/7 

At least 15% of applicable Medicaid for the Aged, Blind, and 
Disabled applications are submitted online within 6 months of 
implementation. 

% of applicants applying via phone  
% of applicants applying via paper  
% of applicants applying via the online 
application  

The Medicaid for the Aged, Blind, and Disabled self-service 
online application abandonment rate is less than 10% post 
implementation. 

# of applications abandoned  
# of applications submitted  

Obtain customer satisfaction rating of 4 or greater for the 
Medicaid for the Aged, Blind, and Disabled self-service online 
application within 6 months of implementation. 

Using the scale of (1) strongly disagree; (2) 
disagree; (3) neither agree nor disagree; (4) 
agree; (5) strongly agree 

 
The other five projects had poorly defined measures that did not (1) 
include a baseline, (2) quantify the size, amount, or degree of the change 
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expected, or (3) appear to be relevant to the project’s implementation. For 
example,  

 One measure for the DLL Licensing and Enforcement project was that 
manual handling of documents would be reduced or eliminated. This 
measure does not include a baseline, nor does it describe how much of 
a reduction was expected with the new system. Thus, even a 
miniscule reduction in manual document handling could be used 
to declare the project a success. 

 A DCF CDDIS measure is that the project will ensure a client-centered 
design and will solicit feedback from stakeholders. This measure has 
no baseline, does not include how DCF will assess the extent to which 
the system uses a client-centered design, or define the scale to be used 
to measure stakeholder feedback. Without such specifics, this 
measure is of limited usefulness in evaluating how well the 
system design is meeting the needs of its users. 

 A measure for the CCB Application project was an increase in revenue 
generated by the fees associated with cannabis licenses. However, this 
is not relevant to the implementation of the project because 
recreational cannabis licensing was a completely new revenue stream 
for the State. This means that revenue would have increased with 
or without this new IT project. 

EPMO staff said that the client entities were solely responsible for 
developing the measures, but ADS staff must ultimately approve both the 
ABC forms and charters that contain the measures. Additionally, EPMO 
staff said the ADS Secretary may reject project proposals that do not have 
adequate measures. ADS staff, including in some cases the Secretary, 
accepted and approved measures that did not have baselines, expected 
results, or that were not relevant for five projects.  

The lack of well-defined measures limits the ability of ADS and the client 
entities to evaluate whether most of the selected projects were successful. 
Even when measures were defined, the client entities’ plans and efforts to 
evaluate whether projects successfully met the established measures 
varied.  

Of the six projects reviewed, the DVHA Medicaid for the Aged, Blind, and 
Disabled Self-Service Application project had the most comprehensive 
effort to evaluate whether it met its goals and measures. Specific reports 
were built as part of this project to calculate key performance indicators to 
be able to demonstrate whether the project met its goals and measures. 
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About six months after the system was completed, these reports were 
used to show the extent to which the project met its goals and measures. 
The reports can also be run at later times to track on-going progress.   

Plans and efforts to track and evaluate measures for the other projects 
were more limited. DLL staff had created a process to collect data on one 
of the measures for the DLL Licensing and Enforcement project, but staff 
did not identify specific plans to test the other measures. Client entity staff 
for the other four projects indicated they did not have definite plans for 
tracking project measures. While the implementation of these four 
systems was still in progress at the time of the audit, it is important to plan 
the approaches that will be used to calculate the results of measures to 
ensure that they are in place once the project is complete.  

Other Matters 
Public Reporting on the Status of IT Projects 

Each week, EPMO project managers report on the status of each of their 
projects, and this information is provided to members of the project team 
and ADS and client entity leadership. Project managers use a 
red/yellow/green color scale to denote the status of various elements of 
the project. Exhibit 6 shows the elements that are captured and EPMO’s 
criteria for the different colors. For example, a “green” schedule is 
supposed to mean that 90 percent of tasks are on track to meet dates. At 
the time of our audit, EPMO did not have criteria for the risk, resource, and 
overall status categories (EPMO developed these criteria after receiving 
our draft report for comment). Moreover, project managers stated that 
they rely on professional judgement when applying those criteria to their 
projects, which means the criteria may not be consistently applied across 
different projects. 
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Exhibit 6:  EPMO’s Criteria for IT Project Status 

Element Green Criteria Yellow Criteria Red Criteria 
Scope No outstanding changes that 

have not been formally 
approved and logged. 

Additions/deletions being 
acted on without formal 
sponsor approval. 

Out of scope and unfunded 
work being done, remaining 
work ignored, previous 
warning not being acted on. 

Schedule Tasks are starting and ending 
on time and 90% are on track 
to meet dates. 

75%+ of tasks are starting and 
ending on time and 90% are on 
track to meet dates. 

Less than 75% of tasks are 
starting and ending on time 
and are on track to meet dates. 

Budget Costs for tasks and phases are 
less than 110% of baseline 
costs for same. 

Costs for tasks and phases are 
less than 125% of baseline 
costs for same. 

Costs for tasks and phases are 
greater than 125% of baseline 
costs for same. 

Quality Quality expectations are being 
met according to deliverable 
expectation documents. 

85% of deliverables are 
meeting quality expectations. 

Less than 85% of deliverables 
are meeting quality 
expectations resulting in 
defects and issues with release 
management. 

Resourcea Resources are available and 
engaged according to the 
timeline. 

Resources are constrained due 
to competing priorities 
resulting in minor scheduling 
delays. 

Resources are not available 
creating a project stoppage. 

Riska Low impact and low, medium 
or high probability to occur. 
Medium impact and low 
probability to occur. 

Medium impact and medium 
or high probability to occur. 
High impact and low 
probability to occur. 

High impact and medium or 
high probability to occur. 

Overalla All status categories are on 
track. 

Status categories are 
experiencing delays or changes 
but the risks/issues are being 
mitigated. 

Significant issues lead the team 
to believe the project is in 
jeopardy, the team is unable to 
remove blockers and 
leadership intervention is 
needed to resolve issues. 

a ADS added these definitions on May 16, 2023. 

EPMO uses the same project status information to update a project status 
dashboard that it maintains on the ADS website, which is updated weekly 
(see Exhibit 7 for an excerpt). This dashboard does not include baseline 
data (e.g., the original cost and schedule estimates).6 Thus, the dashboard 
is not a transparent indicator of whether the project is going well or 
poorly. For example, Exhibit 7 shows the status of the SOS Business Portal 
and Filing project’s scope as “green,” and the schedule, budget, and overall 
status as “yellow” in April 2023. This is despite the very serious problems 
noted with this project in Objective 1 that were known well before this 
date. In addition, since this project’s schedule is unknown, it is unclear 
how a “yellow” is appropriate since EPMO’s criteria indicates that this 

 
6  At the time of our audit, the dashboard maintained on the ADS website also did not define the color scale being used. ADS has since added 

definitions.  
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color should be used when 90 percent of tasks are on track to meet dates. 
Lastly, without baseline data, the user of this dashboard cannot tell that 
this project was supposed to be implemented in December 2020 and is 
years late. 

Exhibit 7:  Snapshot of ADS IT Project Dashboard Excerpt, April 24, 2023 

 
Source:  ADS. 

The weekly status updates also provide the basis for ADS’s statutorily 
required annual report to the Legislature that details the scope, schedule, 
budget, and status for IT projects with total costs of $500,000 or more. 
This report has the same problems as the dashboard, namely that it does 
not (1) include baseline data or (2) define the color scale used. To 
illustrate, Exhibit 8 shows that the end date for the DVHA IPA project was 
extended by 18 months between the 2022 and 2023 annual reports, but 
the schedule color changed from yellow to green between the two reports. 
Because the 2023 report does not acknowledge the project extension, a 
reader would not know the project had been delayed unless they 
compared the 2022 and 2023 reports. We found that other IT projects also 
had unacknowledged project cost and schedule changes in the 2021, 2022, 
and 2023 reports. 

https://digitalservices.vermont.gov/epmo/reports-metrics/project-dashboards
https://legislature.vermont.gov/statutes/section/03/056/03303
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Exhibit 8:  Excerpts from the 2022 and 2023 Annual IT Activity Reports for the IPA Project 

 

Source:  ADS. 

EPMO Performance Measures  

Statute requires ADS to report to the Legislature on performance metrics 
and trends, including baseline and annual measurements, for each of its 
divisions, which includes EPMO. EPMO’s purpose is to enable IT project 
success through the practice of project management and business analysis. 
EPMO demonstrates its success in meeting this purpose via performance 
measures reported (1) on a dashboard on the ADS website, (2) in 
testimony before Legislative committees, and (3) to the State’s Chief 
Performance Officer for inclusion in a required annual report to the 
Legislature. 

The State’s Performance and Productivity Measure Primer indicates that 
data can be used to measure the quantity, quality, and impact of programs 
by answering three critical questions, (1) “how much”, (2) “how well” and 
(3) “is anyone better off.” 

Exhibit 9 is a snapshot of the EPMO’s performance measures and results 
contained on the ADS website on April 24, 2023. A similar snapshot was 

2022 
Annual 

IT 
Activity 
Report 

2023 
Annual 

IT 
Activity 
Report 

https://digitalservices.vermont.gov/epmo/reports-metrics/legislative-reports
https://legislature.vermont.gov/statutes/section/03/056/03303
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presented as part of 2023 testimony before the House and Senate 
Appropriations Committees. The first two measures in Exhibit 9 are also 
contained in the State’s fiscal year 2024 Programmatic and Performance 
Measure Budget Report.7 Three of the measures address the “how much” 
question while the measure labeled “On-Target Projects” measures “how 
well.” None of these measures address the third question in the State’s 
performance measure primer, “is anyone better off (i.e., outcomes).” 

Exhibit 9:  Snapshot of EPMO Performance Measure Results on the ADS Website, April 24, 
2023 

Source: ADS. 

ADS’s measure of on-target projects is calculated based on the percentage 
of projects in “green” status. As previously described, an IT project can be 
in “green” status even with significant cost increases and completion date 
extensions. Thus, while this measure may show the status of projects at a 
given point in time, it does not show the extent to which IT projects met 
their original cost and schedule estimates (either before or after a 
contractor was selected). Thus, labeling this as a measure of whether a 
project is on-target is misleading because the reader may infer that it is 
based on the original estimated baseline.  

EPMO does not currently track the extent to which the division’s IT 
projects’ original cost or schedule estimates were met. Without such 
tracking and a corresponding measure showing the results, ADS lacks key 
mechanisms to establish transparency and accountability about the cost 
and schedule performance of its IT projects. Such information could also 
be valuable to the Legislature in its oversight role. Moreover, tracking and 
reporting on the extent to which projects meet cost and schedule 
estimates may help identify areas needing action to improve results.    

ADS also has not established a performance measure to demonstrate 
the extent to which IT projects result in organizations or people that 
are better off. In particular, ADS does not have a mechanism in place to 

 
7  The terminology of the first two measures in Exhibit 9 is different in the Programmatic and Performance Measure Budget report but the 

EPMO director stated that the calculation is the same.  

https://legislature.vermont.gov/Documents/2024/WorkGroups/House%20Appropriations/FY%202024%20Budget/2.%20General%20Government/W%7EShawn%20Nailor%7EAgency%20of%20Digital%20Services-FY24%20Budget%20Presentation%7E2-9-2023.pdf
https://legislature.vermont.gov/Documents/2024/WorkGroups/Senate%20Appropriations/FY2024%20Budget/2.%20General%20Government/Agency%20of%20Digital%20Services/W%7EShawn%20Nailor%7EFY24%20Budget%20Presentation%7E3-31-2023.pdf
https://legislature.vermont.gov/Documents/2024/WorkGroups/Senate%20Appropriations/FY2024%20Budget/2.%20General%20Government/Agency%20of%20Digital%20Services/W%7EShawn%20Nailor%7EFY24%20Budget%20Presentation%7E3-31-2023.pdf
https://aoa.vermont.gov/sites/aoa/files/documents/FY24%20PPMB%20Report.pdf
https://aoa.vermont.gov/sites/aoa/files/documents/FY24%20PPMB%20Report.pdf
https://app.powerbigov.us/view?r=eyJrIjoiNzUxOWJlYjMtMzhiMi00MTUxLWFhZjgtODZlZDQ5OWY5ZTE4IiwidCI6IjIwYjQ5MzNiLWJhYWQtNDMzYy05YzAyLTcwZWRjYzc1NTljNiJ9
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effectively collect information and report on the extent to which IT 
projects met their business goals.  

The EPMO project management process requires projects to complete a 
close-out report that contains an assessment of whether the project 
successfully met its goals and measures for the business. However, the 
close-out reports are expected to be completed shortly after projects are 
deployed and the data is not always available. For example, the DVHA 
Medicaid for the Aged, Blind, and Disabled Self-Service Application project 
completed its close-out report about a month after the project was 
deployed. The report stated that data for three of the four business 
measures for this project were not yet available.  

By collecting such information at a later point, ADS could report on the 
percentage of projects that resulted in business improvements, as defined 
in the ABC Forms and project charters, thus measuring “is anyone better 
off.” Such a measure would demonstrate to executive leadership and the 
Legislature the impact of IT projects and the extent to which they are 
achieving their intended benefits. 

Contract Oversight 

We noted several issues related to contract oversight for the six selected 
projects. These issues increased the risk that the State would not receive 
what was expected from the vendor. Specifically: 

 Contracts for each of the six selected projects required the State to 
formally accept deliverables before paying invoices. In three projects 
some invoices were paid before the related deliverable was accepted 
or when acceptance of the deliverable was not documented. Such 
payments disadvantage the State if performance issues arise. A good 
example is the SOS Business Portal and Filing project. In this case, ADS 
paid the vendor $2 million—or 95 percent of the $2.17 million 
maximum value of the contract—despite the vendor not delivering a 
usable system. In March 2023, ADS formally notified the contractor 
that ADS was seeking to recapture about $700,000 that had already 
been paid (as of May 24, 2023, the contractor had not responded). 
EPMO’s contract management procedures do not require staff to verify 
that deliverables were accepted before approving invoices for 
payment. The EPMO director stated EPMO is in the process of updating 
procedures and this update would include a requirement that project 
managers review invoices before they are approved for payment to 
ensure associated deliverables were accepted.   
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 The original contract for the DCF CDDIS project contained 102 
functional requirements that the vendor was to complete in 6 sprints. 
A subsequent contract amendment increased the number of sprints 
needed to complete the work on the project. The contract did not 
always define the work to be completed in each of these sprints and 
ADS did not track which sprints implemented which requirements. 
Only after we requested that information did project staff identify that 
17 of the requirements had not been implemented or had only been 
partially implemented. As of April 5, 2023, this analysis had not been 
completed and staff had not confirmed whether an additional 54 
contractually required functional requirements had been implemented 
or were even needed. 

 The State’s Procurement and Contracting Procedures notes that 
retainage “strengthens the position of the State to enforce contract 
compliances and helps ensure that the work is completed without 
material error.” Contracts for five of the six projects required the State 
to withhold retainage until the project was fully implemented. But in 
two of these five projects, ADS paid each invoice in full when it was 
received, contradicting the contractual retainage requirement. This 
appeared to be an oversight. 

Conclusions 
With one exception, the six EPMO-managed projects did not meet their 
cost and/or schedule estimates, in some cases missing by a significant 
degree. In one project, ADS paid a contractor $2 million—almost the full 
amount of the contract—even though the system has not been deployed 
more than two years after the scheduled completion date. There were 
multiple reasons for this failure as well as for the increases in cost and/or 
schedule of other selected projects, most commonly due to changes to 
functional requirements.  

Also with one exception, the selected projects could use improvement in 
developing measures to determine the success of the projects and tracking 
their results. The projects’ measures did not always include a baseline, 
quantify results, or appear to be relevant to the projects’ implementation. 
In addition, the ADS reporting on EPMO’s performance as a whole could 
benefit from additional transparency and measures that record the quality 
and impact of IT projects.  
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Recommendations 
We make the recommendations in Exhibit 10 to the Secretary of the 
Agency of Digital Services. 

Exhibit 10:  Recommendations and Related Issues 

Recommendation Report 
Pages Issue 

1. Include client entity’s staff costs in 
implementation estimates. 

5, 6 The cost section of the ABC Form does not currently 
include the staff costs incurred by the client entities. 
The ABC Form states that business-related costs “are 
considered operation costs not specific to projects.”  
However, the staff of the client entities serve as 
subject matter experts for the project and perform 
critical tasks, such as testing. Not including such costs 
in the ABC Forms understates the total project cost. 

2. Before approving IT projects, work with 
client entities to ensure that the project 
has performance measures that include 
baseline data, quantify results, and are 
relevant to the project. 

13-15 Five of the six selected projects had measures to 
evaluate the success of the project that did not 
include a baseline, did not quantify results, or were 
not relevant to the project. 

3. Include in EPMO’s project dashboard on 
the ADS website and the annual report on 
the status of IT projects, baseline cost and 
schedule information. Also include in the 
annual report, the criteria of the color 
scale used. 

16-18 The EPMO project dashboard on the ADS website and 
its annual IT activity report do not include baseline 
cost and schedule data. In addition, the annual report 
on the status of IT projects uses, but does not define, 
a red/yellow/green color scale to denote the status of 
project elements like schedule. 

4. Develop a tracking mechanism on the 
extent to which IT projects met their 
original cost and schedule estimates for 
the division as a whole. 

19-20 EPMO does not currently track the extent to which 
the division’s IT projects meet their original cost or 
schedule estimates. Without such tracking, ADS lacks 
key mechanisms to establish transparency and 
accountability about the cost and schedule 
performance of its IT projects. 

5. In conjunction with client entities, 
implement a process to obtain 
information on the extent to which IT 
projects achieved their business goals 
after completion once sufficient time has 
lapsed to allow for evaluation of a mature 
system (e.g., 6-12 months). 

20-21 ADS does not have a mechanism in place to 
effectively collect information and report on the 
extent to which IT projects met their business goals. 
The EPMO project management process requires 
projects to complete a close-out report that contains 
an assessment of whether the project successfully 
achieved value for the business. However, the close-
out reports are expected to be completed shortly 
after projects are deployed and do not always have 
data available about whether its business goals and 
measures were met. 
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Recommendation Report 
Pages Issue 

6. Include on the ADS website and in the 
annual performance report, performance 
measures that show the extent to which 
projects (1) met their original cost and 
completion date estimates and (2) 
achieved their intended business goals. 

20-21 ADS’s programmatic performance measures for IT 
project management do not (1) include the extent to 
which IT projects met their original cost and schedule 
estimates (either before or after a contractor was 
selected) or (2) demonstrate the extent to which IT 
projects result in organizations or people that are 
better off. 

7. Develop procedures to ensure that 
contract deliverables are formally 
accepted before paying invoices. 

21 Contracts for each of the six selected projects 
required the State to formally accept deliverables 
before paying invoices. In three projects some 
invoices were paid before the related deliverable was 
accepted or when acceptance of the deliverable was 
not documented. 

 
In response to our draft report, ADS did not commit to implementing most 
of the recommendations because, in some cases, statute does not require 
them to do more than they currently do. ADS does have the authority to 
implement our recommendations, but in light of their response, we 
recommend the Legislature consider the statutory changes contained in 
Exhibit 11.   

Exhibit 11:  Matters for the Consideration of the Legislature 

Recommendation Report 
Pages Issue 

1. Consider modifying statute to require ADS 
to include client entity staff costs in its 
estimates to implement IT projects.  

5-6 Statute requires ADS to include life-cycle costs for IT 
projects with a total cost of $500,000 or more. ADS 
indicates it believes that life-cycle costs do not 
include client entity costs associated with IT projects. 
While client entity costs are not in ADS’s control, 
nothing prevents ADS from including those costs. 
Failure to include these costs presents an incomplete 
picture of a project’s true costs. 

2. Consider modifying statute to require ADS 
to include baseline cost and schedule data 
in reports on the status of IT projects. 

18 Statute requires ADS to provide an annual report to 
the Legislature detailing the scope, schedule, budget, 
and status of IT projects with total costs of $500,000 
or more. ADS does not include baseline cost and 
schedule information in this report. As a result, it is 
not always clear when project schedules are delayed 
or costs are increased. 
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Recommendation Report 
Pages Issue 

3. Consider modifying statute to require ADS 
to track and report on whether its IT 
projects achieved their business goals. 

20-21 Statue requires ADS to report performance metrics to 
the Legislature for each division, which includes 
EPMO. While ADS reports some EPMO performance 
measures, it does not track or report on the extent to 
which IT projects met their business goals. As a 
result, ADS cannot demonstrate the impact and 
benefits of IT projects to executive leadership and the 
Legislature.  

Management’s Comments and Our Evaluation 
On May 24, 2023, the ADS Secretary provided written comments on a draft 
of this report, which are reprinted in Appendix IV. Our evaluation of these 
comments is in Appendix V.
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To obtain background information pertaining to both objectives, we reviewed 
Executive Order No. 06-17 that created ADS and the agency’s statutory 
responsibilities in 3 V.S.A. Chapter 56. We also reviewed ADS’s strategic plan 
for fiscal years 2022-2026, EPMO’s annual IT activity reports for fiscal years 
2020 to 2023, and the State’s fiscal years 2023 and 2024 Programmatic and 
Performance Measure Budget reports.  

To select the IT projects to evaluate as part of our objectives, we worked with 
EPMO leadership to identify the population of projects that (1) were 
estimated to cost more than $1 million to implement, (2) started January 1, 
2019 or later, and (3) were in the execution phase or had been closed as of 
October 24, 2022. We identified 17 IT projects that met these criteria and 
chose six projects for testing. 

To gain an understanding of EPMO’s expected project processes as part of 
Objective 1, we (1) identified and reviewed EPMO’s guidance, including 
documentation templates and (2) interviewed EPMO leadership.  

For each of the six selected projects, we reviewed the following documents to 
the extent that they existed: 

 Contracts for implementation services and amendments, 

 State payments to contractors and supporting invoices, 

 ABC Forms and supporting worksheets, 

 Independent review reports,  

 Project charters, 

 Decision, risk, and change logs or related documentation, 

 Status reports, and  

 Close-out documents. 

Based on this review, we identified and calculated cost and schedule changes, 
identified reasons for these changes, and obtained clarifying information 
from the ADS project manager8 and client entity’s staff that worked on the 

 
8  The Medicaid for the Aged, Blind, and Disabled Self-Service Application project was closed and the project manager not available so we 

interviewed the applicable EPMO portfolio manager instead. 
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project. From these sources we also obtained information on the status of the 
project, including plans for future work. 

For Objective 2, we reviewed EPMO guidance pertaining to performance 
measurement as well as the State of Vermont Performance and Productivity 
Measure Primer. We identified the business goals and performance measures 
for each of the six selected projects by reviewing the ABC Forms and project 
charters. We evaluated the goals and measures against EPMO and State 
guidance. We inquired of client entity representatives about any tracking 
mechanisms they had established, or planned to establish, to determine 
whether project business goals and measures were being met.  

We limited our consideration of internal controls to evaluating how they 
affected our results and identified performance measurement, reporting, and 
process improvements that could be made to strengthen internal controls.   

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and 
perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a 
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit 
objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis 
for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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ABC IT Activity Business Case & Cost Analysis Form 
ADS Agency of Digital Services 
CCB Cannabis Control Board 
CDD Child Development Division 
CDDIS Child Development Division Integrated Information System 
CMS Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services 
DCF Department for Children and Families 
DLL Department of Liquor and Lottery 
DVHA Department of Vermont Health Access 
EPMO Enterprise Project Management Office 
IPA Interoperability and Patient Access 
IT Information Technology 
SOS Secretary of State 
VITL Vermont Information Technology Leaders, Inc. 
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For each project selected for review in this audit, this appendix describes the 
intent of the project and its status. 

SOS Business Portal and Filing Project 
Purpose 
The intent of this project was to make it easier for business owners to 
register and operate their business. This meant creating a single point 
through which business owners could register their businesses with the 
Secretary of State and connect with other State entities (e.g., Department of 
Labor, Department of Tax) involved in the business registration process. The 
system was also intended to be used by businesses to submit required 
documents. 

Implementation Contract 
ADS signed a contract with a contractor in November 2020 to implement this 
project at a cost of about $2 million. There was one contract amendment 
signed in March 2022, which changed the contract term with no change in the 
contract amount.  

Status 
The State has not deployed this system and ADS is not sure which portions of 
the software the contractor developed can be used. The project has been split 
into two separate projects—one to implement a business registration system 
and a second to implement a document management system. ADS estimates 
the document management project will cost $2.7 million to implement and be 
completed in June 2024. In March 2023, SOS issued a request for proposal to 
implement this project. ADS does not have a cost and schedule estimate for 
the business registration project and has not issued a request for proposal for 
its implementation.  

CCB Application Project 
Purpose 
The intent of this project was to develop a system that would allow CCB to 
process applications and issue licenses for cannabis establishments as 
required per Act 164 (2020). The new system was also intended to support 
CCB’s enforcement of cannabis licensing regulations. Shortly after the project 
started, the State passed Act 86 (2022) which required that CCB collect fees 
for different cannabis products. CCB and ADS decided to adjust the scope of 
the project to also include a product inventory component to meet this new 
requirement. 
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Implementation Contract 
ADS contracted with a vendor in February 2022 to implement the licensing 
phase of the project at a cost of about $500,000. A subsequent contract 
amendment increased the implementation cost to $812,000. 

ADS contracted with a different vendor in September 2022 to implement the 
product registration phase of the project. This contract was for about 
$285,000 and two subsequent contract amendments increased this amount 
to about $460,000. 

ADS is currently seeking bids to complete work on the last component of the 
system related to enforcement of cannabis licensing rules and 
implementation of a medical cannabis system. ADS estimates that it will cost 
approximately $1.3 million to complete this work. 

Status 
Work was completed on the licensing phase in July 2022 and the product 
inventory component is expected to be completed in May 2023. ADS’s current 
estimate is that the enforcement phase of the project will be completed by 
June 2024. 

DLL Licensing and Enforcement Project 
Purpose 
The intent of this project was to make the licensing process more efficient by 
allowing online applications and payments. The new system was also 
intended to improve DLL’s enforcement process by consolidating information 
about liquor licenses from three different systems into a single, centralized 
system. 

Implementation Contract 
ADS contracted with a vendor in March 2021 to develop the new system at a 
cost of $1.5 million. There were three subsequent contract amendments that 
increased the total implementation costs to around $2 million. 

Status 
The system was completed in August 2022.  
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DCF CDDIS Project 
Purpose 
The intent of the DCF CDDIS project is to operationalize federally-mandated 
changes to the Child Care Financial Assistance Program. This program pays 
childcare tuition on behalf of eligible families to childcare providers. The DCF 
CDDIS project is also the first phase of replacing the CDD’s current outdated 
and unstable system.  

Implementation Contract 
ADS signed a contract for this project in April 2021 that included 
implementation services costing $1,852,309. As of April 28, 2023, three 
amendments to this contract were executed and a fourth was pending that 
will increase the implementation services cost to $2,838,309. 

Status 
The contractor deployed the project’s first release on July 3, 2022. Additional 
releases were deployed since then and as of mid-April 2023, the remainder of 
this project is expected to be completed by the end of December 2023.  

As of April 26, 2023, the CDDIS project had a list of 146 open requested 
changes that DCF staff have submitted for review. The project manager 
estimated that half of these requests pertain to defects and half constitute 
small changes or enhancements the contractor has agreed to make during the 
defect fixes without additional cost. Additionally, there are 41 other 
significant changes/enhancements that DCF staff have submitted for review 
for which funding is not yet identified as available. 

DVHA IPA Project 
Purpose 
The purpose of this project is to meet new (May 2020) Center for Medicare 
and Medicaid Services (CMS) requirements for interoperability and patient 
access to data. The IPA project is comprised of three workstreams, to: (1) 
increase the frequency of data exchanges with CMS, (2) implement 
application programming interfaces so Medicaid members can access their 
medical and pharmacy benefit claims and clinical data, provider directory 
information, and preferred drug list information from any computer or 
handheld device, and (3) implement an application programming interface to 
allow current and former Medicaid members to request their patient data be 
shared with other payers. 
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Implementation Contract 
ADS signed a contract in November 2021 with a cost of $593,000 for 
implementation services.  

Status 
ADS completed the first workstream in April 2022 using internal resources 
and a contractor implemented part of the second workstream in July 2022.  

This project has not completed providing access to clinical data nor the 
payer-to-payer exchange. In February 2023, the State decided to remove the 
clinical data aspect of this project until its Medicaid data warehouse is in 
place. As of April 10, 2023, completion of the payer-to-payer workstream was 
contingent on CMS finalizing a proposed rule that replaces its prior payer-to-
payer exchange policy.  According to CMS, they proposed changes to this rule 
because multiple payers had reported that the lack of technical specifications 
in the original rule was creating implementation challenges. As of April 7, 
2023, CMS guidance on the payer-to-payer work was still pending. 

DVHA Medicaid for the Aged, Blind, and Disabled 
Self-Service Application Project   

Purpose 
The intent of the Medicaid for the Aged, Blind, and Disabled Self-Service 
Application project was to allow applicants or enrollees to be able to apply 
for this type of benefit online, as required by CMS. 

Implementation Contract 
In August 2021, ADS signed an agreement with a contractor to implement 
this project at a cost of $499,899. There was one amendment to this 
agreement, which did not change its cost. 

Status 
The system was launched publicly in February 2022. 
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The following is a reprint of management’s response to a draft of this report. 
Our evaluation of these comments is contained in Appendix V. 

 

  

See SAO Comment 1 
on page 38 
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See SAO Comment 2 
on page 39 
See SAO Comment 1 
on page 38 
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See SAO Comment 1 
on page 38 and 
Comment 3 on page 
39 

See SAO Comment 4 
on page 39 
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See SAO Comment 5 
on page 39 

See SAO Comment 7 
on page 40 

See SAO Comment 6 
on page 40 

See SAO Comment 8 
on page 40 
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See SAO Comment 1 
on page 38 and 
Comment 9 on page 
40 

See SAO Comment 8 
on page 40 

See SAO Comment 1 
on page 38 
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In accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards, the 
following tables contain our evaluation of management’s comments. 

Comment # Management’s Response SAO Evaluation 
1 “The Agency of Digital Services (ADS), 

and the Enterprise Project 
Management Office (EPMO) were 
established under an Executive Order 
which was later codified under State 
Statute, 3 V.S.A. Chapter 56. 
Specifically, § 3303 directs the EPMO 
to provide an annual report that 
includes ‘(4) an outline summary of 
information, including scope, schedule, 
budget, and status for information 
technology projects with total costs of 
$500,000.00 or greater;’ and ‘(6) a 
summary of independent reviews’ …  
 
[and] requires the EPMO to maintain 
the following records for information 
technology projects with a total cost of 
$500,000.00 or greater: … A business 
case, including life-cycle costs and 
sources of funds for design, 
development, and implementation, as 
well as maintenance and operations. 
The business case shall include 
expected benefits, including cost 
savings and service delivery 
improvements. … Detailed project 
plans and status reports, including risk 
identification and risk mitigation 
plans.  
 
By these statutory requirements, the 
EPMO nor ADS has the authority to 
collect, monitor, track, or report on 
business-side costs and performance 
measures for technology projects. … 
 
The authority given to ADS under 
statute excludes the ability to 
implement and enforce the execution 
of a process to obtain information on 
the extent to which IT projects 
achieved measured business goals 
before, during, or after the completion 
of the project.” 

There is nothing in the Executive Order and cited statutes that 
precludes ADS from implementing the recommendations in our 
report to include client agency costs in IT project implementation 
estimates and to obtain from client entities and report whether IT 
projects achieved their business goals. Indeed, ADS failed to cite 
other criteria that support doing so. 
 
Regarding including client agency costs in its IT project 
implementation estimates: 
 
• Among the stated intentions of the Executive Order was to 

obtain a comprehensive understanding of IT spending.  
 

• 3 V.S.A. §3301, requires ADS to review, approve, and provide 
standards for tracking IT activities within State government, 
which includes “the design, construction, purchase, 
installation, maintenance, or operation of systems, including 
hardware, software, and services that perform or are 
contracted … to perform these activities.” 

 
Staff at client entities serve as subject matter experts for IT 
projects and perform tasks critical to their implementation, such 
as testing. Thus, by not including such costs in their 
implementation estimates, ADS understates the total costs of its 
IT projects. 
 
With respect to obtaining information on whether IT projects are 
achieving their business goals: 
 
• ADS’s mission is to “to collaborate with our partners in state 

government to deliver simple and intuitive technology 
solutions that improve the lives of Vermonters.” 
 

• Among the stated intentions of the Executive Order was to 
support results-based accountability, a key aspect of which 
is to measure “is anyone better off.”  

 
By tracking and reporting on the extent to which IT projects are 
meeting their business goals, ADS could demonstrate how well IT 
projects are helping achieve its mission and whether Vermonters 
and State organizations are better off with their implementation.  
 
Because ADS did not commit to implementing some of our 
recommendations because statute does not require them to, we 
added recommendations for Legislative action to this report. The 
effect of our recommended Legislative action would be to require 
ADS to do so. 
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Comment # Management’s Response SAO Evaluation 
   

2 “Once a project is complete, the 
resources assigned by the EPMO are 
released from the project team and 
assigned to the next project prioritized 
by the State. The newly implemented 
system is then turned over to the 
business operations team for use.” 

ADS’s term “business operations team” consists of the ADS IT 
teams embedded in the client entity along with the staff 
employed by the client entity itself. Therefore, while EPMO may 
hand off the project, ADS itself is still involved with the new or 
modified system. 

   
3 “Lifecycle costs as referenced in the 

statute [3 V.S.A. §3303] are limited to 
the costs associated with 
implementing and maintaining 
technology systems, which include the 
costs of ADS Staff but are not inclusive 
of the costs of the business to operate 
in the system. Those costs are 
managed within the business budgets 
and ADS does not have the access or 
authority to report on or manage 
business operational resources and 
budget.” 

The statute cited does not restrict lifecycle costs to ADS staff 
costs. In addition, under 3 V.S.A. §3301(a)(2), ADS is responsible 
for approving all IT activities within State government. Thus, it is 
ADS’s choice not to include the client entity staff costs in its 
estimates of the implementation costs of IT projects because it 
could withhold approval unless and until the client entity agreed 
to collect this data. 
 
Additionally, our recommendation does not call for ADS to 
manage client entity resources and budget. Rather, our 
recommendation seeks to have ADS disclose the total cost of 
implementing its IT projects by reporting on relevant client 
agency costs. 
 
By not including client entity staff costs in its implementation 
estimates, ADS understates the costs of IT projects. To illustrate, 
DCF collects its staff costs related to the CDDIS project and 
estimated that it will incur $883,392 in such costs implementing 
this project (e.g., to test the system). ADS’s most recent 
implementation cost estimate for this project, which does not 
include DCF staff costs, is $4,695,874. Taken together, the total 
cost to implement this project is actually $5,579,266 or 19% 
more. 

   
4 “ADS recognizes the importance of 

measuring performance that includes 
baseline data and quantified results, 
and we will encourage our business 
partners to improve on how they 
evaluate project success in their 
business case documents.” 

ADS can and should do more than just encourage its client 
agencies to improve upon how they evaluate IT project success. 
ADS’s statute requires its business cases for IT projects with costs 
of $500,000 or more to include expected benefits, including cost 
savings and service delivery improvements. Moreover, statute 
requires ADS to approve all IT activities so it could withhold such 
approval if the performance measures the client entity submits as 
part of the ABC Form do not include well-defined measures. 

   
5 “The ADS EPMO has updated the 

standard for determining the overall 
status of projects as well as assessing 
risks.” 

We validated this information, so we removed this 
recommendation from the report. 
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Comment # Management’s Response SAO Evaluation 
   

6 “ADS has added the definition of the 
status colors of a project under the 
external dashboard.” 

We validated this information, so we removed this part of the 
recommendation from the report. 

   
7 “Under 3 V.S.A. 3303, ADS is required 

to provide an outline summary of 
information, including scope, schedule, 
budget, and status for information 
technology projects with total costs of 
$500,000.00 or greater.  
 
The request for the inclusion of 
baseline cost and schedule data in the 
summary or a dashboard would be 
additive to current state 
requirements.”  

The cited statute does not prevent ADS from including baseline 
cost and schedule data in its dashboard and annual report. 
Because ADS cited its statute in its response, we added a 
recommendation for a Legislative change to its statute to report 
cost and schedule baselines to our report. With or without 
Legislative action, ADS can implement this recommendation. The 
effect of our recommended Legislative action would be to require 
ADS to do so. 

   
8 “The current ADS project management 

tool was adopted based on the 
available budget provided to ADS in 
consideration of statutory 
requirements. The tool procured met 
those requirements, however, 
consideration of additive tracking at 
the level of detail recommended would 
require additional funding.” 

In a recent report, EPMO identified 64 on-going IT projects with 
expected costs of $500,000 or more. Given this relatively small 
number of projects, we believe that our recommendation does 
not require a project management tool and could be implemented 
using a simple spreadsheet. 

   
9 “Project close-out reports are 

completed once all invoices related to 
a project have been processed by the 
financial office, typically this is done 
within 30 days of project completion. 
… The status of business goals may be 
incorporated if the data regarding 
them is known at that time by the 
business. ADS is open to including this 
data, for report documentation 
purposes only, if provided by the 
business, this would require the 
business to own this responsibility. Any 
further tracking of business outcomes 
post-project closeout would be the 
responsibility of the business.” 

Our relevant recommendation recognizes that reporting on the 
extent to which IT projects achieve their business goals requires 
a partnership between ADS and the client entity. Nevertheless, as 
the central agency for IT activities in the Executive Branch, ADS 
has the obligation to take the lead on reporting this information.  
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