AASHTO Civil Rights JAD

St. Paul, Minnesota

April 27-28, 2005

Welcome and Introduction

31 participants (from 13 states) were at the meeting.  Representative attended from Alabama, Arkansas, Indiana, Iowa, Louisiana, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, New York, Oklahoma, Virginia, Vermont, Wisconsin and FHWA-MN Division.  

Maine and Texas participated by teleconference; representatives from Ohio participated by video conference Representatives from Texas and Maine participated by video conference.
Welcome remarks were given by Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner of Minnesota DOT.  Opening remarks and background remarks were given by Shirley Daugherty, NDOR; Roger Bierbaum, IADOT; and Todd Bergland, MNDOT.   (see CivilRightsAprilJAD2005rev.ppt file for presentation)

Charter/Project Proposal Subgroup Chairs Report – Ann Maestri, NYDOT

Two documents were distributed by this group.  The Project Charter and the “Parking Lot” issues documents.

The Project Charter is based on the draft MNDOT document.   

· Subgroup attempted to remove all references to MNDOT in the charter, except for references to numbers provided by MNDOT in the tables.  

· Subgroup tried to broaden the scope to make the software a comprehensive product rather than just report-generating software.  

· Subgroup made a decision to include Labor Compliance (Davis-Bacon) in the software.   While Labor Compliance doesn’t strictly consist of civil rights, the administration is often done by similar state personal and the labor data is used in some of the civil rights reports.

Discussion on the potential cost for this project.  The general range for the software development may be $1 million to $1.5 million.  More cost data discussion was provided later in the meeting by the Planning/Project Proposal Subgroup.  AASHTO administrative costs, travel costs for the TRT, Groove Software costs and a cost buffer should be added to the cost estimates. 

The Parking Lot document lists five issues from the Charter/Project Proposal Subgroup

· Should the scope include potential benefits for Federal agencies?  

· Discussion that there is benefit to Federal agencies to receive electronic data and consistent data from states.  

· Potential Federal agencies benefiting are FHWA, FAA and US DOL.

· Decision:  We will provide federal agencies the same data we currently provide, but it will be done electronically according to their desired format.  We will provide no further functionality to any federal agencies.

· Should the scope include report generation for contractors and subcontractors?  

· Discussion that there is a need to provide a benefit for the contractor to submit this data electronically.

· There also needs to be a method for the contractors to view and verify the data before they submit it.

· Decision:  We will implement a mechanism for contractors to electronically provide us data and a means for them to verify the correctness of the data they submit.  We will provide no other functionality to contractors.

· Should all those stakeholders who are affected be listed?

· Decision:  The charter should contain two lists.   Stakeholders who benefit directly and stakeholders who benefit indirectly.  

· Decision:  These lists will be moved to an appendix so they can be changed without changing the body of the document

· Question on internal vs. external hosting?  

· Discussion that the software must be able to handle both internal and external hosting.

· Decision:  The system should support being hosted internally or externally.

· Interfaces, what should be included in the scope?  Should interfaces be provided to AASHTOWare products, state-specific systems, or systems used by multiple states?  

· Decision: all three types of interfaces should be provided.  

· Additional discussion that there is no need to re-engineer the vendor and contract tables, but the existing data table layouts from Trns•port should be utilized. 

· Decision: A constraint should be added to the charter to require consideration of the reuse of existing design, code, or tables from Trns•port.

Action items for the Charter/Project Proposal Subgroup 

· Contact potential stakeholders to determine their interest in the development of this software

· Suggestions for names of the Civil Rights  module

· Review the document for acronyms that may need to be defined.  

· Remove the MNDOT footer from all pages

· Add a glossary to the charter.

· Update the project scope to reflect the decisions made about the parking lot issues

Current Solutions Subgroup Chairs Report - August Wagner, MNDOT 

This subgroup found that there are a lot of software products that do pieces of what is desired, but there is no software that totally meets the needs of the DOTs.   

· Minnesota (DOT) is using BizTrak.  Biztrak uses Microsoft Access as the database. Minnesota reported that BizTrak handles the required reports and EEO/AA compliance.  It has a table to monitor vendors and subcontractor. The developer of BizTrak tries to take their generic software and customize it for each state.  However the software is not expandable (there is added cost for every enhancement and often when the developers do an enhancement it breaks something else).  BizTrak has no interfaces with other DOT systems so there is a large amount of data which must be manually entered.  Lastly BizTrak doesn’t have all the contract data and it can’t produce independent ad hoc reports.  MNDOT also had some security issues with the BizTrak web-based product.

· New York DOT (Ann Maestri) reported that New York DOT has been using CHAMP since the early 1990s.  New York was happy with CHAMP until about 4 years ago when Charles Washington and the JARED Group parted ways and the software quit working. Charles Washington is now working with his third software developer since he has parted with the JARED Group.  The new CHAMP product is to be web-based product, and must be hosted on the CHAMP server.  New York has looked at different products to replace CHAMP.  EBO has demoed their proposed product to New York.  The EBO software can be internally or externally hosted.  It is a web-based product.  The developers of EBO plan to develop interfaces with Trns•port to exchange data.   The software will track work at the item level, by subcontractor.   Development of this software is currently under way, and the software looks like it has potential to meet New York’s needs.  EBO is a small, several person company.  New York is looking at a software code escrow.    New York is happy with what they have seen of the EBO software so far.

· Wisconsin DOT (David Castleberg and Tess Mulrooney) reported they have been using TRS Consultants’ product for the past year.  Wisconsin had an internally developed system that drew in Trns•port database data.  Because of a major interchange project in Milwaukee, Wisconsin they wanted to upgrade their software.  They had several vendors demo their civil rights software.  The TRS product was selected to best meet Wisconsin’s needs for the full range of civil rights programs.  TRS has customized their software to handle the payroll and payment tracking requirements to meet the needs of Wisconsin TRS develops an interface with each contractor to handle the electronic data transfer; they have also developed a .xml transfer process with two accounting systems.   The only current interface between Trns•port and TRS in Wisconsin is the contract data from CAS and vendor information is being passed from TRS into LAS.  The software is currently being hosted externally, but Wisconsin plans on bringing the software back into the DOT.   TRS developers worked with Washington & Rice (CHAMP) during the first year only; they are now using their own employees in partnership with Wisconsin DOT to complete the deliverables.     Wisconsin is looking at a software code escrow.    The Wisconsin TRS contract is for $1.4 million over 5 years.  

· Alabama DOT (Skip Powe) reported they are developing their own civil rights software program.   Alabama had discussions with CHAMP, but cost became the major roadblock.  Alabama had discussions with BizTrak on several occasions, but decided BizTrak wouldn’t meet Alabama’s needs.  Alabama started to build their system five months ago based on the features available in CHAMP, BizTrak and other civil rights software programs.

· Texas DOT (David Debo) reported they have developed a system for importing contractor payrolls.  TXDOT is working with their AGC so it will meet the contractors’ needs.  The data exchange is XML.  TXDOT has developed an electronic signature process.  TXDOT may be willing to offer this to AASHTO. 

TXDOT bought blocks of digital certificates from a company that sells digital certificates.  The digital certificates could not be shared with AASHTO, but the software should work with any digital certificate.  TXDOT believes their system is flexible enough to allow each state to use whatever it requires or whatever they already have available.  

Texas also noted they are currently working with Outreach Manager.  They have a system that meets TXDOT needs when combined with their legacy mainframe systems.  They are not using Outreach Manager to its full capability yet but are planning to evaluate and as appropriate move processing from our legacy systems to Outreach Manager.  TXDOT has a software code escrow agreement with the owners of Outreach Manager.  In the event Outreach Manager goes out of business TXDOT could make any needed modifications to keep the system working until a replacement was implemented.  

· Oregon DOT has done in-house civil rights development.  The subgroup did not get much information on the Oregon software.

· No existing software product performs all the civil rights functions needed plus there would be ownership issues with using existing software code.  Therefore the subgroup recommends developing the requirements of the proposed software and move on with the development of new software.  However AASHTO should try to incorporate DOT developed software whenever practical rather than developing everything from scratch.  However concern was expressed that the AASHTO contractor would have to determine if the state’s code was generic and if it could be supported by AASHTO.  

Action Item for the Requirements Subgroup and Technical Architecture Subgroup to perform a high level review of the state developed software (Alabama, Texas, Vermont, and Oregon) to determine if their software should even be considered for use in the generic AASHTO software.  Information should be provided to the subgroups as soon as possible. The high level review by these subgroups to be completed by May 20.

Requirements Subgroup Chairs Report - Shirley Daugherty, NDOR

Brian DeBlieck (MNDOT) presented the AAHTO-EEO Projects Requirements.ppf and P825 AASHTO Project Requirement Document.  The document includes:

· Quality Requirements

· Process Requirements

· Each requirement is in a category

· Use Case Model  - The Use Case Models show the Actors and Use Case relationships
· Use Case Diagram
· Use Cases - These document the needed functionality of the software.

·  Requirements - In the Software Requirements Specification, the requirements are grouped in the following categories

· Performance

· Interoperability

· Usability

· Reliability

· Expandability

· Manageability

· Security

· Portability

· Technical Architecture

· Functionality

· Standard Reports

· Process

· Other Requirements

· Actors – Actors connect persons/groups to use cases

· Diagrams for contractors

· Diagrams for agency

· EEO Staff, etc.

· Diagrams for local entities

· Diagrams for field personnel

· Trns•port Interaction Use cases - Use cases from Trns•port to identify the data coming from the SiteManager need to be created

General discussion on electronic/digital signatures.  How will contractors obtain them, and can contractors use the Expedite digital signatures?

General discussion on developing length of retention of data rules in the software.  Suggestion that this topic is a state archive function and rules could be established by each state.  Requirement M-2 will be removed.

Action Item – Provide comments on additional/unneeded/etc. Use Cases to the Requirements Subgroup chair, Shirley Daugherty, by May 16, 2005.

Action Item - Provide priority for each Use Case to the Requirements Subgroup by May 16, 2005.  The subgroup will provide the ranking scale to be used.

Action Item – Todd Bergland will forward ALDOT and TXDOT info to Shirley Daugherty and Brian DeBlieck.  Shirley will send out to the subgroup.
Technical Architecture Subgroup Chairs Report - Todd Bergland, MNDOT

Todd presented the Project Title AASHTO Civil Rights Technical Architecture (Technical Architecture Guide.doc)

Assumptions:

· Must be web-based

· Compatible with Microsoft .NET or JAVA.J2EE

· Info Tech (AASHTO’s Trns•port contractor) is developing in Microsoft.net whereas a lot of other developers are developing in J2EE

· Discussion if we should specify .NET, if this eliminates some developers, and the future impacts if this product is developed in JAVA and the rest of Trns•port is in .NET

· Decision by the group that .NET will be the preferred application

· Database platforms (versions to be determined later)

· Oracle 

· DB2

· Sybase

· MySQL

· Hosted both internally and externally

Constraints

· Overall magnitude of the project.  The size of the project may require multiple software developers interfacing their work

· Supported interfaces, security of interfaces, and reliability of interfaces

· Executed as part of AASHTO Joint development process

· Is the TransXML schema sufficiently developed to encompass the Civil Rights applications and its interfaces?

Discussion if the application should be made available on handhelds.  Employee field interviews (for either DBE or wage compliance) may be desirable for a handheld.  Some states may use project inspectors who already have a handheld for SitePad or FieldPad doing these interviews.  However handhelds may substantially increase the cost of the product and delay the development.  Handhelds will be put on the list as a low priority for future consideration.

Standards – SCOJD is exploring software improvements based on AASHTOWare Lifecycle Framework (ALF) and the Capability Maturity Model Integration (CMMI) so this development should comply with these standards.

Action Item for the Group to review the Project Title AASHTO Civil Rights Technical Architecture (Technical Architecture Guide.doc) and provide comments to Todd by May 17, 2005

Planning/Project Proposal Subgroup Chairs Report – Leslie Wootan, MTDOT

Steve Sorenson presented EEO-AASHTO Joint Development Project Planning Information PowerPoint document

Project Organization

· SCOJD – Provide Executive Management

· Project Task Force (Trns•port Task Force)  - Acts as Steering Committee

· Suggestion that the TRT Chair is named as Project Manager

· TRT – Provides project management, communication, quality control

· States who contribute funding will likely be considered as TRT members.  However the size of the TRT should not be so large to make management of the TRT difficult.  The selection of TRT members is made by the Project Task Force.

· Most of the TRT’s work will be done by e-mail and conference calls.  However there may be some travel for face-to-face meetings.  These meetings will be paid by AASHTO from the solicitation funds collected for the project.

· Discussion that TRT members are expected to represent all the users, not just their state.

· The subgroup suggestion is that each TRT members have a proxy.  The proxy could be from the same state as the TRT member or another state.

· Software vendor and other stakeholders will interact with TRT.  

· Discussion that the TRT should have a contact with FHWA and US DOL.  

· Discussion how to get highway contractor input (surveys to determine how they do things or what software products they currently use) to provide a product that they want to use.  Also involve contractors in the testing of the software.

Project Development Methodology – The subgroup suggests the use of an iterative methodology where work is developed in iterations with short (monthly) build cycles and reviews by the TRT.   It was noted that this method requests a large commitment by the TRT and decisions made via e-mail or conference calls.

Getting a product to the users quickly – Discussion about getting a product in the hand of the users.  It was generally felt that work should be delivered by functional area rather than delivering a little bit of everything.

Estimated potential project costs range from $500,000 to $1,500,000

· Estimate from MNDOT to replace BizTrak => $946,000

· MNDOT estimate using Use Case Points =>$500,000

· Time and material estimate provide to Montana DOT => $1,500,000

· Wisconsin TRS project => $1,400,000

Sole Source versus RFP – The subgroup lists the benefits of sole source and the benefits of sending out an RFP (e.g. competitive bidding).  After much discussion the decision was made to proceed with a recommendation for an RFP selection.

Risks

· Complex communications

· Difficulty in reconciling state specific needs and wants

· Availability of TRT members

· Size of  TRT may not allow all contributing states to be on the TRT

· Commitment of TRT members

· Lack of vendor capable of completing the project

· Lack of support outside of the DOTs (e.g. contractors, federal government)

· Data conversion requirements vary from state to state

· Full time participation on project by business experts

· User acceptance

· Management buy-in

· Insufficient budget

· Personal changes

· Software/hardware changes

· Data disaster recovery and security

· Insufficient business analysis

· Business changes not within project control

· Construction contractor buy-in

· Internal resources

· Process transitions

· Schedule

· Insufficient training

· Long term maintenance/training

· Future enhancements

Change Management Process

· Contributing states can request changes

· Non-contributing states may make recommendations or submit change requests to the Chair of the TRT

· Requester should use the Change Request Form to submit a change request

· If the change will cause a significant change to the project scope or schedule, the TRT should submit the change to the Project Task Force

Action Items for the Planning/Project Proposal Subgroup to move forward with their report (by May 24)

Action Item for the Planning/Project Proposal Subgroup to contact AASHTO to get a planning template and schedule a conference call to with the subgroup to work on the planning template.
RFP Subgroup Chairs Report – Susan McClune, OKDOT

The subgroup presented the standard AASHTO template for an RFP from the AASHTO PG&P (Policies, Guidelines and Procedures).  The RFP Subgroup will be working with Chuck Conley, the Trns•port Project Manager, within the next week and then set up a conference call with her subgroup.

The RFP will include the criteria on which the selection will be made.

Suggestion for AASHTO to send out an RFI (Request for Information).  Action Item for the RFP subgroup to determine if AASHTO has a policy on sending out RFIs.

Recap and Goals for Next Steps

NE, MN, OK and VA are likely participants

TX, NY, MO, LA, MA, MI, OH, AL, VT, IA and MT are potential participants

WI and FL are unlikely participants

FHWA, FAA and USDOL are unknown

Action Item – Susan McClune will prepare an Executive Overview which can be used to discuss the project with our top management.  The overview will include a brief overview of the proposed software function and a return of investment summary.   This will be sent to the JAD group by May 13.  Everyone is to provide comments and Todd will send out an e-mail out on the Civil Rights list serve by May 20.

Conference Call – Scheduled for June 8, 2005 at 11:00 EDT, 10:00 CDT and 9:00 MDT to review and discuss a draft RFP.  Todd will send out a reminder and invite Chuck Conley to participate.  The intent of this conference call is to finalize the RFP so it can be presented to the Trns•port Task Force at their June 2005 meeting (June 21-24).

Summary of Action Items

1.  Action items for the Charter/Project Proposal Subgroup

· Contact potential stakeholders to determine their interest in the development of this software

· Suggestions for names of the Civil Rights  module

· Review the document for acronyms that may need to be defined

· Remove the MNDOT footer from all pages

2.  Action Item for the Requirements Subgroup and Technical Architecture Subgroup - Perform a high level review of the state developed software (Alabama, Texas, Vermont, and Oregon) to determine if their software should even be considered for use in the generic AASHTO software.  Information should be provided to the subgroups as soon as possible. The high level review by these subgroups to be completed by May 20.

3.  Action Item for everyone – Provide comments on additional/unneeded/etc. Use Cases to the Requirements Subgroup chair, Shirley Daugherty, by May 16, 2005.

4.  Action Item for everyone - Provide priority for each Use Case to the Requirements Subgroup by May 16, 2005.  The subgroup will provide the ranking scale to be used.

5.  Action Item for Todd Bergland - Todd will forward ALDOT and TXDOT info to Shirley Daughterly and Brian DeBlieck.  Shirley will send out to the Requirements Subgroup.

6.  Action Item for the Technical Architecture Subgroup - Review the Project Title AASHTO Civil Rights Technical Architecture (Technical Architecture Guide.doc) and provide comments to Todd Bergland by May 17, 2005

7.  Action Item for Shirley Daugherty - Review the proposed civil rights module  fields and tables to determine which ones are currently available in Trns•port modules (identified by table and module).

8.   Planning/Project Proposal Subgroup to move forward with their report (by May 24).

9.  Action Item for the Planning/Project Proposal Subgroup - Contact AASHTO to get a planning template and schedule a conference call to with the subgroup to work on the planning template.
10.   Action Item for the RFP Subgroup – Contact Chuck Conley within the next week on developing the RFP, then schedule a conference call with the RFP Subgroup.

11.  Action Item for the RFP subgroup – Check with Chuck Conley if AASHTO has a policy on sending out RFIs.

12.  Action Item - Susan McClune will prepare an Executive Overview which can be used to discuss the project with our top management.  The overview will include a brief overview of the proposed software function and a return of investment summary.   This will be sent to the JAD group by May 13.  Everyone is to provide comments regarding the Executive Overview to Todd by May 20th.  Todd will then post an e-mail to the Civil Rights list serve, the Subcommittee on Civil Rights, and the Subcommittee on Construction’s representatives.  Leslie Wootan will provide to Todd a distribution list for the Subcommittee on Civil Rights.   

13.  Action Item for Todd Bergland – Send out a reminder for a conference call for June 8, 2005 at 11:00 EDT, 10:00 CDT and 9:00 MDT to review and discuss a draft RFP.  Todd will also invite Chuck Conley to participate in the conference call.

14  Action Item for Everyone – Provide comments on the JAD meeting minutes by May 6, 2005  Todd will post the minutes to the Civil Rights list serve after the minutes have been reviewed.

Referenced Documents and Meeting Handouts

· List of Attendees

· Meeting Agenda – AASHTO Civil Rights Application Development (JAD)

· AASHTO Civil Rights JAD Welcome (CivilRightsAprilJAD2005rev.ppt)

· Project Charter

· Charter/Project Proposal Parking Lot

· Comparison of Potential Compliance Reporting Software

· Over View of Current Civil Rights or Labor Compliance Monitoring Software

· Overview of Champ Civil Rights Compliance Software

· Overview of BizTrak Civil Rights Compliance Monitoring Software

· EBO – Equitable Business Opportunities Executive Summary

· AASHTO-EEO Project Requirements 

· P825 AASHTO Project Requirements Documents (AASHTO-EEO Software       Requirements ver0.3_4-21-05.doc)

· Project Title AASHTO Civil Rights Technical Architecture (Technical Architecture Guide.doc)

· EEO-AASHTO Joint Development Project Planning Information 
