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Around the time of the 2-day technical review by CO management in December, it was recognized by 
CO consultants and CO management (including John Cvetko and Aaron) that Carolyn's plan of a single 
global instance of Siebel and related Oracle platforms is not only high technical risk; but along with 
Shared Services and 10 environments of software / hardware platforms, a single global instance is likely 
logistically unworkable -- especially when one takes into account necessary governance & coordination 
between CO and OHA/DHS businesses (not just OIS). 
For this sort of organizational / inter-agency complexity, I believe Aaron (as former Deputy CIO of 
OHA/DHS) knows and understand this dynamics quite a bit more than Carolyn -- if only because it takes 
a long time to develop personal relationships with OHA/DHS business management. In my opinion, 
Aaron -- with his mild manner and non-confrontational ways -- maintained a good working relationships 
with the management of OHA/DHS businesses when he was Deputy CIO of OHA/DHS and knew how 
difficult it is to coordinate anything with this group. As you can imagine from your own experience with 
WA DHS, certain things are not hard technically but may require long turnaround times coordination. 
This type of things are very difficult to estimate or even understand for private sector contractors and 
even state employees without a lot of immersion in Oregon DHS/OHA. 
As you know, CO eligibility determination will "touch" some 10 healthcare related social services 
programs. These 10 programs are represented in the DHS Modernization Program's Initial Win Project, 
which is supposed to be a sort of pilot project done based on CO business needs. I think project work 
for Initial Win is technically complete, but how to build upon work products so that they are "fit to use" 
by CO is unclear. 
Setting aside IT / technical complexity (which is, obviously the main preoccupation of HIX-IT), certain 
decisions regarding Medicaid and eligibility determination are, likely, very convoluted. My concerns are: 
1. As previously discussed, it has been my opinion that CO planning of product offerings needs to be 
based on "product lines", which is the usual way for startups to manage complexity and risks. Whatever 
is going on at CO may be deliberate and conscious, but does not make a lot of sense to me -- from the 
perspective of normal project management and a startup's need for laser focus in execution. 
2. This one we have not talked about much... It is my opinion that many decisions regarding Medicaid 
are not just business decisions but have the characteristics of policy setting, possibly even "rule making" 
in the legal sense of administrative rules setting under Oregon statute. I do not seem to see formal 
public hearings for gathering public input, and I'm not sure if CO regards any part of its work with social 
service programs as being subject to the process requirements for administrative rule making. However, 
if certain decisions amount to policy setting or administrative rules setting, then there is a legal 
dimension of rushing into offering services without appropriate legal analysis and public processes; in 
addition to coordination with the usual heavy hitters (Governor, Legislature, Board, etc). 
In the question of "to separate or not to separate" -- which seems to be more or less settled in the last 
couple weeks by Aaron and Carolyn -- I think the "Hamlet" of this play has two very important tragic 
flaws: 
- Technical consolidation does not remove the need to phase products and services offered by CO. This 
seems to me a kind of business fundamental for startup. However, there appears to be a political need 
for CO management to implicitly stick with the "party line" that Oct 1 is somehow unmovable, that there 
would be embarrassment or disappointment of important stakeholders (Governor, Obama 
administration, the public,...) if the dates slip. I think this sort of politically driven denial (as you call it) 
or intellectual dishonesty (as I call it) is not in the best interest of the State or its citizens, because it 
robs from the kind of laser focus required in setting up a successful startup that is CO. 



- I believe CO management is guided too much by contractors who in the name of "playing nice" is 
advocating what the CO management wants to hear. The management -- with positive feedback from 
its consultant -- is convinced that it is somehow unwise to be honest about too much scope, that scope 
may need to be phased in an organized way to support delivery, that there are many points of 
coordination that has time requirements difficult to estimate, that they should listen to you and me 
about the need to plan based on observed progress -- NOT some artificial deadlines set by politicians in 
DC. With all offerings being delivered together as some sort of amorphous blob, scope, IT, business 
processes, readiness, and dates seems infinitely deformable without specific form. (Like the old Steve 
McQueen movie the Blob, you simply don't know how to shoot this beast, because it does not have 
known anatomy with the normal vital organs that makes it ticks.) 
On management getting the feedback on what it wants to hear from its consultants, you are more 
familiar with the work of PointB in the Dept of Revenue than I am. I only hope this is not history 
repeating itself at CO... with PointB saying what the state management wants to hear and playing a 
certain game of appeasing Oversight without substance... It stuck in my mind when a representative of 
PointB said to me in Eric Smith's presence (to the effect) that your requests for foundational planning 
artifacts from TaPR has cost DOR $750K. It also stuck in my mind when I responded not so kindly to 
them that DOR's experience with the LFO would have been very different, if DOR would have listened 
to you and your LFO colleagues early on that a funding model that is based on extracting a portion of 
General Fund collected cannot be supported. 
If the gradual deterioration of relationship between CO management and OIS has a lesson learned, it 
must be that leaders needs courage to talk about project challenges and work things out without denial. 
Otherwise, they face a divorce that is even more uncomfortable for all involved -- even when the divorce 
is amicable. (Unfortunately, where divorce is concerned, I speak from personal experience.) 
Ying 


