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Disclaimer & Information Statement

The information and/or findings contained in this report have been compiled and based on the information,

records, data and any other sources of information supplied by the participating Councils and Technology One

Ltd. representatives. Accordingly, the accuracy of the information and/or findings in this report relies entirely

upon the information and material supplied by those representatives and no warranty of completeness,

accuracy or reliability is given in relation to the statements and representations made.

This report is provided solely for the benefit of the parties identified in the engagement letter/contract and is

not to be copied, quoted or referred to in whole or in part without the author’s prior written consent.

Key Study Limitations

The following should be noted and recognised:

a) The study did not involve visits to the Councils due to the majority of the information collection occurring

during a period of Covid-19 restrictions being in place. Thus all information has been collected from

conversations and appropriate documents. No information gathering or conclusions could be based upon

visual means.

b) The study provides a high level view of the identified shared software concept feasibility factors to arrive

at the stated conclusions. It is expected and recommended that more detailed evaluation be performed if

it is decided to pursue the concept(s) further and before Councils commit to take any specific course of

action to proceed in relation to same.
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Glossatyolterms

Term

Definition

Centre of Excellence (COE)

A CoF is a team that provides standards, best
practice, support and training, and possibly
resources within a focus area.

Corporate Applications
(also known as Business Applications )

Software applications that support the core business
of an organisation and are used commonly and
consistently across it.

For the purposes of this study, Geographic
Information System (GIS) software has been
excluded from the definition,

Resource sharing

This is a basic form of sharing. Typically an
agreement is established to share resources across
organisational boundaries.

For example and in an IT context, one Council may
have a specialist employee to manage [T Secu rity,
who is then, by agreement, made available to other
Councils to provide a service to them.

Separate instance
(or “independent instance”)

A system configuration where the application
software, its configuration parameters and the
underlying database(s) are separate, independent

(Y - . L] 1 = S e T
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Single instance
(also termed “shared instance”)

A system configuration where the application
software, its configuration parameters and the
underlying database(s) are common to all
organisations who use it.

Shared service

A shared service is where a co-ordinated approach is
taken by organisations (Councils) to deliver services
to all that are participating in the arrangement.

The service may be provided by one organisation, or
a specific purpose collective entity, to others.

The funding and resourcing of the service is shared
and the providing organisation or entity becomes a
service provider to the others.

Software as a service (Saa$)

Saas is a software licensing and delivery model.

Licensing is on a subscription basis rather than the
traditional up-front acquisition of licenced rights to
use the software plus annual support and
maintenance costs.

Saas includes the applications software together
with the underlying IT infrastructure, storage and
database platform upon which the software
operates. Users connect to and use the software via
the internet.

Page | 1
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BACKGROUND

The potential for resource sharing between Tasmanian Councils has been a recurrent topic within the

local government industry and wider community for many years. Commeon and/or shared Information
Technology (IT) platforms and services continue to be recognised as one of the essential pre-

dependencies and foundations upon which other resource sharing initiatives can be based.

There has been reports and dialogue on the topic since the late 1990’s, with a formal study completed in 2009
“LGA Information Sharing — A Collaborative Approach to Innovative Practice in Information Technology
Sharing” (participants were Northern Midlands, Meander Valley and Launceston Councils.), and anotherin
2016/2017, “Northern Tasmanian Councils Shared Services Study” undertaken by KPMG. Both reports were

similar in their conclusions in respect of Information Technology related opportunities.
The KPMG report states:

An immediate opportunity for the councils that will require a long term implementation is focused on the
need to mave to common technology platforms (specifically networks, infrastructure and applications) in

order to fully leverage the combined scale of the councils,

The benefit of common technology platforms is not in the technology cost or operations. Rather, the

PECSOY. SlleT TECERS T ST R i Wy ' [ e oaree . e o .
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processes across all operations of the councils, regardless of their physical location, size and complexity.
This includes the standardisation of all corporate applications (finance, procurement, human resources
etc.) as well specialist technology platforms used for engineering & GIS, planning & design, asset
management and risk management. (KPMG - Northern Tasmanian Councils Shared Services Study —

Condensed Report — July 2017)

The topic and findings have not been restricted to the North/North-Eastern region of the state. A shared
services study commissioned by the Cradle Coast Authority (member Councils are Burnie, Central Coast,
Circular Head, Devonport, Kentish, King Island, Latrobe, Waratah Wynyard and West Coast) and undertaken by
New Horizons, concurred with the KPMG report in regards to the priority and role of Information Technology
enabling other sharing opportunities. An extract from their Shared Service Project Final Report, 8" September

2017, states:

« ...we’'ve recommended Procurement and Information Technology to be the high priority functions. In Third
Horizon perspective these are the highest priority functions considering that procurement is a key enabler to
significant operational gains (e.g. works and services) and information Technology enables the standordization

and information sharing required for sharing corporote functions...”

In December 2019 the General Managers of Councils within the North/North-Eastern region of Tasmania

received a high level, conceptual presentation from Technology One Ltd which outlined an approach to the
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adoption of a common corporate business applications suite for the Councils. Two primary oplions were

presented:

1) The Councils each implement and operate independent installations (or “instances”) of Technology
One software. The benefits of this approach would be the potential to build common knowledge, skills
and processes across the Councils in the region, and thus support broader resource sharing
opportunities.

2) A “single instance” of the Technology One software that would be shared by Councils across the
region. This option would offer higher potential benefits in respect of shared processes, lower

acquisition and operational costs and a more extensive functional suite of software products.

The General Managers of Break O'Day, Flinders, George Town, Launceston, Meander Valley, Northern
Midlands and West Tamar collectively decided to initiate a project to assess the feasibility of the Technology

One proposal.

This took the form of a functional software demonstration by Technology One to a group of employees from
each Council in February 2020. Concurrently, Andrew Gall was invited to submit a project brief and proposal to

undertake the feasibility assessment, which was subsequently selected by the General Managers.

Page | 3
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PROJECT OVERVIEW

ROIECT OVERVIEW

Scope & Objectives

The steps suggested by Technology One at the close of their December 2019 presentation informed the
project brief at the highest level, albeit not all the activities and topics were proposed to be part of the

engagement.

» Cpunclls agree lo investigate further

« Councils appoint a small project team
- Project Manager and Business Analyst
+ Determine sharing mode, considerations, responsibilities, organisafional comms,
project siniciure, legal structure, costs and business case

+ TechnologyOne provides pricing for preferred model and project approach
« Contract
= Implement

technologyone

frum fapiiy b i matiio [ smpie

The project objectives proposed to and accepted by the General Managers were to:

a) Develop an inventory and understanding of the participating Councils’ curreﬁt corporate business
applications systems, how they are managed and provided, and direct costs.

b} Perform an assessment and arrive at a conclusion as to the advantages, disadvantages and feasibility of

the various options for a shared service software platform presented by Technology One.

The overall context of the engagement was a feasibility study, however the approach taken was not to simply
examine the functional and/or technical feasibility of the Technology One options proposed. Determining
feasibility included examination of organisational {Council), functional, technical, cost and vendor factors.
Gathering and synthesising broader than just IT or corporate software application information has been
performed so as to understand the broader picture and link “the why” of a potential shared service

arrangement being implemented.

As a feasibility study, a recommendation as to the best option for the Councils’ to adopt was not a stated
objective. However the report conclusions will support the Councils deciding on the next steps to ultimately
arrive at a decision. Suggested steps and criteria to assist the Councils’ reaching a decision are also included at

the end of this report.

Broader information than what was needed to support the stated scope and objectives of the study was

collected, collated and analysed. It was relevant and valuable to do so to gain an insight into how the Councils

Page | 4
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currently resource, manage and operate their information technology portfolios. The information has and will
be useful to identify commonality and thus other potential sharing opportunities —whether in regards to [T
procurement or technology management and operation — and could be a starting point to support the

development of a broader regional IT strategy, if such an initiative were to be pursued.

Study Activities and Council Representation

Activities

The study involved:

> Council Information Discovery: A minimum of two interviews/discussions with nominated Council
representatives plus collaborative completion, review and verification of the information captured.

> On-going liaison with Technology One’s Tasmanian Account Manager and several meetings and further
contact with their functional level specialists.

> Research and review of related reports and publications, including Council strategic plans and IT policies.

~  |dentification and research of related issues. Privacy implications of the single/shared instance model was
the prime subject.

> Determining other Councils who have implemented a shared service model using Technology One
software. Whilst two interstate Councils are exploring opportunities, none were sufficiently advanced to
be a useful reference.

s Collation, comparison and analysis of the information gathered.

Council Representatives

The Council management and employees involved in the study were:

@k 0’'Day Bob Hoogland, Manager Corporate Services ]
Flinders Megan Boyes, Corporate Officer
Jade Boyes, Team Leader/Finance Officer
George Town Cheryl Hyde, Manager Corporate Services and Finance
Launceston Louise Foster, GM Organisational Services
Matt Gray, Manager of Technology & Information Services
Michael Stretton, Chief Executive Officer
Meander Valley Jonathan Harmey, Director Corporate Services
Mark Simpson — [T Officer
Mark Jones — Contract IT Consultant
Northern Midlands Maree Bricknell, Manager Corporate Services
Ben Morison — IT Officer
U\Iest Tamar David Gregory, Manager Corporate |
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All participants were open and supportive of the study and willing to participate in discussions and provide
subsequent additional information. There were some difficuliies for Flinders Council to be able to participate
in the second interview and supply the information requested due to staff changes during the period, thus

information collection for them remains incomplete.

Condensed report inclusions and format

This condensed report predominantly includes the key findings copied from the detail report, along with
specific information where it was considered to be of high significance. A pre-dependency to being included in
the key findings section was that the point be common 1o multiple Councils or is significant in regards to the

overall shared service concept.

The detail report should be referred to for the lower level information and explanations that support the

overall findings of the study.

Acknowledgements

The participation of the nominated Council representatives should be acknowledeed and mv thanks ea tn
them. Whilst at times there were scheduling challenges and delays due to the commitments they were
managing this is understandable, particularly when all were in the midst of managing the impact of Covid-19

pandemic restrictions.

Similarly 1 acknowledge and am appreciative of the staff of Technology One who were involved with the study.
They invested significant effort in considering and responding to a multitude of questions posed to them,

particularly in regards to the single instance option.
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Insights
Background information for each Council

including a summary of their [T systems and
how they are managed, supported and
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COUNCIL BACKGROUND INFORMATION

COUNCIL BACKGROUNBIINFORN

Facts and Figures

Council Assessments | Population Office Employees Recurrent Assets
locations (FTE) Income Managed
2019-20 ($m) ($m)

Break O'Day 6,000 6,000 3 50 14.0 145.0
Flinders 1,200 1,000 3 23 4.4 55.0
George Town 4,400 7,000 3 39 10.7 173.0
Launceston 32,600 67,500 10 490 110.7 1,905.0
Meander Valley 10,000 18,800 5 83 20.0 292.0
Northern Midlands 7,000 13,400 2 70 20.0 263.0
West Tamar 12,000 24,000 5 108 27.0 350.0
Totals 73,200 138,700 32 863 206.8 3,183.0

Strategies and Directions

The study activities included:

a) Each Council’s formally published strategic plan was reviewed.

and concerns for their organisation are.

¢) Similarly, each were asked to outline the IT capability that would need to be developed or extended to
support b).

d) Feedback about the impact and learnings from Covid-19 restrictions, in the context of IT systems, was
sought.

Council representatives were asked to outline what the internally facing strategies, directions, challenges

> Councils’ formal strategic plans state suppori for collaboration across Councils, including resource
sharing Initiatives.

> The Council representatives who contributed to the study were open and supportive of it.

> The implementation or extension of on-line services to support customer self-service is a common
priority.

> The implementation of mobile functionality to support employees in field bosed work is o common
priority.

> “Work from anywhere” facilities supparted all Councils internally and with community service
provision throughout the Covid-19 pandemic, with some commenting on the realisation that savings
can result by doing more activities digitally. Their current facilities however are quite rudimentary.

Page | 8
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Purpose and inclusions

The aim of this part of the study was to obtain an overview of:

a) IT Governance, management and related policies;

b) The existence and state of formal IT strategy;

¢) Specificto IT roles and resources;

d) Service continuity plans, arrangements and responsibilities;

e) Approach and responsibilities for system security & threat management;

f) IT expenditure levels and comparison across the participating Councils and to Australian Local
Government;

g) Each Council's IT operating environment - that is the services, infrastructure, platforms and primary
application software used (excluding the corporate application products as they were are examined as part
of the core focus of the study); and

h) Key T challenges and concerns.

Information from the detail report in regards to expenditure levels are worthy of inclusion in this summary
report, and follow.

IT Expenditure

Mote: Values stated should be regarded as approximations due to notional values being included to arrive at comparisons
across Councils when specific values were not available or able to be calculated on an assured basis. (e.g. [T depreciation
expense and IT infrastructure costs by system type.)

Budgeted expenditure on corporately managed IT for the Councils in 2019-2020 totalled $6.9 million. This
includes capital, operational and depreciation expense and represents 2.4% of the Councils’ total budgeted

expenditure of $285.6 million and 3.3% of total recurrent income of $206.8 million.

Corporate software application operational costs accounted for $1.94 million, which equates to 28% of the

total IT budget.

IT BUDGET 2019-2020

Council Assessmenis IT Operational Capital Total Corporate

Staff : Applications’
Break O'Day 6,000 0 238,900 70,000 308,900 113,000
Flinders 1,200 0 109,000 0 109,000 41,500
George Town 4,400 0 171,000 20,000 191,000 87,500
Launceston 32,600 13 3,450,000 610,000 4,060,000 1,206,000
Meander Valley 7,000 1 387,400 205,700 593,100 129,000
Northern Midlands 12,000 1 355,000 70,000 425,000 155,400
West Tamar 12,000 3 800,000 400,000 1,200,000 207,200
Totals 73,200 18 5,511,300 1,375,700 6,887,000 1,940,000
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* Corporate applications costs include annual licensing and support fees, labour, depreciation and IT infrastructure costs.
Some of these costs were estimated due to the lack of specific values being available or being able to be calculated.

Benchmark Comparisons

A common metric used to calculate and compare IT expenditure levels is IT operational expenditure divided by
the organisation’s total revenue. Other ratios are also commonly used, such as IT expenditure per employee
and ratios between the number of IT and total employees. These measures have heen calculated to provide a

comparison of the level of IT investment and resourcing across the participating Councils.

The benchmark level of IT spending as a percentage of revenue varies greatly across different industries. The
most recent external benchmarks for Australian local government able to be found were from a study
performed in 2015. Despite their age they remain a valid comparison — arguably the averages then may be on
the low side compared to now given the increasing level of technology uptake within local government and

beyond.

The benchmarks were sourced from the 2015 ICT Capability Assessment by Technology Indicators Pty Ltd. That

company specialised in researching and publishing ICT Indicators for Australian Local Government.

2015 ICT Capability Assessment - Technology Indicators Pty Lid ©
Indicator Average

(Ccls with < 500 staff)
ICT budget as % of revenue 4.1%
Total ICT spend per employee $10,200
ICT staff as % of Council staff 2.9%
Number of staff per ICT staff 39

All the following values for Councils have been calculated based upon the 2019-2020 financial year combined
with other relevant information supplied by the respective Council’s representative for the study. Capital
expenditure vales used for benchmarking purposes was adjusted for several Councils to reflect extraordinary

items in the 2019-20 year.
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IT BUDGET AS % OF COUNCIL RECURRENT INCOME
(IT Budget includes Opex, Capex & Depreciation)

T T O e e

Break O'Day Flinders George Town  Launceston Meander Northern West Tamar
idlands

=== Total IT Budget as % Ccl Recurrent Income Midlang

— — = Cornbined IT Budget as % total of all Ccls Recurrent Income

e 7015 Technology Indicators Study

The expenditure level for all Councils is below the 2015 industry benchmark value of 4.1%

All Councils are below the average level for the region of 3.2%

and West Tamar.

(adjusted), with the exception of Launceston

12,000
10,000
8,000
6,000
4,000

2,000

The capital component of the total IT budget has been adjusted for som

IT BUDGET PER EMPLOYEE (FTE's)

('mf:iudes depreciation)

8,163
B T
4,71 )y 4‘385,
Break O'Day Flinders George Town Launceston Meander Northern West Tamar
Midlands

===1|T Opex per FTE o= Total |T Budget per FTE 2015 Technology Indicators Study

& Coundils to reflect “out of the ordinary” expenditure in 2015-2020.

The IT expenditure per FTE for all Councils is below the 2015 industry benchmark value of $10,200
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EMPLOYEES (FTE's} PER IT EMPLOYEE
(excl. Contractors)
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Break O'Day Flinders George Town  Launceston Meander Northern West Tamar
Midlands

EZTTIFTE's per IT Employee =———2015 Technology Indicators Study

Employees per [T Employee is a form of internal service indicator. Launceston and West Tamar is at the
average level for local government based on the 2015 study. All other Councils are above (or nil}, highlighting
that they have lower numbers of IT roles to provide IT administration and services within their organisation.

TOTAL IT OPERATIONAL EXPENDITURE PER PC

9,000
8,000
7,000
6,000
5,000
4,000
3,000
2,000
1,000 -

Flinders Gearge Town Launceston Meander Northern West Tamar
Midlands

=== T Opex per PC (incl deprn)

= ==~ Combined IT Opex per PC (excl depr'n) - - — = Combined IT Opex per PC (incl deprn)

Whilst not & truly representative indicator of expenditure per device in the age of an increasing number of mobile devices
(as distinct from desktop and notebook PC's upon which the values are calculated) “Total IT Opex” per PC nonetheless
provides a useful indicator of the level of IT investment. It also indicates the cost of providing and maintaining a “/PC and
all associated software and supporting infrastructure”. It would be reasonable to expect that the higher the cost the
greater level of IT functionality available to, and value realised by, the organisation.
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TOTAL IT BUDGET PER ASSESSMENT
.1 P —————————— U=, oL S L e b it S -
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Break O'Day Flinders George Town  Launceston Meander Northern West Tamar
. Midlands
E—=1 Total [T Budget $ per Assessment — — —Combined Total IT Budget 5 per Assessment
The Capital component of the total IT Budget has been adjusted for some Councils to reflect “sut of the ordinary” expenditure in 2019-2020.

This ratio illustrates the variation in IT budgeted expenditure per number of assessments in each municipality.
It provides an indication of the level of technology investment being made by each Council to support the
organisation and provision of services to their communities.
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| KEY FINDINGS

i > Total budgeted IT expenditure for the Councils was $6.9m in the 2019-20 financial year. This includes
I software, services, labour and depreciation. Of the $6.9m, costs attributable to corporate applications
‘! opproximates S2m.

> All of the Councils have a level of IT expenditure that is below the overage for local government, based |
on a 2015 study and commonly used ratios.

> The ratios and comparisons presented highlight the inequality ef IT investment deross the Councils.

i This fact then leads to contemplation of whether the efficiency of operation and level of service
provision to the communities that each Council pravides is also unegual. Similarly the functionality and
facilities available to employees to perform their roles.

¢ > There is commonality across the Councils in a number of IT operational areas that involve identical
infrastructure, platforms and software and therefore skill sets to administer. This leads to a conclusion
that further exploration of ways to share knowledge and approaches; learn from each other; resource
share; or implement shared services beyond the corporate application software plaiforms has the
potential to identify positive outcomes.

l; > All Councils mentioned that their corporate application vendors have, or are in the process of

| redeveloping their software offerings that has/will result in projects to implement new versions being
i needed. As a consequence Councils are ot a stage of needing to make a decision as to their future
path.

> Microsoft 365 services have been implemented to some degree, or are on the agenda to consider, in
| all Councils.

| > There are concerns about the risk of single person dependencies.

. > There may be financial benefits to be leveraged from joint IT procurement in some areas. The level of |
benefit would depend upon the nature of the product or service. For some, the volumes represented by
the collective Councils vs individually may have no significant impact. For others areas of procurement,
they may.

> Microsoft software is common to all with over 750 MS Office licences. The annugl cost is estimoted to
be in the vicinity of 5400,000. |

A Microsoft licence reseller was contacted and advice sought on the possibility and merits of a joint
licensing agreement. Their advice was that recent and forthcoming licensing changes will mean that
there will be no cost benefit, however individually Councils may wish to consider transitioning to a
standard licensing model that could be adopted by all.
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Obijective #1

Develop an inventory and understanding of

the participating Councils’ current corporate
business applications systems, how they are

e mamard and nraiAdad and Airact ~acte
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Purpose and inclusions

Study activities were designed to gain an understanding the Councils’ current corporate software applications

environment, costs, directions and challenges. They included:

a) Researching and collating a schedule of all corporate application products used by the Councils;

b) Similarly, a schedule of other software used for common functions, such as GIS, agendas and minutes,
corporate planning and reporting etc. was collated;

c¢) Identifying and summarising the component costs of the corporate applications and comparing the same
across the Councils. The section from the detail report is included below, due to the importance of the
topic and there needing to be a clear understanding of the basis of calculation of the costs and
compér]sons;

d) Ascertaining, through discussions with the Councils’ representatives, what currently works well along with
what the challenges and obstacles ta achieving greater value from their corparate applications are;

@) Gaining an understanding of the current directions of the products presently used. {(Note that this was
obtained from the Council representatives, not the vendors themselves.); and

f) Discussing each Councils own plans in regard to their corporate applications. (Information from the detail
report has been included in this condensed version also.)

Costs
Corporate Application annual operational costs by component
Licensing, Infrastructure Depreciation IT Admin & Total Current
Council Support & & Environment Support Labhour Costs
Mice {Notional) (notional)

Break O’Day 58,000 5,000 50,000 0 113,000
Flinders 35,500 4,000 2,000 0 41,500
George Town 81,700 2,000 4,200 0 87,900
Launceston 566,000 40,000 200,000 400,000 1,206,000
Meander Valley 87,700 8,750 12,500 20,000 128,950
Northern Midlands 97,900 2,500 35,000 20,000 155,400
West Tamar 90,000 25,000 76,000 16,200 207,200

Totals: 1,016,800 87,250 379,700 456,200 1,939,950

Note: Values stated should be regarded as approximations due to notional values being included to arrive at comparisons
across Councils when specific values were not available or able to be calculated on an assured basis. (e.g. labour, IT
depreciation expense and IT infrastructure costs attributable to corporate applications.)

To arrive at a valid comparison of current operational costs to those of the preposed Technology One options,
consideration has been given to components beyond the current licensing and support charges levied by the

Councils’ software providers. In addition to those charges are costs related to the supporting IT infrastructure
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and systems environment, depreciation (on the assumption that the initial licensing and implementation costs
of the existing products would have been capitalised), and IT staff administration and support labour costs
attributable o the app{icéiions. Labour costs to administer the applications beyond IT staff have not been

considered.

The Technology One proposals are for Saa$ based applications. This means that supporting on premise server
and storage infrastructure costs would not be incurred and there would be less labour expended managing the
technical aspects of the software. As SaaS is provided and charged for on a subscription basis, the cost
becomes fully operational in nature. Councils will not purchase and own the rights to the software in
perpetuity, thus an up-front capital cost for the software will not be incurred. This in turn means that
depreciation will not apply, although if the proposal is proceeded with, the current written down value of the

Councils’ current products will presumably be accounted for as a loss on disposal.

Infrastructure & environment cost savings are unlikely to be realised in the short term if Saa$ based
applications are proceeded with. It is only at the time of infrastructure replacement that lower capacity

equipment may be needed and savings realised.

Labour cost savings due to reduced technical management will not be to the extent of a full position. Based

upon the author’s experience at the City of Launceston it would be a maximum of 0.2 x FTE, and probably less.

Corporate Application annual operational costs by component
Licensing, Infrastructure Depreciation IT Admin & Total Current
Council Support & & Environment Support Labour Cosis
Mice {Notional) (notional)

Break O’'Day 58,000 5,000 50,000 0 113,000
Flinders 35,500 4,000 2,000 0 41,500
George Town 81,700 2,000 4,200 0 87,900
Launceston 566,000 40,000 200,000 400,000 1,206,000
Meander Valley 87,700 8,750 12,500 20,000 128,950
Northern Midlands 97,900 2,500 35,000 20,000 155,400
West Tamar 90,000 25,000 76,000 16,200 207,200

Totals: 1,016,800 87,250 379,700 456,200 1,939,950
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CURRENT CORPORATE APPLICATION OPERATIONAL COSTS BY COMPONENT
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Break O'Day Flinders George Town  Launceston Meander Northern West Tamar
Valley Midlands

A graphical representation of total corporate applications operational costs.

CORPORATE APPLICATIONS TOTAL ANNUAL OPEX AS
% OF RECURRENT COUNCIL INCOME
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Break O'Day Flinders George Town Launceston  Meander Valley Northern West Tamar
Midlands

=== Total as % Ccl Recurrent Income = = = Combined Corporate Apps as % total of all Ccls Recurrent Income

This chart illustrates the different levels of funding, in percentage of recurrent income terms that the Councils
allocate to corperate software applications.
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CORPORATE APPLICATION OPERATIONAL COSTS PER ASSESSMENT (5)
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Break Q'Day Flinders George Town Launceston Meander Valley  Northern West Tamar
Midlands

=== Total Annual Cost per Council Assessment () w = = Combined Corporate Application Costs per Assessment

The corporate application costs per assessment ratio again illustrates the variation in expenditure across the
Councils in the region.

Councils’ future plans

Council Intent
(if shared service does not proceed or they choose not to participate)

Break O’Day Look at options, including new, cloud based versions of PropertyWise, Navision and
HPE Records Manager.

Flinders Implement new, cloud based version of PropertyWise.

George Town Market assessment and replace current software.

Launceston Technology One Ci Anywhere version implementation will continue.

Meander Valley Likely to assess the market in the foreseeable future. Aim is for updated or different

software within the next two years.

Northern Midlands Planning to move to the 3™ generation of Open Office, or other system, at the
conclusion of the resource sharing investigation.

Strategy has been to move away from unsupported applications. Lean on premise
infrastructure and move to Cloud. Driven somewhat by there being limited IT
resources (1 employee).

West Tamar West Tamar would look to an incremental introduction of Altus modules (the
replacement for SynergySoft) in the event that the shared service initiative does not
progress. This may also be considered in the short-term even if the shared service
model progresses depending on the timeframes.

All Councils have plans to transition to the new versions of their current products or assess the local
government software market. A common comment was that they would not proceed with their individual
plans until the outcome of this feasibility study was known and related decisions made.
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| KEY FINDINGS

i
1 5

i
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i
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Totol corporate application annual licensing and support costs (the amount paid to vendors)
gpproximates S1m.

Total annual operational expenditure (vendor costs + labour + depreciation + supporting IT
infrastructure) on corporate application systems approximates 52m.

With the exception of Launceston, no Councils have corporate applications analyst roles dedicated to
the administration, suppori and on-going development of their corporaie application systems and
process improvement based upon them.

All Councils have moture systems in ploce for the core functions of Finoncial Monagement, Payroll,
Property, Roting and aspects of Regulatory and information/Records Management. This can be
expected as software to support these functions have been the matnstay of local government system
regquirements for many years.

Other functions of Councils are supported by software and associated processes to varying degrees.

Procurement is devolved and fully electronic in some, whereas others continue to use manual systems
based around hard-copy order books and centralised data entry. Customer Request Management varies |
from integrated, workflow based systems to Excel worksheets supported by e-mail. Human Resources
systems are relatively basic across all, with some not having specific for purpose software implemented. |

Managing and maintaining the assets of the community is a core role of Councils, reflected in the total |

verelinm n‘nrrah— PEpES N J INPppEp e e o e () pAoRgerpnp seopy N RSP U ok B¢ § SRR e iadobaieietodint ttvte L8 SR
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KPMG that “maintenance of mfrastructure is generally the largest cafegory of expenditure ranging from
30-57%.” (Northern Tasmanian Councils Shared Services Study — Final Report, July 2017). Thus well in }
excess of $60m per onnum is expended in total by the Councils on asset maintenance.

It is notable in this context, and that effective management of the community’s assets is a strategic
objective for all Councils, that the maturity of asset and work management systems across the region |
varies significonily. Some have implemented designed for purpose software products that are part of
their corparate application suite or some from 3 parties. Others depend upon in-house, single person
developed and managed desktop PC database products to record and maintain asset records.

Some have work management systems whereas others depend upon the Works Supervisor (or similar
role) and his/her processes, to know what work has and is to be done. Timesheets are evidence of work |
being performed for the majority rather than activities being cross-referenced to the relevant asset
record(s).

Launceston is the only Council to have implemented integrated work management software that
provides system generated works orders to manage and document scheduled work, along with ad-hoc
work orders to initiate and track reactive work, including integration with Customer Requests. i

Mobility software to suppert field work — in both asset and property domains — has been implemented
by Launceston. Most other Councils stated that the implementation of mohile applications os being
part of their shorter term sirategies and directions

With the exception of Launceston, none aoffer on-line services beyond o limited range of payment .
types ond forms that con be completed on-line and e-mailed. i
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|
|
|
1

| > Councils’ current s;i.%rems have fﬁﬁci’i@nalify thot is not used. Co

mments around resource constraints
or the challenge of change management related.

Integration within and between software producis was stated as an area needing improvement. Such
comments were made from Councils that use software from a mix of vendors and also those who have
standardised on one suite of products.

Several comments were made to say that the existing products are acceptoble but not exceptional,
with affordability seeming to be a reason for their accepiance.

With the exception of the Cemetery Register, Dog Pound Register and Facilities Bookings modules used
by West Tamar that is part of the IT Vision Synergysoft suite, no other module gaps hove been
identified between the Councils’ current products and the Technology One proposals.

Note: This finding has been made as a result of a high level comparison only and will need to be subject
to a deeper comparison by each Councils functional expert before final conclusions are made.

Cloud/Saas adopiion wos stated as a direction for some Councils.

With all corporate application software vendors developing and transitioning to new generation
products and thus Councils likewise having transition projects as part of their current and future plans,
the timing of this study and the decisions that come from it, correlates to and provides a 1 in 10 year
opportunity.
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Objective #2
Perform an assessment and arrive at a
conclusion as to the advantages, disadvantages
and feasibility of the various options for a
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Technology One.
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INING FEASIBILITY.

HE APROACH TO DETERY

Whilst determining the feasibility and relative merits of the Technology One proposed options is a stated and
key objective of the study, assessing the software (technology) options alone is not sufficient to determine
overall feasibility of the shared software service concept. Thus a more holistic approach was adopted that
included research of broader matters around each organisation (people) and how the options support “the

ability to consolidate and drive synergies in processes across all operations of the council” 1 (process).

Considering and assessing all three aspects, with the addition of costs, will support the overall ohjective of the

study providing Council’s with sufficient information and confidence to decide on their next steps.

L kpPMG Northern Councils Shared Service Project Final Report, 8th September 2017,

[CIES & [SSUES

Purpose and inclusions

It was essential to understand each respective Council’s view of the shared service concept, the opportunities
and benetits they toresee along with the I1ssues and risks. Fre-oependent FequIreiments wele disu Laivdsseu,
with the commeon item identified being the need for a governance framework and associated processes to be
developed, agreed and committed to.

The information was gathered in discussions with the representatives of each Council and was relied upon to
form a conclusion of concept’s acceptability to the Councils, beyond the software product and technology

factors.

Future vision

Responses to this question were incorporated into the overall output, apart from the narrative below provided

by West Tamat’s representative which painted quite a succinct picture.

If a single instance solution is introduced, in the short-term as a minimum | would expect centralised
application support that would assist all councils and including fulfilling training needs, establishing users,
security, help desk and guiding governance arrangements and policy. This would require the formation of
a regional group/or specialist groups to review and approve any proposed changes. This could be
complemented by identifying and supporting key people within each council.

In the medium term this arrangement could then be expanded to other technology support functions and
also be given the project of seeking and guiding more commonality across councils — including hardware,
applications, network infrastructure, communications and development of common processes. But 'm not
sure whether a level of technology support would still be required at a local level?

Page | 23



1-311

SHARED SOFTWARE CONCEPT — VISION, OPPORTUNITIES, DEPENDENCIES & ISSUES

Longer term the above should then allow more council provided services to be reviewed for centralisation
(to a certain extent). Maybe GIS, supplementary valuations, revaluations, procurement, accounts payable,
accounts receivable, customer call centres with extended hours, some regulatory functions.

Other comments about the shared service concept

Again, the information below is included from the detail report and are the quotes of Council representatives.

It captures the overall outlook towards and level of support for the concept.

> We are here to service customers and community. Making it easier and more effective for them via
shared services must have benefits and thus should be assessed and progressed.

> There is the potential to grow to g larger shared services arrangement, as once start using the same GL,
Rating etc. the concepts of shared service centres and other initiatives all become realistic opportunities.
This could still occur whilst having separate Councils.

> Make it happen!

> Supportive, and have been doing for some time. Council has always been open to sharing, but it is
difficult for us to give back.

> The Onstream model (shared service entity for water authorities, prior to TasWater) had the potential to
be very good, but outcomes were not realised.

TnfFormantimnm ArmnmEidamaialitr frm 2ha ~mefanilt AL Al A ~framls S ctan nn T
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Due to findings in respect of the Technology One Property product set’s limited capability to suppert multi-
organisation concepts, Council representatives were canvassed for their views on a situation of access to data

being available from Councils who are not the data owner.

Councils’ Representatives Views

Responses (unmoderated) were as follows:

> Expect would address through staff confidentiality policies and the like. 99% follow the rules. If a system
manager can see everything that’s ok. Depends upon how it works and levels of security and access that
exits. Have confidence in people to do the right thing. .

> All staff have responsibility for confidentiality and sign-off to same. Thus that principle and process would
need to be extended as appropriate to include other Councils’ information. Audit trails can support to some
extent if needed. Generally is/should not be an insurmountable issue.

> Concerns ground confidentiality of information. There will be some info that will not/should not be able to
be shared/accessible and for which there will need to be controls around.

> While no legal reason this can’t be done, some work would need to be done around notifying the parties
whose data we are sharing that others will now have access.

> System should cater for it. (Records Management mentioned as a specific issue. Credit card data (PCI-DSS)
will need to be clarified.)

> Manager and Officer level should not be able to see information across council boundaries. Core system
administration staff would need to.
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Legislative Provisions

Leanne Purchase, Manager Governance at the City of Launceston was requested to provide advice on the

matter. Her response was:

The Personal Information Protection Act 2004 (Tas) does not preclude the arrangement.

1t would require clarity and consistency in each Council's privacy policy and communication about how
personal info is managed, disclosed etc.

Additionally, if for example an officer from a Council was processing a transaction on behalf of another
there would need to be consideration of the delegated authority that supports that for some
transaction types.

Conclusion
Whilst in a legislative sense there appears to be no impediments, the views of Council representatives vary as
to the acceptability of data being accessible across boundaries. This matter will need to be considered by

Councils in more detail so that an acceptable approach for all can be established.
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i KEY FINDINGS

| > Support for the shared service concept was clearly evident through the discussions and comments
i made by the Council representatives.

.‘ > A shared IT service will be an enabler of regional initiatives. Without change, the lack of common IT
based systems and processes will continue to be a reason not to pursue other sharing opportunities
i across the region.

| > The early development of a governance framework is an essential step. The framework will need to
{ include provisions to guide project prioritisation, funding contributions and cost allacation, support
processes and monitoring.

> There will need to be a genuine partnership between the Councils built upon trust, transparency and
balanced representation.

> A Centre of Excellence model should be implemented to support, sustain and ensure benefits
i realisation into the future.

L > A standordised configuration for all Counciis will be required to realise the potential benefits of
standard systems and processes. This will need to be supported by formal change management
i processes to guide modifications, additions and changes. ‘

> An increose in cost over and above what each respective Council currently incurs is not seen as on
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j sustainable in the longer term.
|

| > There are no legislative barriers to information held by one Council being accessible by others

; however acceptance of the situation varies and needs further work and agreement by the Councils.

' > Increased functionality and ease of use must result.

> The supplier must provide a high guality of service — responsive support, reasonable change and
| development times and the product able to meet the needs of the Councils. The “sales pitch” must be
' delivered on.

| > People, political, cultural and resourcing support for the initiative and the on-going service will be
essential.
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COMMERNT

The following statement by one, represents the sentiment expressed by several representatives:

“Solution/service would need to be ‘turn-key’ such that our Council can ‘just use it’, We
are not averse to refining but do not want to have to put significant effort into setting
up from scratch. Simplicity of implementation and operation will be important. ”

Local Government is a complex business. There are few industries that are involved in the range of
activities, services and outcomes that Local Government is responsible for. It doesn’t operate in just one or
two domains. The range and functionality required of the software applications reflects this.

From the author’s experience software has transitioned from being the quite rigid and inflexible products of
some years ago to a situation of now offering great flexibility. Some product modules are effectively tool
kits that are able to be configured to cater for each organisation’s data and process requirements. The case
of software capability being an obstacle to being able to achieve a desired outcome is by no means as
common as it was some years ago.

Modern day software has brought with it the need to resource implementations and maintain or acquire
skill sets to support the on-going operation, refinement and extension of use. Optimising configuration to
business process is fundamental to achieving efficiency. Organisations have not been able to realise the
potential benefit of the software products if they have not been able to invest in doing this. The term “you
get out what you put in” comes to mind. Having said that, the Councils with low or no IT applications
analyst type resources have my utmost respect, as they are largely needing to achieve the same outcomes
as those with greater levels of resource capacity. After all, each Council has the same responsibilities to
manage and provide predominantly the same services to their communities. A shared service arrangement

Al

should provide all participating Councils access to the types of resources needed to “put in to get out”.

From the software vendors’ perspective, they too have recognised that not all organisations have the
capacity, capability or are willing to put significant investment into implementing and refining their
software configuration. Again, from experience and observation, the pendulum has swung from the “open
tool kit” to a pre-configured implementation approach based upon the common practices and
requirements within an industry. Within the local government domain Technology One market this as their
“OneCouncil” solution.

Whilst this approach supports simpler implementations the compromise is that the configuration may not
be optimal for any one or collective of organisations. Thus | foresee that significant effort will be needed to
understand, map and refine processes in some system areas so that a standard and optimised as possible
configuration can be implemented across the Councils.

Whilst the desire of a simple implementation is understandable | do not believe that the implementation
can or will be as simple as “turn-key”. Nonetheless the effort in reviewing and standardising processes and
reflecting them in software — if not already in the pre-configured solution — will be effort well spent on a
number of fronts for all Councils. Indeed it will be essential if many of the outcomes foreseen and desired
by the Council representatives are to be achieved.
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THE TECHNOLOGY.GNE PROPGSED OPTIONS

Technology One Proposal(s)

. Technology One provided a proposal dated 6™ July, 2020 upon which the assessment is based. There are
variations between it and the high level concept and cost estimates that were presented to General

Managers in December 2019.

The curfen‘c proposal is included as Appendix #1 - Technology One’s proposal of July 6, 2020

Alternative option

Towards the end of the study a third option was canvassed with Technology One. This would involve
adopting the Enterprise Suite (Financials, Supply Chain, Asset Management and HR & Payroll) and the
Electronic Content Management (ECM) in a single instance configuration to be shared across Councils.
Council’s existing Property and Regulatory systems could be retained as is, with simple data transfer

used to post transactions to the Technology One financial ledgers.

This model has some deficiencies although would alleviate information privacy concerns about the
Technology One Property system not having multi-organisation canahilitv to the level nf the nther

product sets.

With the proposed high level implementation plan outlined in their proposal, it will be several years
before Property and Regulatory systems would be migrated to Technology One, thus the alternative

option outlined is effectively the default situation for a period of time.

Estimated costings and a suggested implementation approach have not been developed for alternative

option,

Page | 28



1-316

THE TECHNOLOGY ONE PROPOSED OPTIONS

Overview of the proposed options
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Comparison of the key attributes

Single (shared) instance

Separate {independent) instances

Operating model

Single, shared database and configuration.

Same business processes across all participating Councils.
Minor Council specific modifications where relevant and
justifiable. Separate reporting & budgeting maintained.

Separate, independent database and configuration.

Whilst operating as separate systems it is proposed that
Councils collectively develop and implement standard business
processes. Minor deviations from the agreed standard to be
catered for where relevant and justifiable.

Contracted parties.

Technology One and the City of Launceston with Launceston
having the rights to provide the software to the other Councils.

Technology One and the respective Council.

Propasal basis

Pricing based on seven Councils. Subject to change in the event
that not all seven participate.

Pricing based on seven Councils. Subject to change in the event
that not all seven participate.

Licensing basis

Enterprise licence based on total number of rateable

sramnrrine. T Dakinemefe eomon B ekt mr o B

number of users of the products.)

Enterprise licence based on total number of rateable

' T ' '

.nurﬁber of users of tHe products.)

Annual cost

Additional $925,000 p.a. on top of those currently levied/paid
by George Town, Launceston, Meander Valley and Northern
Midlands. (5325k + $678k = $1.6m)

Provided for each individual Council. (refer Appendix #1 -
Technology One's proposal of July 6, 2020)

Total additional cast of $1,060,200 on top of current charges
levied/paid by George Town, Launceston, Meander Valley and
Northern Midlands. {$1.06m + $678k = $1.74m)

Minimum fea per Council of $100,000 (applicable to Flinders)

Cost allocation basis.

Council's to determine. Launceston would need to be
responsible for billing.

Direct,

Foundation for implementation

Launceston’s database.

Launceston and Meander Valley migrate to Saas. All other
councils are new Saas implementations.

Products/modules

Launceston’s current products (as at July, 2020) with the
addition of Intramaps to achieve a common spatial viewer for
all Councils and the Cash Accounting module.

Minimum module set for all, including Meander Valley. Refer
Appendix #2 — Product modules included within each option.

Additional modules possible at additional cost.
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Single (shared) instance

Separate (independent} instances

Requirements/constraints

Common set of Technology One and 3™ party systems. Single
instance cannot be integrated to multiple disparate systems
without additional cost and scoping.

Assumptions

Launceston has completed the transition of the Chart of
Accounts to the QneCouncil standard.

Launceston has upgraded Enterprise Suite to Ci Anywhere.

Implementation

Implementation services cost estimate

$2,000,000

$2,100,000. Councils to apportion costs Internally.

Implementation contracted parties

Technology One and the City of Launceston.

single implementation contract with “Shared Service” entity.

{Le. Launceston’s transition to OneCouncil standard Chart of
Accounts and upgrade of Enterprise Suite to Cl Anywhere.)

Inclusions Ci Anywhere Saas for all Councils for all products. Includes the transition of existing on-premise installations of
Technology One to Saas/Cloud for all current sites.
Exclusions The cost of achieving the assumptions listed above.

Property Ci Anywhere upgrade for Launceston and Meander
S
Implementation of additional modules at Meander Valley. (e.g-

Asset Management implementation would be the
responsibility of the Council implementation team.)

Council responsibilities

Data migration, end user training and implementation of the
remaining sites after the initial.

Data migration, end user training.

It is assumed that the Council Implementation team will
progressively take over tasks as additional Councils are
implemented,

Implementation approach

Single design and documentation stage to create templates for
all.

Single implementation team training stage.

Implementation resource requirement
from Councils

Dedicated 5 person team suggested.

Dedicated 5 person team suggested.

Implementation steps — phase il

1. Migrate Launceston to SaaS/Cloud.

See overleaf,
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Single (shared) instance

Separate (independent) instances

2. Technology One to implement initial pilot site, re-aligning
Launceston’s Enterprise suite to cater for multiple
Councils.

3. Implement Property Ci Anywhere Request Management.

Implementation phase #1 outcomes

Nate: There will be retrograde impacts
on Launceston’s current integration
between Technology One products that
will not be restored until ECM and
Property product sets are transitioned to
Ci Anywhere and to Saa5/Cloud,

Enterprise Suite transitioned to Saa$, multi-organisation ready
and 1 new Council implemented.

ECM —no change.

Property — no change (remains as on-premise Ci for
Launceston).

Ci Anywhere Request Management implemented and
integrated with Asset/Work Management.

See overleaf.

Subsequent stages

Refer high level concept below.

Single instance high level implementation stages

Proposed Single Instance Approach
Phase Responsibility Yearl Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year s
1 T3 Col /Pilot CES into Cloud
2 Ti CiA Request Management I
3 Councils nigrate remalning counclls CES/AM | i
4 T Col/Pilot CiaPAR/ECH | B B
5 Councils Migrate remaining Councils PRR/ECM

Separate (indepandent) instance high level implementation stages

User Acgeptancs Testing (UAT)

Stage Approach

Deslgn Workshob and Docum Single/Combined
Configuration Multiple/individual
Implementation Team Training ((TT) Single/Combined

Multiple/individual

Deplayment

Multiplefindividual
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Proposed Separate Instances Approach
Phase Responsibility  Yearil Year2 Year3 Yeard Years
1 T1 Piiot CES New Implementation
2 n Cob and MVE Cloud migratiens .
3 Councils Additional CES Mew Implamentations
4 T3 Pilos CIA PER Maw Implemeniztion N i
5 Councils Additional PER New Impiemeniations|

Product and module differences between the options

Detalls of the products and medules that are included under each option are included as Appendix 2 in the detail report.
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Ci and Ci Anywhere

Ci Anywhere Version Status

The following summary was provided by Technology One on August 18, 2020,

The Core Enterprise Suite (Finance, Supply Chain, Assets and HR & Payroll) is over 95% converted to
CiAnywhere. Customers are able to progressively implement functionality across each of the
products. Around 50% of customers have commernced the implementation of CiAnywhere capability
with new customers since around 2017 effectively implementing CiAnywhere only.

The CiAnywhere version of Enterprise Content Management (ECM) was completed 2016. Around
90% of ECM customers are now using the CiAnywhere version.

The CiAnywhere version of Property and Rating is currently in the prove stage, with a number of
customers. The focus of the prove phase is the Property & Revenue Management and the
Regulatory & Compliance Management components of the product. Once the prove phase has been
successfully completed and the transition toolsets are available, then the product will be made
available to the next wave of existing customers to commence transition implementations.
Technology One will be working on detailed plans with our customers.

Versions Proposed

Technology One’s December 2019 proposal was based upon their Enterprise Suite (Financials, Supply Chain,
Asset Management and HR & Payroll) and Enterprise Content Management (ECM) products being the “Ci
::myw;n.. <" I=C=1l=t] GLvIn Ul LS 1 uduu..:, LUTHDIIEW Wil LE GIUE] Ll VErsIGn Uj wne rroperty proaucts

(Property, Rating, Regulatory, Sundry Debtors, Animal Registrations, Customer Requests & On-line Services.)

As part of the feasibility study, Technology One Property specialists performed a comprehensive assessment of
the two options. As a result, their recommended and only proposed option for either of the single/shared or
separate instance configurations has changed to now be the Ci Anywhere version of all products (i.e.

Enterprise Suite, ECM and Property)

Single Instance vs Separate Instance - data and process segregation matters

One of the more significant research activities of the feasibility study was to understand the capability of the
Technology One products to cater for multiple organisations — in terms of both data access and processing -

within a single instance of data, software and the supporting system canfiguration parameters.
Findings were:

a) Products that fall within the “Enterprise Suite” (includes Financials, Supply Chain, Asset Management and
HR & Payroll) and the Electronic Content Management (ECM) product are generally able to support the
segregation of data and processes for each Council.

b) The Property product set does not offer the same capability as the Enterprise Suite and ECM product sets
in this regard. The products have not been designed on a foundation of supporting the multi-organisation
concept.
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The single instance model will present the best opportunity (or perhaps a more appropriate term would be
“catalyst”) for Council’s to undertake initiatives outside of the software itself that will support a standard
approach to data and processes across participating Councils, as well as the pursuit of a shared services model

in a true sense.

Implementation of the single instance option would be a single step to a common opplications software
platform for participating Councils, as distinct from the separate instance option which would involve at
least a two-step process to ultimately achieve a single common platform. As such it represents the higher
quantum of shorter term change and with that will come higher degrees of challenges, compromises and risks.
However the realisation of greater gains and benefits that a truer shared service model o“FFers, in a shorter

timeframe, is foreseeable.
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i KEY FINDINGS

In regards to the single, shared instance option:

|

|

( > A pre-dependency for the single instonce option to be practicolly feasible ond advantageous to

; Councils is that they implement common and shored processes in a range of their functiondl areas.

i The single instance option will not effectively or efficiently support the Councils continuing to operate
their business systems software, and the processes that depend upon it, in a fully independent,
segregated manner. In colloquial terms, to do so would he a “square peg in round hole” scenario.

L > Products that foil within the “Enterprise Suite” (this includes Financials, Supply Chain, Asset .
' Management and HR & Payroll) and the Electronic Content Manogement (ECM) product are generalily l'
| oble to support the segregotion of data and processes for each Council. {

- > The Property product set does not offer the same capability os the Enterprise Suite ond ECM product
i sets in terms of the multi-organisation concept. Further explanation and discussion with relevant ,
: people within the Councils will be needed to determine whether the situation, particularly in regards to
information of each respective Council being accessible to others, is acceptable. i

!> Inclusion of the Technology One Intramaps GIS product is to support a common spatial viewer/

j enguiry tool for all Councils that is integrated with the other Technology Gne products. It is not
proposed to replace Councils existing GIS products used for spatial editing and analysis functions fe.g.
ESRI and Mapinfo).

—r " r e

. P - . v . e . i - § . & o=
O T S f Jeal iRl ey G e P e ER MDD T i CALECHMY ViiMe LLIE s uhlisliD |catta

I Luunceéton) currently have available to them.

In regards to the separate, independent instance option:

| > Whilst operationally Councils would continue to act independently the Technology One proposal
suggests and is based upon co-operation and collaboration hetween the Councils to design and
estoblish common processes.

> This also implies that there would be a commen implementation team that would work gcross all
Councils and post implementation that there would be a Centre of Excellence style team charged with |
preserving the commonality of configuration and processes, be the catalyst for knowledge sharing and
the like and possibly provide training across the Councils.

> There would also be a strong case io establish a shared service to underiake sysiem level
administration activities. (e.g. user provisioning and security, higher level system configuration and
parameter changes etc.)

In regards to both options:

> Data conversion and end user training is the responsibility of the Councils. b

i

> The proposal suggests that Councils would nssume responsibility for some implementation activities
after the initial new site is implemented,

> Avery high level, conceptual estimate suggests that a five yeor timeframe will be required to fully
complete the implementation and transition of systems to a shared service.
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€GST5 ANALYSIS

Summary of costs for each option

ltemn Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Single/Shared Separate/ Enterprise Suite &

Independent ECM only.
Software subscription p.a. $1.6m $1.74m Not costed
Implementation estimate §2m 52.1m Not costed

It should be noted that:

> Software subscription costs are as provided (i.e. no negotiation has occurred) and will be subject to
variation in the event that not all seven Councils decide to participate.
> Implementation services costs are a broad estimate only.

Operational Costs Comparative Analysis

The following table of current corporate software operational costs was copied from earlier Corporate
Applications Current State - Costs section. That section discussed the approach taken to determine the total
operational costs of the applications.

Lurrent total corporale appiltauuil vpeidiidii Lusts

Corporate Application annual operational costs by component
Licensing, Infrastructure & Depreciation IT Admin & Total Current
Council Support & Mtce Environment Support Labour Costs
(Notional) (notional)

Break O’Day 58,000 5,000 50,000 0 113,000
Flinders 35,500 4,000 2,000 0 41,500
George Town 81,700 2,000 4,200 0 87,900
Launceston 566,000 40,000 200,000 400,000 1,206,000
Meander Valley 87,700 8,750 12,500 20,000 128,950
Northern Midlands 97,900 2,500 35,000 20,000 155,400
West Tamar 90,000 25,000 76,000 16,200 207,200

Totals: 1,016,800 87,250 379,700 456,200 1,939,950

Comparison to the Technology One proposal

Component Current costs Option 1 —Single % Option 2- Separate %
Instance Var'n Instance Var'n
Licensing, Support & Mtce 1,016,800 1,603,100 58% 1,738,300 71%
Infrastructure & Environment 87,250 excluded excluded
Depreciation 379,700 excluded excluded
internal IT Labour 456,200 456,200 0% 456,200 0%
Totals for comparison 1,939,950 2,059,300 6% 2,194,500 | 13%
$ Variation to Current 119,350 254,550
% Variation to Current 6% 13%
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The schedule illustrates that by excluding current IT infrastructure and environment costs and depreciation
expense from the calculation of the total cost of the proposed Technology One options, the difference

between:

> Option 1—Single Instance and Current costs is an increase of $120,000 p.a. (or 6%)

> Option 2 —Separate Instance and Current costs is an increase of $255,000 p.a. {or 13%)

Note: It is considered valid to exclude the current Infrastructure & Environment and Depreciation costs from

the comparison as under a Saa$S delivery model they will not be incurred.

The single instance option offers significantly more value as it provides an additional range of software

modules at a lower cost,

Cost variations by Council

Graphical representations of the variations between current and the proposed options for each Council are

overleaf.

The most relevant comparisons to focus on are the values represented in solid colours, that is:

Total current costs vs

Please note that:
> The single/shared instance options costs shown have been allocated on a per assessment basis.

> The separate/independent instance option costs have been allocated according to the information
included in the Technology One proposal.
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CORPORATE APPLICATIONS COST
MOVEMENTS FROM CURRENT LEVEL
FOR EACH PROPOSED OPTION

Increase

Note:

The base line for comparison [s
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Values & percentages represent
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Hypothetical Cost Allocation Models

Refer to the following page for explanatory comments.

13000 - - s e

HYPOTHETICAL COST ALLOCATION MODELS FOR SHARED INSTANCE
Equal basis of contribution by each Council using either
a) § per assessments; b)% of recurrsntincome

1,205,000

L0060 ——— —

1,100,000

1,000,000 - RS

860,500

700,000

560,000
509,000
00000 -

305,600

B Sared Utonce + IT Lsbows Alocation.
@ 520 per assessmant

S insEnce + 1T L2banr Aloctian @
1% of Becurrent intome

1] I !

Horthem Muﬂanﬁs
555 ACD

203,000

2DD,00C

‘A'ast Famar ]

27,200
348,000
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Allocation of software subscription and application analyst labour costs would need to be considered and

agreed if a comprehensive shared service were to be implemented by and for the Councils.

Principles of equality should be considered when developing options for the same. Two possible foundations
could be a fixed $ charge per assessment within each municipality; or a standard % of recurring income. The
former (S per assessment) relates to the hasis of licensing / subscription charges that Technology One applies,

thus could be considered a more valid approach.

The chart on the previous page illustrates the levels and variation of costs hetween current total corporate
application costs, a fixed amount ($29) per assessment and a percentage (1%) of recurring income, for each

Council. The rates used result in a yield that approximates the $2.1m total cost of the shared instance option.

These models have the effect of distributing the labour costs of the Councils who currently have IT personnel
involved in the administration, support and development of corporate application based systems processes,

across all Councils.

Implementation Costs

> The Technology One provided implementation costs are broad estimates only They do not include

-.|l-.‘.,—-.,-_.- 2 N NN [T Y, 0 - -

D e I e B ) GETETRN, SIS i a9 Cbnst I pGShEa T BT PIUFUJEIIO{JCL‘IIICD auie CALIHDIU“?J G\Ilu
responsihilities assumed to be the Councils’ (e.g. data conversion, training). Estimates of greater accuracy
will only be able to be developed after a number of decisions are made, for example which Councils are
participating, is the approach to implementation feasible etc.

> Further consideration of how implementation costs could be allocated is needed, especially in regard to
the single/shared instance option. This can only be done with some collaborative discussion and after
other decisions are made.

> Technelogy One have provided a schedule of implementation costs per Council for Option 2 in their
proposal. Refer: Appendix #1 - Technology One’s proposal of July 6, 2020

> The proposal suggests that a dedicated five member team be formed to manage the implementations.
This does not reflect the time that will need to be allocated by various others to each Council’s respective
implementation project. A model whereby key employees in functional areas are seconded to the
implementation project, then return to their roles once complete armed with the knowledge they have
gained should be implemented. Regular roles should be back-filled.

> From experience and discussion with industry peers over time one of the common downfalls of systems
implementation planning is not understanding or under-estimating the true cost of implementation.
Figures of professional services equating to 50% of implementation costs have been quoted.

Within the context of the above, a very broad estimate of the minimum total implementation cost is:

liem ' Estimate Basis

Professional Services 2,000,000

Implementation team 2,500,000 | 5 members, thus $500k p.a. over say 4-5 years.

Provision for other 500,000 | Incidentals, Contingencies, Other resources
5,000,000
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KEY FINDINGS

Annual aperotional costs for the Technology One single instance option ot §2.06m will notionally be
$120,000 (or 6%) higher than the current total budgeted operational expenditure for corporate
applications across all Councils.

Annual operational cests for the Technology One single instance option at $2.2m will notionally be
$255,000 (=13%) higher than the current total budgeted operational expenditure for corporate
applications across all Councils.

Note: The operational costs used for comparison exclude any remaining depreciation, or loss on
disposal, attributable to the Councils’ current products that would be decommissioned.

The single instance option offers greater value due to the inclusion of a greater range of software
modules at o lower cost.

If a shared service model were proceeded with consideration would need to be given to developing ¢
cost allocation model built upon the principles of equality. Possible models identified and modelled
were based upon a fixed charge per assessment or fixed percentage of recurrent income.

The Technology One provided implementation services estimates are only one component of overall
project implementation costs. At this stage total costs in the vicinity of 5 million would seem o
relevant ballpork estimate. An allocation model for the implementation costs has not been presented
as estimates of greater accuracy will only be able to be developed after a number of decisions are made.
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FEASIBILITY ASSESSVIENTI

Objective #2: Perform an ossessment and arrive at a conclusion as to the advantages, disadvantages and
feasibility of the various options for a shared service software platform presented by Technology One.

The feasibility assessment outcomes should be considered in the context of the study being an initial, higher
level exercise to guide a decision as to whether the shared service concept and Technology One options should
be considered further. Some factors will need to be the subject of further assessment to prove or disprove

feasibility of the concepts and solution proposed.

The overall assessment has been based upon a range of categories and factors. A non-condensed version of

what is included below can be found in the detail report.

* Summary of the feasibility assessment

Legend
v Assessed as feasible without qualification.

« Assessed as feasible with qualification/further consideration needed.

L s | Considered not to be not feasible at this stage.

Category Factors Considered
SOFTWARE SOLUTION(S) Do the proposals “...support the ability to consolidate and
PROPOSED drive synergies in processes across all operations of the
council” (KkPMG Northern Councils Shared Service Project Final Report, W
8th September 2017,)
Can it/will they work? Are they suitable? Timeframes?
ORGANISATIONAL Degree of match with current strategies and policies. v
POLITICAL Support for the concept, the number who may participate, v
agreement on how it will operate.
PEOPLE Acceptance of change; change management; skills and e
resources; risks.
PROCESS Governance framework and agreement. v
Willingness to develop, adopt and share standard processes
across Councils.
PRODUCT Does the Technology One software as proposed:
> cater for the Councils’ current reguirements?
> align with the Council’s vision, strategy and future v
plans?
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Category Factors Considered

> have the potential to provide additional functionality v
and value than required in the short term? p

Maturity, usability, security. ¥

VENDOR Commercially sustainable; Local Government focus; market Ve
penetration and success; product delivery; service and o
support; professional services; business relationship.

TECHNICAL Infrastructure, platforms and network communications. v

IMPLEMENTATION Approach and planning. (More detail needed that can only v
be done if and as the initiative progresses.)

COST & VALUE Affordability and value for money. N

SUSTAINABILITY Product; Costs/funding required; People v

LEGISLATIVE/REGULATORY Local Government Act; Privacy and Information protection. v

FUTURE EXIT STRATEGY Contracts and agreements; Data ownership; Ability to v
remove a Council's data from the shared instance.

KEY FINDINGS & ASSESSMENT OUTCOME

g~ Af LHE JULLLID LRSI S 1L, 51WE SrbiiSiy WUy Lhbl [or @jrueinbn pwminio bem = o mss wes = o

> There are factors thot need to be subject to further research ond discussion before a “feasible without |

- " . CACTI e .

qualification” ranking can be applied to either.

> The more significant factors that need further consideration relate to developing an understanding
and agreement between Councils for establishing common processes, sharing data ond governance

and administrative arrangements for a shared service.

> Ifthere is acceptance and agreement of common processes and shared dota in some functionol oreas
across the Councils the single/shared instance option is the most relevant and advantageous.

> The concept and proposals should advance to the next stage of investigation, if there is support to do

so on the basis of what has been presented in this report.

T S

S v e e e
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Procurement

The legislative and policy requirements of Local Government will impact how the procurement of the Saa$S and

associated implementation services is carried out.
Given the level of expenditure an open market assessment process would ordinarily be required.

The role of the City of Launceston needing to be being an “anchor” participant in a shared service adds a

further aspect to the procurement process.

On the assumption that the City of Launceston would not wish to embark upon a significant project to change
their corporate software suite an open market process for a shared service then becomes one of inviting for

tenders from suppliers of Technology One software. There is only one supplier.

The procurement of professional services for implementation activities could be approached in a more regular
way as there is known to be at least one other company that specialises in Technology One software, beyond
Technology One themselves. A possible scenario would be to create a preferred supplier type arrangement

and use a mix of consultancy resaurces from multiple companies that best fits the work requirements.

Deciding on a procurement process would need to be a matter for the Councils to agree on, with relevant

approvals sought if needed.
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[n the event that management of the Councils decides and agrees to proceed further with the assessment of

the concept, the suggested next steps are:

L.

10.

11.

Each Council to consider and advise whether they wish to continue to participate in the assessment of the
shared service concept. Changes to participation will impact on the following steps and will necessitate

Technology One providing a revised proposal.

Communicate the initiative, its purpose and current status within each Council. Invite a relevant

employee(s) from each functional area to be part of a cross Council team to be involved in the next steps.

Arrange a presentation and discussions with management and the nominated employees to explain and
discuss the impacts of a shared service arrangement on software and processes. This would require
representatives from each participating Council and Technology One product specialists. Appendix #3 —

Single Instance Product, Data & Process Assessment would be a focus of discussion in those sessions.

City of Launceston to run an event to demonstrate and discuss their use of the Technology One software

and associated processes to the other Councils.

Obtain a decision on the acceptability of data from each respective Council being accessible from others in

the consortium, and identify the controls that would be required.
Determine whether there are opportunities for grant funding to assist with implementation costs.
Consider and decide upon a model for the allocation of implementation costs.

Commence research and collaboration to support the drafting of a shared service entity structure,
governance framework and associated matters such as overall principles and the basis of cost allocation.
There would be benefits to obtain input from those who have been involved with shared service

establishment and management, whether in Local Government or beyond.

Technology One currently proposes that the single/shared instance service contract would be between
Technology One and the City of Launceston, with Launceston having the rights to provide the software to
the other Councils. Similarly the implementation services contract would be with the City of Launceston,

Determine if this arrangement is agreeable to Launceston.

Obtain insight into each Councils view on how the development of common processes should and could

proceed.

Decide whether to proceed to stage #3 of assessment.

<<End of report>>
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Transfanring bueiness, rrakng Be Emots
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support & central treasusy funciom.

& fmplementation Estimate; $2 008,000

o

Councils would spporiizn fhe implementation cost intermally
Councils effecively nperate with a singls back ofice bt separate front offices.
Maintains separate reporiing and budoef for each couneils.
Flequires a Sigls ponfiguration wilh only riner councdl snerife pmdifesfinne
o Sames bleiness systems —both T & 3 party systems, singls instance cannat
= finking out to multiple disparate systems.  This il reducs Infegration
regquirsments snd costs
o Same business processes
o Same hesiness pitcomes
Aszumies Dol have uprraded the existing Chart of Accounts to OneCouncit sftandard
Chart of Aecoumts and uporaded CES to G, Thess costs are ot neluded in the
estinyats,
The Implementsion would require s dedivated Councl impiemeantation team of 5
paple to nmanage the project
Tt would migrate Col. CES fo the Clmud and impbsment inifizl Pitot sie (eg
GTCL Implementation approach for CES k= io realign Col sxdsting configuration o
support rdfiple councils
Implesnent &R CiA Request Manspement - Sas5 o dign with CES and suppoert Azzet
hiaragenent integration

Councils are responsible for data migmetion, end ussr frsining and remaising sies afer
Pillct site.

o O Vit 8B H RS 010 487 180
1 g W Loz walley CHIT 41000

5 Tht cai:
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a0 b, el He il

o Phase 1 approzch:

= DES - S53s8

o  ECM remsins on premize with no integration fo DES - Saas

o Regular imposisfpostings of ranseciions from PER Cf - On Premizs
s PER CHVECHM - remaines On Premise

o Migintain exsting ECAMPER on-premise intfegralion

o Regar exposefposings of fransecions in CES - Szak
s  PRR Cit Reguest Management - Sea o align with CES (for A5

irteqration)
o Mo intsmraton with ECM
= Regular imposts of Propertyfiand data frem FR G- 0n Premizs

o Reguerimpors of Spatial

Praposed Slngle stsnee Appeech

mase  Mespoesibily  Weerd T Texd Yiard oS
] TL T /Rt =5 Info Tizud
1 Tl A Rt Memgemest |
3 Csineds eI FEmd Sing countis EEERA
¥ T oL /FAaECla PER/ECH |
5 Coaicils Miarets ramiining founcis PARSEEM |

Tedtulugy Dhis Uit 454 A5 G0 A3T 100 1

gwd T, TrthnologaOne $550, 540 'WSkham Sireat 1RO o 5E| Forikuze Walyy CAD 4006
phone+ G173 e Fase 4 81 F U6 FADE weh Becheaipgiiesion com ‘
eifficmi duadrafie | i Zaulend | St Facibie |a | Urite? Bngdam
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TErizmlond Lusinese, erdkig i sirmalks

Sepsrate Instances

¢ Met addifional Saas Costs: $1,080,200

Conncil Sudditions] Sas5% Inaplementafion Type

Hreal {'Day Fi65.000 Iewy Implemeniation

Flinders F100.080 Hesr lonplenientstinn

Zeorge Town FA03.200 ey Inplementation

Merthem Midlands H126.000 Mew Inplementation

Wilest Tamar 5258500  New Imptementation

Launcesion: F141,600 Cloud Wigration

MWeander F152800 Cloud Migration and AL Implamentaiion
51,060,200

Thils iz the addifional cost on op of am exsting ASM and clout costs

Al ecuneits rust agres and sign up o a separate SeaS Coniect at commencemeant.
Enferprise licence based on ralealie propenitss for each touncl

Minimum S5a5 fes of $100 000 per gounsil.
Col_ and MVC migrste existing configuestion fo Cloud

Enimwm Modils set {attached:for &l eoincls ncleding WVE. Councils cen select
additional modules =t additional cost

= “New Implementafion® Exfimate: $2,100,000

o

Single implementation contract with ‘Shared Ssmice” snfity. Souncis fo apporion cost
intemally .

Single Design and Documentation siags to creste & templets 'Ifo:; alf sies.
Single Implementation Team Training stage

Same business prirssses

Same business oulenmes

The implementation would require a dedicated Counddl implementstion teem of 5
penps o menage the projest

Efftciancies in the inplementation stages will be achisved where poasilile through
runTdng & gk Degign and (1T phass for &l eouncilts. Gther stages will b un
sepandely for each council. i is eesumed that the coumcil irmplementation feam will
pograssively ke over some tasks as addifonzl councilz are implenented.

Slage Approach

Diesign Winskehop and Documentson Single/Comkined
Configuraticn ‘ MuliEplefindividial
Imnpismentatisn Tean Training JTT) Singla/Conbined
User Acceptance Tesfing [LIAT) ffluliiplefindividial
Dieplowment hiuliiplefindmides]

Technlagy T Lindl=d 4EY BELAG4E7 1400

‘Ll , Techreoloqgp tine HIDL 54T Weckham 51 =l iy RO 406G |

phoene 83 T IHF SI00 fax 40 ¥ 206 WAL e ]
afficrsn Buuatrife | Faree Zovlent | Seuth Pasite |53 | Urited Bagdon
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TromforrAng bumness TREGng B sorEn

o Councils responsils for dats wigreton and end user rairing
v Cloud Migrafon included fnsdidfifional Ssas Fee
e {pst excludes Tk PRR upgrade for Col and AV

s [mplementation of sddions! modules at WHE {eq Asset Menegement) o responslliy of
Coundl Implemeniaion tzam

I‘T‘i el Tz ippreat o
[ I T Y 4 - ~ ~ Wend ek
1 Milirk BET Mo Jjilnmasiansn
i s Bt o s geat e
Gl ; s tions £TT Ve bmplemestaieny
T2 il RES Pz mpleremslalicn
Cosls &gzl FIR Mew mmpizmenisticag)

e Liyied ARH B 10 467 185
el 1, Yerhondmgsrin 050 S0 Wiz kb Snet 00D Gz 9517 il allmy T3 406
phiz 4+ B17 3127 7300 la 167 2957 7200wl Techiralog el Com

piiines usiadia | Hew Zroling | sqins Poslic | Asts [ Usites Rirguat
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Tranzivming ainkes e ng Fe s msa

Separate Insiance Module List

LICENCE SROUP -
Technolomy Dne Financials
Core

Beneral Subsidiary Ledger and WManegemert Funchions
Aepoents Payalbls

Rieconcilfation

Fived Assets

Exdarmal Syalems leferace
Extensions

Zl Feconcllizton

Recuming Documents
Conmectors

¥l One Repaorting for Financisls
Business Analytics for Financizls
ETL for Financiaks.

LICERNCE GROWP -

TechnologyDne Supply Chain Managemant
Core

PurchasingfCommitments

eluulamiinli o

BLOne Reporing for Supply Chain

LICENCE SROUP -
TechrologyDne Enterpriss Asset Management
Project Execution & Defvery
Projects
HAanpt Mansgsment
Physical Asests Register
Msintenance Scheduling
Conditions & Inspeclions
Work Management
Wiork Chders
Work Bequests
VWork Schedule & Dispatch
Extenzionz
FAezet danagement GIS Mapping & Wiswsr intsgration
GIS Data Synehronisstion & Reconclistion
Connechors
ALOne Repording for As==t Management
Blusiness A&nalytics for EAM
ETL for As=ct Managsment
Tezhrslogy Ot | buiised A5 BE 20 457 182
Lerez 1, Bertochnmstime 135, 500 Wickhem Tineat [ for 501 pebilnze walley LR 505

plitess 4 €17 31ET FA0D Tace 161 THET 7300 weish TexhinasbogyeTieip con-
aftioas el | Hew Freland |Snud Facfic | b | Uritez Fingdom
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TraraforTning budiness, msng e e

Beparate Instancs Module Liat

LICERCE GROUE -
TFechnologyOne HRE and Payroll
Cors

Humen Resources and Paymol)
Drganisation Managament

BR Forms

Timeshest Enfry & Costing
Employes Seif Sery

Iy Dietsils

Iyl pave:

TPy

Iy Team Defails

kyTean: Leave

iy Tasm Timasheats

Conneciors

¥ One Reporing for HR & Fayroll
Business Analylics for HER

ETL fior HR: & Payroll

Warkflow Maintsnance for HR & Payrolt

LECEMCE GROUP -

TechnologyDne Corporate Perfonmance Wanagemant
Core

Enterprise Budpysiing

LICEHMCE SROUP -

TechnologyOne Enterprize Cash Receipfing
Cors

ECR Care

EFTROE

Backofics and Bpay

Product Connectors

Fimancials

Froperty

Tezkdrds O Linised AL B €10 487 182

timdl 1 Echnndngiiime B4, 541 Wiirkhom Sirez) [P B B8 oditsde alley LI ANGE
e 4 61 TETTADY Tad LB T S16 TR web Techindafy Dl for

aftien bugsiatia | Lsw Frelaos | o Paific | waka [ LIeilig Birigdam

Page 7 of 40

Page | 55



1-343

Bep@mﬁ& Instance Module izt

LICEMCE SROUF -
TechnologyDne ECH
Corg

EChi Core

LICENCE GROUP -

Brealk Out Packs

e tmnesma: Iamsd

by Timesheats

fiset Mint Mobilily - Inspactions
Asset Mgt Wobiity - Waork Orders
hvithhkRenussts

technologvone

Tranmafooming mesfness, sradng [Fo crmnts

Teknsigy Ot Limied &BH B G0 437 183

tesiz) 11, Enchmndppaine s, $40 Wickkeem Sl (143 Bae 05 Fostibusn valime DL 4000

phos 4 817

S0 Tae 1517 2167 7300 vk Tochiulsg
aliceg fiynala | Bew Snpland | Soigh Fanfe | Ao | Liribeg Tingdae
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-l technologyone

TranatorTing beEinoes masing Be GmEls

Separais Instance Modole Lizt

LICEMCE SROUP -
TechnologyDie Properiy

Core

Property Muclsus

gRncument Deliveny

Billing & Revenue Management
Baling & Valuaticns

Diatars:

Eiehi Reoowsry

Ragulsiory Management
Pevelopment & Building Applications
Livgness and Pemits
Cerfificates

Froparty By Law Enforcement
Bonds and Suarsntees
IefFnmemerts

Apimnal Mansgement

eFroperty Online Services

I o

eCstoner

gl oilirements

ETracking

el aymenis

eRequasts

Integrafions.

215 Integreticn - Navigation

215 Integration - Enbadded Wapping
25 Integration - Dats Syne & Feronniiation
ek Address Infegration
Exlensions

Data Managsment

Cenmectors

1 Dine Reporing for Properhy
Business Anaglyfics for Propery

Tastnlug T Linfed AiH B2 010 487 155

Yomen] T Eastcdngeie 43, B4R ek dtoet [P B D6 U priihasis paliey GAD 4065
plits 4 617 8157 200 Tae 161 7967739 wab Teehnalag Ime e can
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End of Decument
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