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.IOHIIN _W. f'OOCUSON 
LAURA 1111. KUNTZ 
WMD C •. L.AAACY 

RE: State of New Jersey, DMV 
Contract with. 
Price Waterhouse & Co. 

Dear Mr. Cole: 

PMILIII' I... GUARINO 
lt08111rT D. CNISU:A 
UTN~IIN A. DOCK"'" 
AI~NAAC) ~- .AICCI 
OAVID 8. ZABEL. 
..lOY N. NlftCIR 
..IONN I... 8llltCIIR 
&.EE ANNE GAAYaU.L. 
PHYLLIS ,._ PASTIANA•· 
RICHARD NIEMIEC 
VICTOR A. WARNIN[N,. 
.MARK C. DOAIGAN 
,.ltCDDA G. IC.ATC:O,.,. 
TMOMASS. DOERR 
STEVeN N. ,.LoANZ"'""' 
MAit'f'•L'f'NNI RICtGI..IA"'C 

. ~N liS. SCHWAB 
HANNAN lt. NANCLIR 
LUCINDA ,_. ~ONG 
BRUCE C .. LiCAUSI 
8ftUC:IIl. 8A~C)INGIR 
DEaORAN R. ,.EI..DMA"' 

Althouqh the neqotiated settlement that you exacted 
from Price Waterhouse, reflected in the correspondence of 
August 15, 1985, Auqust 26, 1985, Auqust 30, 1985 and September 5, 
1985; re~nains in place between the DMV and PW, PW has asked its 
counsel to consider what steps PW miqht properly take with 
respect to statements attributed to ADR that appeared in the 
newspapers this past weekend •. We do-not wish any action that 
PW may take with respect to such statements to be misunderstood 
by the State of New Jersey and request the earliest opportunity 
to review this matter with you. 

This letter is written pursuant to and consistent with 
the settlement neqotiations between the State of New Jersey (DMV) 
and PW, to which the.earlier letters refer and is not to be taken 
as a· repudiation of 'the commitments set forth therein. · 

Thank you for your prompt consideration of our request 
to discuss this unusual turn of events. 

MPB:em 
cc: Steward R. Bross, Esq. 

John R. Hupper, Esq. 
Allen F. Maulsby, Esq. 
Robert N. Feltoon, Esq. 
James D. Cecchi, Jr., Esq. 
Edward Plaza, Esq. 
Murry o. Brochin, Esq. 
Lee H. Wertheim, Esq. 
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October 3, ·1985 

Mr. Joseph L. Bocchini, Jr. 
Chairman 
Assembly Law, Public Safety and 

pefense Conunittee 
State House Annex 

·Trenton, New Jersey-08625 

RE: Price Waterhouse & Co. 

Dear Mr. Bocchini: 

LAUIItA A. KUNTZ . 
WARD C. I.ARACT 

eAUCE IE. eALDINGER 
D&IIOAA_H A. _,-ELD,..AH 

PLEASE REPLY TO ROSElAND 

You are, I know,-familiar with the discussions that have 
re-cently taken place between my <;::lient, · Price Waterhouse, and 
the Office of-the J,.ttorney General. As a result of those 
discussions, P-rice Waterhouse has agreed to expeditiously remedy· 
the new DMV comprehensive on-line driver owner system within 
the_ terms and conditions of· its existing contract with the 
Division of Motor Vehicles and is now in the process of replacing 
the IDEAL language with COBOL language at its expense.- You may 

·also be aware of the _self-serving statements attributable in 
recent.newspaper articles to Applied Data Researchl the provider 
of the IDEAL softwarr that was in part being used in the implemen-
tation _of the system" · ·- . · 

We have reviewed the transcript of Mr. Driscoll's testimony 
and have ~oneluded that~ .iri the absence of an ident~fication of 
any specific areas of further inquiry that the Committeesuggested 
would be forthcoming (Tr. at 85), thetestimony that Mr. Driscoll 
provided was fully responsive and accurate with respect to the 
background and nature of the problems encountered with the sys­
tem. In that regard, it is the intention of Price Waterhouse 
to honor its commitments to the Office of the Attorney General .. 
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and the DMV and promptly to provide the information being sought 
by the SCI. 

The enclosed statement has been prepared to summarize 
the testimony given to your Conunittee by Mr. William J. Driscoll 
on September 24, 1985, and, toqether with my letter of September 30, 
1985, to Mr. Micl)ael R. Cole, First Assistant Attorney General, 
is submitted to reaffirm the intention of Price Waterhouse to 
provide at its expense the additional work needed to have the sys­
tem operational in the shortest possible time. In light of the· 
statements attributed to ADR; which at the request of Price Water­
house I now have under legal review, I have advised my client that 
in my judgment it would be inappropriate for it to seek in a legis­
lative context to meet the inferences that seem to have been raised 
by.ADR. That being so, I have advised Price Waterhouse represen~ 
tatives not to attend the hearing on October 3, and it has agreed 
to accept that advice. · 

Enclosures 
MPB: em 
cc: M~. William J. Driscoll 

Yours respectfully, . 

\~~~b.-\~ 
Matthew P. Boyla,. · 

-
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PRICE WATERHOUSE STATE_MENT 

FOR THE STATE QF_NEW JERSEY 

ASSEMBLX.LAW, PUB:t,IC SAFETY AND DEFENSE COMMIT'l'EE 

OCTOBER 3, ·1995 

THE CONTMCTUAL RELATIONSHIP 

The s~lection of Price Waterhouse to d~velop the New 

Jersey Division of Motor V~hicles' (DMV) comprehensive on-line 

computer system evolved-as -the result of over two years of 

pfofessional collaboration betwe~n Price Waterhouse and th~ two 

involved agencies, DMV and the Diyision of Systems and Communi­

cations (SAC). The involvement of J;>rice Waterhouse began in 

1981 with their selection to prepare·a master plan for~ DMV 

computerization. Price Waterhouse was selected over six cornpet-

ing firms, all of whornwere nationally known accounting/management. 

consulting firms, because it had performed such services for 

numerous governmental agencies~ 

.! 

1~82, as DMV and SAC undertook the first stages of 

implementing the master plan, it became apparent that outside 

prof~ssional expertise would be important to its_success. After 

discussions and with the support:of DMV and SAC, Price Waterhouse 

submitted a proposal to provide such assistance. In December 

:1982, this proposal to provide assistance on the long range 
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master plan implementation during fiscal years 1983 through 1986 

w~s accepted at fees o~ $700,000~ 

Meanwhile, in 1983, the DMV.master plan timetable was 

being substantively impacted by the enactment of a merit rating 

_plan requiring·a surcharge program ba~ed on driver violations 

effective in January, 1984. In addition to implementation of the 

long range master plan for computerization, DMV now was required 

to establish a computerized surcharge program in the short term. 

To·meet these new demands, DMV turned to Price Waterhouse 

for assistance~ The agency asked whether the entire plan ~-

including the surcharge program -- could be in place in 1984. 

·Price Waterhouse .informed DMV that the surcharge program could 

be made effective; as scheduled, the following January, however 

full computerization could not be completed until mid-1985. In 

May of 1983, Price Waterhouse provided DMV with an.outline of a 

development plan; and in July, at the request of DMV, Price 

Waterhouse delivered a formal-proposal to implement the full 

program by mid-1985." This resulted in a $6.5 million dollar 

award under waiver which included the unexpended balance of 

$500,000 from the previous contract and was approved by State 

Treasurer Kenneth Biederman on July 27, 1983. 
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IMPLEMENTING THE PI,AN 

Immediately after the announcement of the award, Price 

Waterhouse began the project so that by the time the contract was 

signed in November of 1983, both the short range surcharge pro­

gram and the long range. computerization project were well under 

way. Ip January, 1984, the merit rating surcharge program was 

in place and functioning in accordance with the legislative man-

date. 

As part of the long range computerization, Datacom/ DB and 

related software products supp~ied by Applied Data Research, Inc. 

(ADR) were selected. I~ consideri~g the us~ of an advanced~ 
. . 

fourth generation programming language to more effectively 

.progr(lm the.applications required by DMV, IDEA!., was selected be~ 

cause it was the only advanced programming language which could 

be used with Datacom/ DB, the ADR data base in use at SAC and 

planned for all new DMV applications. · .. B.ased upon a technical 

review by Price Waterhouse and its understanding of the represe.n-

' tations on the performance of IDEAL by ADR, IDEAL appeared to be. 

a more productive and less_complicated alternative for programming 

the system. 

As it. turned out, IDEAL did not function in accord(lnce 

with the representations of ADR and as a result it. was not capable. 

i 
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of performing all of the new system's important functions within 

acceptabl~ oper~ting criteria. 

Recognizing these shortcomings, ~rice Waterhouse has 

undertaken to correct the problems by rewriting the affected 

programs in COBOL and bringing the system up to performance 

standards as soon as possible. It is expected that significant 

·improvements in system performance will be achieved by mid-November 

and the definitive plan implementing all improvements will have 

been approved and initiated within. the next month •. At its com-

pl~tion 1 New Jersey will have in full operation the most advanced 

state motor vehicle registration/titling and driver licensing 

program-in the nation. 

As ~ result of discussions and agreements reached with 

the office of the Attorney General, Price Waterhouse has undertaken 

corrective actions under its contractual arrangements with the 

State at its own expense. 

J 

THE POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS 

After the public announcement of the contract award and 

commencement of the project, Price Waterhouse was approached and 

asked if there was any interest in purchasing tables to the . . . 
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Governor's Ball·to be held Aug\lst 27, 1983 •. The request was made 

through a former partner of the firm by a prominent businessman 

· in Bergen CO\lnty. 

Many professional and busin~sa organizations in New Jersey 

have supported the Governor's Ball since its inception. Price 

Waterhouse participated in the dinn~r and continued to do so in 
. . 

.1984 and 1985. Not only did competitors in the accounting/ 
. . 

consulting field participate, but also such participatibn ~as the 

practice (jf many other highly regarded professionals in the 

fields of law, engineering, finance and others, scime of whom also 

had b\lsiness relationships with the State of New Jersey. 

As it was stated in the hearing on September 24, 1984 

and should be emphasized today, the Price Waterhouse relationship 

with DMV and the State of New Jersey has been and will continue 

to be.based_on professional considerations and the commitments 

to deliver services in accordance with the conditi6ns of each 

engagement. The Pri~e Waterhouse commitment to remedy the · 

current problems·with the new DMV system-at its expense clearly 

demonstrates the extentof.this professional commitment. 
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The Honorable Joseph L. Bocchini, Jr. 
Chairman 
State of New Jersey ~ssembly Law, Public 
Safety arid Defense Committee 
State House, CN-042 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Dear Assemblyman Bocchini: 

Chairm~n Patterson has asked me td respond to your 
letter of September 25, 1985 concernirtg your c6mmittee's · 
hearings on the Division of Motor Vehicles' computer con­
tract with Price Waterhouse. 

JAMES J. MORLEY 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

As was announced this spring, th~ Commission is 
conducting an investigation of the Division's agency system~ 
Because it appears that delays or oth~r problems in the 
system associated with the Price Waterhouse contract may 
have affected agency operations, we have found it necessary 
to review several aspects .of that transaction. All of 
.the issues which we anticipate reviewing appear to be 
among those which interest your committee. 

The Commission does not believe that the question 
of whether your committee should conduct hearings con­
current with its investigation is one of propriety but, 
rather, one of practicality. It is generally understood 
among law enforcement agencies that concurrent independent 
investigations are disfavored. This understanding is 
based not only on considerations of economy but also on 
a desire not to disturb t~e tactical plans (for example, 
order of witne~ses) of another agency. The Commission . 
believes that these considerations are applicable to the 
present situation and that it would be preferable if your 
committee would await the completion ~f our investigation 
b~fore proceeding further. 

Very truly yours, 

f. 1::
.,.~ r"'·' 

,- . ) / ,.. ' 
/ '· / £..--.,...,. ~ ~ , . Jl .,-1... / 

(James'J._.,orley , 
.-' ' Executi~ Director . 

/{_x 
New Jersey Is An Equal Opponunity Employer 



Department of Law and Public Safety Inter-Communication 

From :.__.......;.;;M;.;;;i..;:.c.;.;;h.;;;;a~e~l ..... R;..,;;,·.;..· _C.;;.o;;;..;l;:.;e;;.__.__ ______ _ To: ·w.· Cary Edyard.s·, Jr. 

· First Assistant Attorney General Counsel to the .Governor 
(I_nstitution or Department). 

October 2, 1985 Date:.-.;.;.;.;...,;..__ __________________ _ 

· R.e: Price Waterhouse Contract. for Impl-ementation 
of Surcharge Legislation and Comprehensive Sys·tem 
at Division· of Motor Vehicles · 

. ' 

You have asked me to review the award of a $6. 5 million 

contr.act to Price ·Waterhouse· in_ .~1983, pursuant to which Price 

Waterhouse was engaged to_ design and implement the Merit Rating 

Plan Surcharge System and -Comprehensive On.;.Line Driver/Owner 

Information and Management System for the ·Division of Motor 

Vehicles (DMV)_, You have also asked that I _report to you 

concerning problems which· have been experienced by DMV with the 

comprehensive system as delivered by Price Waterhouse on July 1, 

1985. Finally, you have asked that I .report with respect to the 

State's position concern~ng Price Water'house's performance to date, 

Price . Waterhouse's ·responsibility for the . problems in the 

comprehensive. system, and also the. remedies· we are pursuing to 

correct those deficiencies. · Of necessity, given the time 

constraints·. involved, my review has been principally ·based on 

docuuientation which is available within the files of the Department 

of Law and Public Safety, includi.ng the Divi$ion of Motor Vehicles. 

-Except where noted, I have ·not interviewed the individu_al 

participants on the issues presented. However, in my judgment, the 

documentation is so extensive and straightforward that I have 
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confidence that my findings are not compromised by the lack of 

witness interviews. 

I am appending ·to this report copies of the most 

important documents upon which I -relied. I am also appending a 

chronology . of significant events which I prepared with the 

assistance of members of my staff, as well as the assistance of the 

Acting Director of Motor Vehicles, Robert S. Kline,. and members of 

his staff. Of course, I am available to supplement this report by 

way of response to any questions you may have. · 

I have divided this report into three sections. The 

firs't section deals with events leading up to the grant of a waiver 

of advertising for the DMV-Price Waterhouse contract on July 27, 

1983, the circumstances attending the grant of the waiver, the 

ensuing contract negotiations and the execution of the written 

contract with Price Waterhouse on November 9, 1983. The second 

segment deals with. Price Waterhouse's performance under the 

contract, up to and including events which· transpired in July and 

August of 1985, which indicated there were serious deficiencies 

with the computer system designed by Price Waterhouse for delivery 

to DMV. The last section describes the State's efforts to force 

Price Waterhouse to remedy the defects in the system. 

By way of brief overview, based on the ·docUments I have 

reviewed, it is my conclusion that the grant of the waiver for the 

Price Waterhouse contract complied in all respects with applicable 

'law,· including administrative procedures required for the 

processing of waivers of advertising such as this. Indeed, in many 
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respects, this propo~ed contract with Price Waterho1.1se was -given 

· extraordinary scrutiny by .·responsible officials, which is entirely 

. appro_priate given the amount involved · and the complexity of the 
. . 

undertaking. My review also clearly establishes that-the-Division 

of Motor Vehicles· is not responsible for . inadequacies· in . the 

computer system delivered by Price Waterhouse. Price Waterhouse, 

vis-a~vis the State, must accept responsibility for problems with 

·the computer system and remedy them· at its own cost. As· to 

remedial action, the State has taken a strong position with Price 

Waterhouse that· it must remedy • the system at no expense to the 

State and in response Price Waterhouse has agreed to . do so. . The 

State has also reserved all of its rights to damages, whether 

actual or· liquidated, _against Price Waterhouse. It has also 

withheld substantial payments from Price Waterhouse to protect its 

position ultimately . 

. · . . . 

. I. BACKGROUND, WAIVER OF ADVERTISING AND CONTRACT 

The computer contract at issue had its origin in efforts 

in 1981 by the then Director of Motor Vehicles, Joan H. Wiskowski, 

to make improvements in the DMV bas~d on a determination that its 

·existing systems were · a~chaic and _ill-suited to serve the public. 

Toward that end, Director Wiskowski.identified short-term solutions 

and problems and also took steps· to develop a master plan outlining 

'the ·_ longer term and more . comprehensive needs . of the DMV and 

possible solutions.- To develop the master plan, it was determined 

• 

·- ·~---·-.····-.--
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that outside consultants and experts should be.engaged and the DMV 

obtained proposals from seven ·of the Big Eight accounting firms on 

the basis of an informal solicitation (i.e., no others were invited 

through advertising to submit bids). After all of the proposals 

were reviewed, Price Waterhouse was selected as the consultant for 

assisting in developing the master plan. Price Waterhouse was the· 

second low bidder. The selection of, Price Waterhouse was done 

·pursuant. to a waiver of ·advertising based on the exception 

contained in N.J.S.A. 52:34-9(a), which permits a· waiver for 

services of a "technical and professional nature". 

amount of the contract was $88,000. 

The total 

The contract required Price Waterhouse to implement its 

proposal of September 15, 1981 to develop a report representing an 

overview of the Division's long-range goals and s.trategies to 

improve its existing systems and to better serve the pt1blic and to 

recoliJIDend specific projects_ to carry out these goals and 

strategies. 

After an extensive review by Price Waterhouse, in 

conjunction with representatives of DMV and the Office of the 

Attorney General, the Attorney General's administrative arm, and 

the Division of Systems and Communications ("SAC"), an extensive 

256 page master plan notebook was developed. Price Waterhouse also 

developed and submitted an Executive Summary of the master plan 

under a transmittal letter to then Director Wiskowski and Attorney 

General Kimmelman, dated March 22, 1982 (copy attached). In their 

transmittal letter, Price Waterhouse concluded that the 
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documentation that supported the -mas~er plan de;uonstrated that 

"nothing short of a - major overhaul · of existing operational, 

financial and administrative support systems [were) required for 

DMV' s future perfo%'Dlance to meet or· exceed the publ.ic' s 

. expectations."· Their conclusion was based in part on the fact that 

the systems .and procedures then in place at DMV ~ere outdated and 
. . 

·tbe · fact that many_ of the Division's functions were performed 

manually and could be s~bstantially improved through 

computerization. 

The Executive Summary reported that many of the 

short-term improvements proposed by Director Wiskowski ha-d been 

implemented as of that time, and concluded that the Division in 

that setting needed to make a commitment to implement more 

comprehensive·lon~-term ~mprovements. The master.plan recommended 

15 projects .in all and proposed a five year plan. to implement all 

.of the projects recommended. The master plan assumed the State· 

would undertake most of the improvements through utilizing its 

in-house staff (SAC) with some assistance from outside consultants. 

The DMV was not able to fully implem~nt the 

recotmnendations of the master plan at that time because of the 

absence of. avai:l..al?le funding. However, in October 1982, limited 
- . - . 

funds were made available to·commence a spec~fic requirement study 

· on data base integration projects. This study constituted the 

first s_tep in developing a new computer system, and would set forth 

the detailed needs to be served by a _computer sy·stem. With this 

limited funding available, the Division of Systems and 

15x 
. ._: •. -.-~ ... ~.-·••-'l~ .... -- ... -- .. --.. -·r -.-. --~·-·-.-"""1,;"·.- ···-- ,..-· ----- -··- -~- .... ••-,---.--· • ·~-.~-~P-~ 

• 
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Communications (SAC) in the Department of Law and Public Safety 

entered into a contract with Price Waterhouse in December 1982 

pursuant to which Price. Waterhouse was to develop the requirements 

study for DMV. The contract was in ·the total amount of $700,000. 

,- It was awarded pursuant to waiver of advertising,· again granted 

pursuant to· N.J.S.A. 52:34-9(a)--"technical and professional 

services". It contemplated performance over several fiscal years, 

with the first requirement being ·the development of the 

requireJDents study. 

TWo events transpired in 1983, however, which resulted in 

a marked acceleration of DMV' s pace in· implementing the master 

plan. The first event was the.enactment into law on February 16, 

1983 of P. L. .1983, c. 65, the New Jersey Automobile Insurance 

Reform Act of 1982 and the New Jersey Automobile Full Insurance 

.Availability A~t (N.J.S.A. 17:29A-33, !!.!!S.:..>." That act contained. 

a number of reforms designed to control the spiraling cost of 

automobile insurance in New Jersey. Among those reforms was the 

creation of the· New Jersey Automobile Full Insurance Underwriting 

Association (commonly known as the "JUA") to replace the assigned 

risk plan. The JUA funding. was to be made up of transfers of 

"policy constants" from premiums paid by all drivers, premiums on 

new insurance, and surcharges levied on categories of "bad 

drivers", which would be collected by DMV and transmitted to the 

JUA. The Act had an effective date of January 1, -1983, and an 
t 

operative date of January 1, 1984 ... The differential. was to be 

utilized by State agencies, including DMV, to prepare for 

' 
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implementation. ·The preparation had to be completed and operations 

commenced as · of January 1, 1984. !he DMV' s existing record and 

management systems were _inadequate to accomplish the tasks as,;igned 

it . under the Act •. 

The second event. was the passage of atf amendment to the 

Unsatisfied. Claim and-Judgment Fund law (P.L. 1983,_ c. 125)on April 
- . . . 

5' 1983. The ··amendment· permitted moneys ·in the UCJF to \")e made 

available to DMV, subj ec:t to later reitllbursement, for the purpose 

of implementing the New Jersey Merit Rating Plan. This legislation 

thus made · available moneys for the computerization of DMV; which 

was deemed essential for the implementation of the surcharge law~ 

Following the enactment .of P.L. 1983, c. 125, 

consideration was given as to how best to accelerate the pace for 

implementation of the major components. of the master plan. These 

discussions culminated ·in a ·recommendation by then . Director of 

Motor Vehicles~ Clifford -W. Snedeker, to Kenneth D. Merin, then 

Deputy Chief . Counsel, on· June 7, 1983. He· said that while the 

original master _plan contemp~ated that·. the bulk of the computer 

work necessary to implement· its recommendations should be done by 

SAC, that would require a maximum of forty months, and to 

accelerate the process, gr-eater reliance on outside assistance 

would_be·required. For that reason, Director Snedeker recommended 
. . 

that Price Waterhouse be retained to implement the master plan and 

that a contract be let to Price Waterhouse on a waiver basis, in . 
. . 

'light. of the Director's projection that competi t~ve bidding· would 

~requi:t;e. an additional nine months or more. It was the Director's 

. -.. :-.~- -;;ra . .-. . -~ ....... c 
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view that absent the grant of a waiver of advertising, the.delays 

attendant upon the bidding process would leave the DMV unable· to 

comply with the legislative mandate in the surcharge law. Failure 

to ·implement the law· promptly could potentially ·jeopardize the 

financial integrity of the JUA. It should be noted that two weeks 

before this memorandum, on ·May 23, 1983, Price Waterhouse delivered 

a draft requirements study of the computer needs of the DMV under 

their 1982 contract. As· noted, that study constituted the first 

step in the design and· implementation of the needed comprehensive 

computer system. 

The Director's recotmnendation that Price· Waterhouse be 

selected for this project as opposed to another "Big Eight" 

accounting firm was predicated on the fact that Price Waterhouse 

was.· intimately fatniliar with the DMV and its needs, having as noted 

just recently completed the requiremen~ study for DMV, and the fact 

that the selection of another vendor would necessarily require 

substantial additional time for that vendor to familiarize itself 

with ·the Division's needs, the details of the master plan, and the 

work done by Price Waterhouse to date. 

Following the transmission of the June 7, 1983 memorandum 

to Deputy Chief Counsel Merin, further meetings were held between 

Department personnel and the Governor's office concerning Director 

Snedeker's proposal. According to documents I have reviewed, there 

was .a meeting held on June 28, 1983 concerning a proposed contract 

with Price Waterhouse, and the utilization of the bid waiver 

procedure. The participants at that meeting were· Greg Stevens, 
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.· . . ·. 
. . . . 

Chief of Staff; KerinethD.·Merin, then Deputy Chief Counsel to the 

Governor; Irwin I. Kimmelman, Attorney General; Thomas W. Greelish, 
> > 

then First. Assistant· Attorney General; Clifford W. Snedeke~, · t.hen 

Dir-ector of Motor Vehicles; . and Robert · S. · Kline, · then Deputy 

Director . of Motor Vehicles. The ·meeting is · memorialized in a 
. . . . ~ . . . . . . . ' 

memorandum from Attorney General Kimmelman and.Director-Snedeker to 
. . ·,, .. ··, . ' : .. 

Chief of Staff Stevens, dated Jun~ 29, 1983. · Apparently, as a 

consequence of that meeting, a memorandum was sent to .Governor Kean 

on June 29, 1983, adv~·sing him of the Price Waterhou$e proposal and 

its advantages, as well as . the fact that ·a. waiver of advertising 

-would be nec.essary and should be given . 

. Price Waterhouse submitted its proposal on July 12·, .1983. 

Its proposal was later supplemented on July 21, 1983 and July 28, 
. . 

1983. The proposal outline-d their approach for the· design and 

implementatfon of the surcharge system and the . comprehensive 

computer system, set forth their estimate for the total-cost which 

was $5,995,500, plus an estimated ·10% of that ·amount for . 

out-of-pocket expenses (i.e., travel, meals, lodging, .etc.>. The 

proposal also set forth ·Price Waterhouse's prior experience on 

government contracts ~pecifically dealing with the design of 
. . . . . . . . . 

sophisticated·. comp1.1ter. networks ·and also their e~perience with 

·.other agencies of the· State of New Jersey (see Proposal, Section 

VII) .. 

Even P!ior to the formal submission of this proposal, the 

'subject of a contract with Price Waterhouse for the design o-f· the 

surcharge and comprehet1sive system had been under review by several 

• 
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different agencies of State government. -The business terms and 

policy considerations were reviewed by the Divisions of. Systems and 
-

Communications, and Motor Vehicles in the Department of Law and 

·Public Safety, and the Divisions of Data Processing and -

Telecommunications, Purchase and Property, and· Budget · and 

Accounting in the Department of Treasury. The documents submitted 

in support of the request for a waiver specifically note that the 

"system design and implementations for the surcharge prograiXl must 

be linked to the improvements required under the DMV Master Plan 

because the surcharges depend completely . on DMV' s violation file 

and accounting systems" (see -Waiver Justification Statement, p.l). 

In other words, it was not possible to limit the proposed contract 

to the surcharge system alone. The Justification memorandum also 

noted: "Price Waterhouse has the resources and expertise in data 

base des-ign and accounting systems to complete an interim surcharge 

program by January 1, 1984" and "will complete _the entire project 

by July 1, 1985" (p. 2) and that "No other vendor nor the State 

could· complete these two projects by those deadlines" (p. 3). 

Copies of the waiver and the supporting documents are attached. 

The proposed waiver was also reviewed for legality by. the 

Division of Law. I personally participated in this legal review 

and my conclusion, as well as that ·of my staff, was that the waiver 

was permissible pursuant to N.J.S.A. 52:34-lO(b}, which provides 

that waivers of advertising are allowable where "the public· 

exigency requires the immediate delivery -of·. the articles or 

performance of the service."· The essential- predicate of our 
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analysis . was that implement·ation· ·of the surcharge program was 

mandated- by 1aw and that delays · in implementation· would not only 

·represent noncompliance with the· ·legislative mandate, but 

potentially jeopardize the success of the new insurance program. 

It was clear that reliance either on competitive bidding, or even 

informal bidding, as opposed ·to the award of a contract to Price 

· Waterl:louse, would result in several· months delay . in the 

·implementation of the surcharge program and would thus disserve the 

public interest. Accordingly, !·advised the Attorney General that 

a waiver of ·advertising was legally .appropriate in this 

circumstance. 

The reviews by other agencies conc_erning the business and 

policy· questic;)ns- were also favorable. The matter was presented to 

Treasurer Biederman. He approved the waiver on J~ly 27, 1983 .. As 

executed, the waiver was for a $6.5 million contract. The ·upward 

revision from the originally proposed $5,995,500 . waiver was a 

technical one. Price Waterhouse's original July 12, 1983 proposal 

had set ·forth. a- flat amount for the contract, with a percentage 

add-on for· out-of-pocket expenses. · As · a matter of practice, the 

State restricts expenditures to the dollar amount set forth in the 

waiver. Hence, the revision was i~ recognition of the fact that an 

additional sum between 8% and .10% of the base contract price would 

be needed to reimburse Price Waterhouse for legitimate 

out~o£-pocket expenses. The price set forth on the waiver is a 

"not to exceed" dollar amount. This change was ·the subject of· 

-Price Waterhouse's July 28, 1983 supplement to its proposal, and 

-·- .... ·--·..-- .. ---~· -·· ... _.··.-·--~- ··--·--=----~--~-:-. ..,.,.,..,_ 
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Director Snedeker memorialized . this change in his memorandum of 

July 28, 1983 to the Attorney General. That memorandum also 

memorialized a meeting held with the Treasurer at the time of the 

execution of the waiver. The award of a $6 .-s million contract to. 

_Price Waterhouse was publicly announced on July 28, 1983 in a story 

carried by the Star Ledger (a copy of which is attached); the 

article indicated· that the contract had been awarded to Price 

· Waterhouse without competitive bid, 

advertising. 

through a waiver of 

Price Waterhouse was authorized to proceed with the work 

even though terms of the-contract were not finalized. Negotiations 

took place beginning in August and culminated with the signing of 

the contract on November 9, 1983. During this period a number of 

issues were· resolved, including the· establishment of warranties, 

liquidated damages and the parameters of the relationship between 

the three participating entities to the contract, DMV, SAC and 

Price Waterhouse. Of particular note, the contract makes clear 

that Price Waterhouse is responsible t? do a "turnkey project", 

that the selection of the computer hardware and software to be 

utilized in the system to be developed, including the use of IDEAL 

program language, was the responsibility of Price Waterhouse 

(albeit with the understanding that the hardware and software would 

be purchased independently by the State), and that the system 

delivered to the State was to be "state of the art". The contract 

specified that the price should not exceed $6.5 million. 

/ . .,. 
/ I ¥ '../ •..7, I'• 
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In summary on t}lis aspect of our inquiry, the State's 

purchasing law allows a waiver of advertising and an ·award of a 

contract without compe~ition'. in certain- carefully prescribed' 

cix:-cumstances. Those .·circumstances are . set. forth in N.J. S.A. 

·s2: 34•9 and 10. The., "public e~igency" provision _ of N. J ~ S. A. 

52:34-lO(b) was ·properly utilized · to allow· the waiver of 
. ... 

advertising for· the Price Waterhouse contract. However, even where ~ 

the State awards a contract without competitive bidding, its 

practice is to thoroughly review·· the proposal . from a policy and 

business standpoint. · The $6.5 ·million ·contract with Price 

Waterhouse was· preceded by ·a· thorough ·review both from a business. 

and _ policy standpoint, as well as a legal standpoint, by all 

appropriate., age11cies . and appropriate . State officials. The 

_documentation evidences that all. passed_ favorably on the· waiver. 

II. CONTRACT PERFORMANCE 

Price Waterhouse's contrac;t was effectively divided into 

·two parts. The first part was the development of the surcharge 

·system, which was given priority because of the legislative 

mandate. The secondpart was the development of the comprehensive 

system in which the surcharge system ·would be 
. 

a necessary 

component. As noted, the two were interrelated. As to each part 

of the contract Price Waterhouse_ was_ given milestones culminating 

·'with the completion of the surcharge system by Ja~uary 1, 1984 and 

the completion of the comprehensive system and the entire cont~act 

.J3x 
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by June 30, · 1985. Price Waterhouse met its milestones on the 

surcharge system, and no. difficulties were experienced in 

implementing that systeUl. 

The comprehensive system, however, proved to be · a 

!!, different matter. The comprehensive system was completed by June 

30_, 1985 as required, but substantial problems developed in the 

operation of · the system after it was turned over to DMV. The 

operation of the system after July 1, 1985 revealed that it had 

major deficiencies. It simply would not handle the workload of 

DMV. It could not process known backlogs and each day it generated 

additional backlogs in the processing of information. Further, it 

could not · . support the number ofJ terminals necessary for the 

Division's daily workload. The effect. of these deficiencies was 

that there were backlogs of transactions exceeding 1. 4 million, 

delays in signing on to the system each day and slow response times 

in obtaining information from the system, which in turn exacerbated 

other aspects of the DMV operation. For example, individuals 

calling for telephone assistance had to be kept on hold for 

_inordinately long periods of time until· the information necessary 

to answer their inquiries was made available by the system, thus· 

causing an overload on telephone lines, busy signals, and citizen 

complaints. 

As a result· of their analysis of the problems, the 

Division of Motor Vehicles, SAC (now OTIS) and Price Waterhouse all 

~oncluded that the cause of these problems was the utilization of 

IDEAL programming language manufactured by Applied Data Resources 

.J ·.'/-/ 
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(ADR) of Princeton, New Jersey. The evidence available at that. 

time indicated that the IDEAL language was simply not capable of 

handling the large·· volume of·· transactions required by the 

· comprehensive -system and. that it was inferior to the more mature 

programming languages such as COBOL in terms of efficiency. (By 

maturity I mean languages which have been in use in large,· complex 

computer systems and . therefore a;e well tested and known 

commodities). ·A review of the contract-and the records -show that 

Pri·ce Watel:'house was responsi~le for selecting . the language to be 

used and did: select the· IDEAL ·language, and further that it 

represented to the Division . of ·Motor Vehicles that the· IDEAL 

language would perform· acceptably even after concerns wel"e raised 

during. t~e development process~ To the extent there were risks 

associated with the use of IDEAL, as between. the State and Price 

Waterhouse, the latter clearly assumed_same. 

As· noted, the-coritr$ct required P;-ice Waterhouse as part 

. of · its responsibility to desigri and implement the system to 

designate -~he· hardware and software required, . and in fact Price 

. Waterhouse designated much . of the required hardware and software 

even before the contract was signed. tndeed, the contract itself 

_specifies much of the software and-hardware to be provided by the 

State including the· IDEAL language, all of which were ·selected by 
Price Waterhouse. 

As ·noted, Price Waterhouse began the development of the 

system· just after_ the award of the contract was announced. In 

November 1983 the ·conceptional _design for the comprehensive system 

. v· ,-
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-was completed. Then, in the Spring of 1984 problems developed. It 

was then that Price Waterl:louse reported to the Divisi~n that it was 

having problems in · obtaining technical support · from . ADR, - the 

manufacturer of the IDEAL language. At the same time concern·s ·were 

~ expressed by SAC ·as- to whether the IDEAL language would be adequate 

for a system as extensive as- that. required by DMV •. Price 

Waterhouse advised the Division of its problems in obtaining 

technical support from ADR, but · it did not report that it had 

concerns with the ability of the IDEAL language to support the 

comprehensive system. To the contrary, by a letter dated March 30, 

1984 to th~n Deputy Director Kline -{copy attached), Price 

Waterhouse acknowledged that concerns had been expressed concerning 

the IDEAL language but Price Waterhouse reiterated that it, as the 

designer of the system, reserved the right to sel_ect the data base 

system to be utilized, and indicated that it had evaluated the 

IDEAL language and was satisfied that it was acceptable. It -said 

in part in that letter: 

PW made its own evaluation of DATACOM/DB and ADR, the 
vendor and concluded, all factors considered, the best 
business· decision was to use DATACOM/DB, already in 
place, as well as some of the other tools in ADR' s _ 
family of software products which were planned for 
future installation by SAC. 

Price Waterhouse further said in its March 30, 1984 letter: 

The use of IDEAL as the programming language is most 
important from the standpoint of significant 
productivity gains anticipated during the coding and 
testing phases· of the system development process. At 
this time, PW is satisfied, the uncertainties associated 
with the use of IDEAL represent an acceptable risk when 
measured against the significance of the potential 
benefits. 

' - --·· -~~_.>-:.-
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in April of 1984 the Division took action to deal with 

Price Waterhouse's complaint that ADR was not providing·. adequate 

·technical support. Then. Director Snedeker wrote to Mr. John 

Bennett, the Chairman of the Board and President of ADR under date 

of April · 18, . 1984 (copy .attached) and indicated that the Division 

was co~cerned by .the slc;>wand inadequate support being given to the 

pro~ect by ADR. He conclu~ed by requesting a meetin_g to resolve 

these problems and to improve ADR' s support •. A week later on April 
. . . 

25, 1984 (copy attached) , Price Waterhouse wrote to Mr. ·· Martin 

Getz ,_ a senior ·Vice President at ADR. It also outlined the 

·problems that·· had been experienc~d with. ADR' s technical support and 

also ·asked for a meeting to address ·the~e problems. 
. . 

A periodic status report prepared by Price Waterhouse on 
. . 

June 8, 1984 (copy attached) indicates that DMV, SAC. and Price 

Waterhouse_ met with representatives of ADR and that at that l[leeting 

ADR provided as~urances that it would prov~de the required level of 
. . . . . 

technical support for the development of the ·computer system. No 

mention wa:s made to DMv at that meeting, or any other meeting 

during that time frame' that there were any inadequacies in the 

••. IDEAL language itself which would effect the performance of the 

system when completed. 

In · October of 1984 there were further . discussions 

concerning IDEAL. It is at this. point in t_ime that DMV was· first 

advised that Price Waterhouse now had some concerns about the use . . . . 

of IDEAL language because it had neither been designed nor tested 

for a system as large and complex as that.of the DMV. However, the 

;_· '7 
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expressions of concern were coupled with Price W•terhouse's· 

assurances that modifications and adjustments could be made to 

- alleviate_ the. problem. Price Waterhouse's demonstrated concern 

during this period is in marked contrast to its representation in. 

its earlier letter of March 30 in which,- inter alia, it reported 

that "Price Waterhouse made its own evaluation of DATACOM/DB and 

ADR, the vendor, and concluded, all factors considered, the best 

business decisionwas to use DATACOM/DB, already in place, as well 

as some of the other tools in ADR' s family of softWare products 

which were planned for future installation -by SAC." These tools 

·included the IDEAL language. In this respect, I attach a 

memorandum· from Assistant Director Cox of DMV to Price Waterhouse 

dated October 19, 1984 and a second memorandum from her to then 

Deputy Director Kline-dated October 30, 1984. In December of 1984 

and January of 1985 Price Waterhouse again expressed concerns as to · 

the abil.ity of the IDEAL la~guage to function properly in the 

.system and, as noted, proposed alternatives to resolve the problems 

identified in connection with.the u-se of the IDEAL language. These 

proposals were memorialized in letters from Price Waterhouse to 

Deputy Director Kline dated _January 3, 1985 and January 8, 1985 

(copies attached). I also attached minutes of a meeting on 

December 4, 1984 between representatives of DMV and Price 

Waterhouse which were prepared by Assistant Director Cox. During 

that period Price Waterhouse expressed major concerns, but, as 

'noted, proposed alternative strategies which it said should result 

in a· satisfactory system. It also requested extra compensation, 

> )'' \ 
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over and above the agreed upon contract amount, for · some of the 

work needed to overcome the problems created by IDEAL.· 

Deputy Director Kline responded to Price Waterhouse's 

Janua.ry 8, 1985 letter by letter dated January 28, 1985 and said 

the Pl:'Oposals :were unacceptable.. He. further indicated that the 

Division's position was that it was entitled to the full 

implementation of the origin~l components · of the comprehensive 

system without any additional cost to the State. In. essence, .the 

Division stood firm in ·its position. that Price Waterhouse· must 

deliver a system which complied in all respects with its 

contractual undertaking, and do so within the · time and price 

parameters of the contract . Shortly after January 28 letter, 

. representatives of DMV and Price Waterhouse met to further discuss 

Price Waterhouse's proposals and the result was.an agreement which 

was memorialized in a letter from Price Waterhouse· to Deputy 

Director Kline dated March .15, 1985 . (copy attached). In essence, 

DMV agreed that some of the short term developmental changes 

proposed ~y Price Waterhouse should be implemented 'and that it 

would accept the individu~l sub~systems as . they were tested and 

brought on line. It also agreed to accept these components even 

though the system could not during the initial period support the 
. '· 

required number of terminals. However, the .overall requirements of 

the contract were not altered, only the timewithin which technical 

achievements had to be reached. 

Recent media account·s have carried a story in which a Mr. 

Joseph W. Flaherty. of ADR is quoted as saying that ADR advised both 
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·Price Waterhouse and DMV that IDEAL would not support the DMV 

. comprehensive system but only certain segments of that system. No 

such advice appears anywhere in the documentation we have ·reviewed. 

· DMV personnel deny any .such advice was forthcoming from ADR, as 

· does Price Waterhouse. The files do contain a letter from Mr. 

Flaherty dated February 19, 1985, which is attached. At best Mr. 

Flaherty's letter indicates an absence of complete and utter 

confidence on the part of ADR (ADR is not in a positiort to provide 

"guarantees") but is accompanied by optimistic predictions of new 

developments and new applications. The letter does not . say that 

ADR' s IDEAL will not work. · (Of course, it. is possible that other 

advice was given by ADR to Price Waterhouse at some other time but, 

from the State's standpoint, what ADR may have advised Price 

Waterhouse and when, is a matter entirely between those two 

vendors; legally, the State looks to Price Waterhouse to remedy the 

consequences of the choice of ADR.) However, DMV was not advised 

by ADR that IDEAL would not work in the application planned for it. 

The system was completed in stages and tested throughout 

the spring of 1985 and ultimately was completed in .time to go on 

line on July 1, 1985. After the system went on line, problems soon 

became apparent. They may be generally described as an overall 

slowness in response time which exacerbated backlogs by minimizing 

the ability to make data ·entrys, and the inability to handle a 

number of functions simultaneously which are absolute requirements 

to meet the Division's needs. The processing of information which 

should take one day takes seven days.· When individual terminals 

, . 
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are signed on eachday it sometimes· takes ten minutes and sometimes 

one hour. When information is required it sometimes takes three 

seconds, b.tit s.ometimes 30 seconds, and somet'imes three minutes. 

These ·are· but examples .of symptoms of a grossly deficient system 

which simply does not have adequate programming capacity to handle 

. the basi'c volume .of ·aata prQcessing needed. 

III.· REMEDIES 

As noted, problems with the comprehensive system became 

. apparent after it was placed into operation .. The dimensions of the 

problem, however, were not known for several weeks. . However, by 

the beginning of August 1985, all indications were that there were 

serious.deficiencies with the system. 

Wben the State became awa+e. of . the serious inadequacies · 

in the system, it demanded a meeting with Price Waterhouse to · 

discuss the problem. The meeting was held on August 7, 1985. 

Representatives of ·the Attorney . General ··s office, . DMV, · OTIS, and 

Price. Waterhouse ·attended the meeting. . At· the meeting, the .State 

made a demand that Pt'ice Waterhouse reprogram the system into COBOL 

at it.s expense. It. also demanded that Price Waterhouse identify 

and remedy a.ny and all design problems ·with the system. Finally, 

Price Waterhouse was advised at the meeting that the State would 

not release any furthe:r mon.eys under the contract {presently the 

'state is holding at least $1.4 m~llion in the form of unpaid moneys 

under the November 9, 1983 agreement, plus approvals of agreed upon 
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scope change orders and other extras), and that the State insisted 

on full performance of the ag.reement by Price. Waterhouse in 

accordance with its terms. 

Price Waterhouse responded to the· State's demands- by 

letter dated August . 15, 1985. The Price Waterhouse letter admits 

that the State·' s position -is "indisputable" that the system must be 

reprogrammed into COBOL. and further admits that "there are serious 

existing performance problems" with the system. However, Price 

Waterhouse ·took the position that the problems were . not its 

responsibility and that it had in fact· complied with its 

contractual obligations. Characterizing the State's position at 

the August 7, 1985 meeting as "extreme", Price Waterhouse offered 

to reprogram the system but only it ~t were paid to do so · (it 

indicated 25,000 to 30,000 man. hours would be required; it sought a 

rate--described as reduced--of $25 per hour). 

The State's response was by letter dated August 26, 1985. 

The letter is a lengthy one which has already been released ~o the 

news media. It recounts in painstaking detail the problems with 
.. 

the system, recites the State's position that Price Waterhouse has 

an obligation to repair the system and indicates that the State 

intends to hold Price Waterhouse fully responsible to do so without 

further charge to the State. The letter demanded an unequivocal 

response by Price Waterhouse by August 30, 1985. 

By hand delivery on August 30, 1985, the State received· 

'Price Waterhouse's response, which contained a commitment to remedy 

the system. The State confirmed by letter dated September 5, 1985 

-4----------- .. -.... --.....------..,..._-~.,. .. -_....,._......,...._.....---.-·-- .... .;.._;,_----~..,.__,.~~·--· -w:-·-~~--~· -~SQI!I"'!'!:SW .... # 
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that . it understood Price Waterhouse's commitment to be· that the 

systeiJ) would be remedied at no additional expense to the State. 
. . 

·The September 5, 1985 letter also expressly reserved the State's 

ri$ht~ to· ·seek d~ges: against Price Waterhouse. -The decision. to 

reserve o~ damages until the system. had been . remedied was my 

responsibility and was based on my best ·judgment of how best to 

protect the State's interest at this point in time and my own 

firmly held belief that · the ·subject of damages. can best be 

. negotiated,.· or litiga~ed, after the crisis caused· by the 

deficiencies tn the-system ·were. remedied.· Such litigation at this 

time will jeopardize our ability to achieve that rem~dy. 

-In terms of ··specifically what actions are being taken by 

Price Waterhouse, - DMV _ and OT~S to remedy the problems in the 

systetl).~ _ IDEAL programs are presently being rewritten into COBOL. 

Presently, we anticipate that 33 of 103 programs will be l;'ewritten 

by mid-November· 1985., which· should substantially improve the 

efficiency of the . system. The ·balance of rewriting · will be 

CCtDpleted as quickly as possible the:reafter. Although no precise 

time table has been ·set, preliminary estimates are _that rewriting 

and design changes could take as long as a year to complete. A 

more .defini-tive· schedule of the time required to complete the · 

necessary remedial· work. j;s to be. provided by Price Waterhouse by 

November 1985. ·The. backlog of transactions unentered into· the DMV 

data base (about . 1 .. 4 million as of August, 1985) should be 

'dramatically. reduced shortly. OTIS has developed a technological 

"bridge" between the new computer system and segments of the old, 
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which in layman's terms has the ·effect of allowing the new system 

to talk to the old and retrieve information. from the old data base 

automatically. · The DMV' s ability to enter data will thus. be 

·dramatically increased. The . "bridge" should ·be operational by 

October 7, 1985. . The present. backlog will be largely eliminated 

shortly thereafter. Subsequently, backlogs will accumulate for no 

more than a two week period before the backlogged transactions are 

entered into the old data base. 

/I. ' 
•.._ ;·if ..__~· 
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CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, my review of ·.the· a<;)cumentation available 

on the waiver demonstrates that it·. fully complied with applicable 

law and was approved by allappropriate State officials. There is 
. . 

a substantial problem with the operation of the. computer sy.stem 

developed by Price Waterhouse which is the.responsibility of Price 

Waterhouse, not .the State. Price Waterhouse has agreed to remedy 

the deficiencies in the current system at its expense. For the 

moment, the State :has reserved on the question of damages, actual 

or liquidated.· It will.assert appropriate claims at the conclusion 

of the remedial work. 

I will be available ·to answer any questions you may have 

concerning ··this r~port as · well as to furnish additional 

docwnentation. 

MR.C:fg· 
Attachments 

I . 

en~· 
M. R. C. 
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Honorable:Irwin·I. Kimmelman 
. Attorney General _ 
Department of Law and Public Safety 
Richard J~ Hughes Justice Complex 
Trenton,.·New Jersey 08625 

Mrs. Joan·H. Wiskowski, Director 
Division· of Motor ·vehicles 
Departmen~ of Law and Public Safety 
25 South Montgomery Street 
Trenton, New Jersey 08666 

·near Attorney General Kimmelman· 
and Director Wiskowski: -

i 

65 MADISON AVENUE 
MORFHSTOWN. NJ 07960 

201 540•8980. 

March 22, 1982 

i . . ' . . . . . 

In a~cordance with the Price Waterhouse proposal to the Division 
of Motor Vehi_cles, dated September 15, 1981, we s.ubmit the Long Range 
Master Pl~n - Executive Summary. This formal report, representing an 
overview of a _supporting, detailed Master Plan notebook, outlines tht; 
long rang~ goals and strategies of the Division. Furthermore; in 
support o~ the goals ancl strategies; the Executive Summary describes a 
number ofj: specific projects which f.orm· the basis of a five year 
(FY 1983 7 1987) plan to improve the operational, financial and 

- . . . 

administrftive support systems of the DMV. 

. The Steering Commi_ttee, established for the purpose of· overseeing 
development of the Master Plan,-clearly-recognizes the·vital impor­
tance of ~he ·proposed operational improvement program, both .in terms 
of the poitential long term impact. on the driving public, ~s ~vell as 

·the eitizens of the ~tate of New Jersey_ in general. Price Waterhouse, 
I 

due to itfs heavy involvement in this planning process, is well 
'qualified1 to -sha·re and str9ngly support the Comr.1ittee' s poi~t of v:.c·.:-. 

I 

I 

I 
·I 

I 

. J , ... 
~J . X . 

.. -· ·-~-- -."~-~~-
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Visible progress has been made in overall DMV performance througr. 
implementation of short term improvements over the past 1 1/2 years, 
without necessitating special appropriations. Price Waterhouse 
believes further DMV initiatives for long term improvements, at this 

time,. can only be achieved by a significant. effort to replace or 
modify present manual and data processing eupport systems. 

There are three points relating to the.Master Plan which, in our 
.opinion, merit particular emphasis. 

1) The documentation in support of the Master Pl~n clearly 
makes a case; nothing short of a major overhaul of 
existing operational, financial an4 administrative 
support sys terns is required for DMV' s future perfor-
mance to meet or exceed the public's expectations. The 
systems and procedures currently in place at the DMV 
are dated. There exist several areas of manual 
activity which present excellent potential for pro­
ductivity gains through computerization. In addition, 
many of the functions or activities currently processed 
by computer, are based on design architecture from the 
early yea~s (1960's) of punched card processing. · This 
means the DMV has not taken adequate advantage of 
almost twenty years of computer technological ~dvance­
ment. 

Price Waterhouse believes New Jersey has a uniq'lle 
opportunity to take action today and prepare for 
tomorrow, with a reasonable investment in systems over 
an attractive recoupment period. 

2) The Master Plan itself represents only a beginning. Its 
purpose is not to gild a bookshelf and attract dust, 
but to give impetus to a commitment and be a catalyst 
to move ahead- in a specified direction. There are a 
multitude of milestones which will mark the way while 

implementing the program. The Master Plan, in reality, 

·-·-·-~ .. - ...... ' .. : ••• ~ t ..... · ... ~!·'·. 
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represents only the starting .point. Even before 
. ~eg:inning act-ual __ -impl~entation of specific projects, 

the Master Plan will provide a basis for the 
preparation of more detailed plans and the detailed 

. ~efinition of system requirements for each projeet .- c 

It is iD\portant to anticipate,· that DMV, having made 
I . . . . - . -

fignificant personnel resource commitments to the 
Master Plan development process, will now be called 

I . • • 

-upon :eo -make an evengreater personnel commitment 
~uring. ·the detailed planf\ing and implementation phases. 

- 9Ver the course of the' entire program, the d~ands upon 
SAC may be more highly Vi$ible in terms of system 
design, development:, testing and implementation. 

I 

~oweve}:', each new/modified system will impact ·the 
methods and proce(fures followed by DMV personnel in the 

! . . . - . - . ·. ·.· . 

·-preparation of input-· data, the controls over the 
I. . . . .. 

~ystem, and the utilization of the-output information 
~n the performance of daily job routines. 

Price:·waterhouse has been privileged to play an important role in 
i . . . 

the f()rtnulation of the DMV Long Range Master Plan. We share, with 
• l - • 

enthusiasm', the view of the supporters of the program, that it 
represents:aunique opportunity for New Jersey to demonstrate a 
commitment: to· reducing government spending, while at the same time 

. . ! . . . . . 

increasingi empl~yee productivity and improving services to the·public. 
Price Wate~house interprets this as a rare equation in tod~y's 
governmental environment and one·which deserves a high priority • 

. I 
I 
I 

I 
1 Yours very truly, 

·--~--· 
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In troductlion 

DIVISION OF MOTOR VEHICLES - - - -

LONG RANGE MASTER PLAN 

EXECUTIVE~SUMMARY 

I • . INTRODUCTORY _MATERIAL 

. . 

During 1981, the Division of Motor Vehicles·,- in an effort to 

·address f;u.ture needs, embarked on a program to develop a long range 

· master pl1an for organizational and systems improvement. To provide 

the neces:sary directi-on and coordination required to comp.lete this 
. . . . . 

significant, first miiesto~e, a Steering Committee was formed. The I . . ~ . . . 

Committeej comprised the following Division Directors from the New 
i 

Jersey Deipartment of Law and Publ-ic Safety: 
. I . I 

Joan· .H. Wiskowski - Motor Vehicles (DMV) 
; . 

Dona:ld J. Bianco - Systems and Communications (SAC) and 

Dennis L. Bliss ... Administration, Office of the Attorney 
· Gen;era.l · (OAG) 

I 

Px-ice Waterhouse was engaged to assis-t in developing the Master Plan; 
i . . . . 

augtnenti~g the Commit tee's technical expertise in areas of systems anC: 
I 

I 

procedur~s, financial analysis, EDP and long range planning. 
f . 
i . . 

DMV'is _master plan development processwas not an insignificant 
1 . . . . . 

commitm.ent. In addition to the time devoted by the Stee~ing Committee 

and Price Waterhouse, significant detailed work and analysis to pro­

duce the ,plan, as well as a substantial number of the ideas incorpor­

ated in ¢he plan; were attributab.le t.o ·oMV personnel. A rough esti­

mate of 4,000 hours devoted by DMV staff to this project would not be 

unr~ason~ble; Representatives of SAC, in their detailed review of t~E 
i 

EDP techJical aspects of the plan, committed no less than 30U hours~ 
I 

Jf/x 
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'£his Executive Summary presents an. overview of a 256 page Master 

Plan noteboo.k (a working document) further detailing the more 

significant aspects of the plan. The working document is buttressed 

by litf!rally file drawers of working papers and other evidential 

material supporting the fact finding and analysis which went into the 

formulation of the master plan and the prospect_ive benefits.. The 

·Executive Summary has. been developed for broad base distribution to 

interested ,parties.· While the Master Plan notebook is available for 

review, because of the voluminous material included in the notebook, 

it was deemed too costly to reproduce for wide distribution. 

A final introductory point, the use of the _term "working 

document" to describe the Master Plan notebook is not an arbitrary 

choice of words. -It is-, in· fact, an attempt to capture succinctly the 

very essence of the planning process and the plan itself •- The Master 

Plan was developed at a particular point in time. However, because 

the DMV functions in a dynamic environment, ·the plan must. in· certain 

respects, be considered tentative. For example, pending policy 

decisions and/or legislation affecting: 

photo licensing 
agency selection process 
vehicle inspection 
insurance reform -

among other issues, could have major impacts on the Master Plan, 

depending of course on the final outcome of each issue. New issues 

will undoubtedly-surface in the future. Therefore, it is important to 

!ecognize the conditional nature of the plan, and its cohtinuing need 

for revision to be responsive to a·changing operating environment. 

fA) X 
__ _........_,_ 

,·.¥·.·.=· ~ 
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Background : 

The Di~ision of Motor Vehicles is one of the larger and more, 

complex components of State Government. Operating from its central 
: . 

office fac~lity_ in Trenton, 'the Division is responsible ·for 101 

locations ~h_roughout the. State. DMV administers a $36 .4· million 
I-

annual_budget •. with a total complement of approximately 2,100 
. . I • 

employee·s .[ Through its· licensing~ regi·stration and titling, functions, .. 

·oMV licens~s 4.9 million drivers. registers 5.0 million vehicles and 

collects approximately $310 million in annual revenues, the.largest 
! . . . ' . . ' 

' -

· source of· non ... tax revenue .for the·. State's General Fund. 
I 

i . . . 

The D~, having in.ex_cess of twentymilli~n contacts with the 
. I 

public annually, either by mail; _telephone or directly, has high 

public vis~bility. For many.citizens in New Jersey, DMV represents 

the princiJle point of interac.tive contact with .State Government. The 
I . . 

-Pivision's 1 effectiveness as a.public service agency, manifested by 
i 

timely dis~atch of business with integrity,· efficiency,· accuracy and 

courteousness, is frequently equated to or considered representative 
I , . • • , 

I 

of -the effectiveness of State Government operations in general. 

Recognizing citizen contact as one criteria used by many to assess 
1 

I 

State operations, it is extremely important that the level of public 

·service provided, meets orexceeds the public's expectations. 

Over t*e yeal"s, DHV has been subject to periodic, inte-nse · 
I 
I 

scrutiny, ~rincipally because of this high level of contact with the 
i 

general pu91ic. The Division has been reviewed and exatpined by both 
' . 

cinternal at:id 'external organi~ati,ons' each resulting in recommendations 
.. 

' . 

of varying magnitude to improve th~delivery of services to the· 

·publico . M~rty of these_ recorntnenda tions- have been· implemented; however, 
. ! 

.!!¥~•-· 
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without the benefit of a comprehensive long range master plan. ·since 

such a plan did not exist, it was not possible to ensure individual 

rec:ormnendations were consistent, and in synchronization with the 

Division's long range direction, nor whether their implementation 

might, in fact, be counterproductive in the overall pictureo 

.Progress 

·In making the commitment to improve th~ Division's service 
' -

delivery systems during her tenure, DMV Director Wiskowski has pursued. 

two principal courses of a·ction, concurrently: 

· 1. ·Implementation of valid and practical recommendations arising 

from previous rt!views and of short term improvements 

initiated by DMV not requiring legislative action and/or 

.significant appropriation of funds • 

. 2o Gaining recognition for the critical need to develop a long 

range master plan - a working document for orderly imple­

mentation of comprehensive long.term improvements, 

prioritized on the basis of realistically achievable benefits 

and committed resources over a reasonable period of years. 

In the past 1 1/2 years, visible progress has been made to achieve 

short term improvements in overall DMV performance. Such things as: 

Legislative reform, in particular the Omnibus bill, represent 

measures designed tomake our highways safer; 

Public service and accessibility have been enhanced by 

sucessfully implementing the Office of Ombudsman; a concept 

arising frorn a previous r~view. 

. ·-. -~ ~~-·.· . 
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Management_ effectiveness _was advanced by organizational 
- ' 

change, assembling a··new and talented management. teatn and 

establishing a D'MV employee career development prog~am; 

The issue of integrity,-always of conce1:n to the Division, was 

partially addres.sed through. creation of a. Bureau of .Audit, 

among other things; 

Division policies and program objectives relating to 

integrity, efficiency, courtesy_ and accuracy were defined and 

articulated in the paper entitled The Progres~ and Promise 

. for Reform. 

_This list of representative short term improvements was initiated 
' ' . . . - . . 

by DMV, and implemented, in varying degrees, without the necessity for 

obtaining special appropriatio-ns. However, the time has now arrived 

when further DMV initiatives to achieve visible,_long term improve-

. ments in safety and service·. can virtually only b~ realized by a· signi­

ficant overhaul of operational~ financial and administrative:support 

systems. 

As stated prcav.iously, the first priority in addressing the long 

tern needs for oajor overhaul of DMV support systems, was given to the 

development .of a long range master plan. The master plan development 

process begain in early November, 1981 with the engagement of Price 

Waterhouse and has.progressed to a point where the master plan 

docu."'nent- requires active and positive .support, from outside the 

Division,_ to move ahead. 
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The DMV, having implemented many of the options for short term 

improvements and having charted ·a course for future improvements, no·..; 

faces the moment of decision and the need for commitment. The 

.experience of Price Waterhouse, indeed would support strongly the 

description of this moment as critical. 

The sheer volume of data which must be processed annually make it 

vital.to bring DMV into the 1980's with the substantially.improved 

methods, procedures and EDP systems required to operate and administer 

an effective operation. Although improvements to date, achieved at 

minimal cost, enable the Division to perform its basic functions on a 

marginal basis; within the foreseeable future, service delivery 

systems could be virtually under.the pressure of collapse. The 

essential functions of licensing, registration and titling could be 

perfotn1ed, but with intolerable delays in delivery to the public and 

. continually increasin~, una.cceptable backlogs. The other functions of 

information gathering, storage and retrieval would suffer 

dramatically. The information update process could become so 

deliquent as to render any output information as almost meaningless. 

The Long Range Master Plan document clearly identifies the 

opportunities for improvement and the significant benefits which will 

accrue through the implementation of the recommended over~ll 

organizational and systems improvement pl,"ogram. 
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II. GOALS, STRATEGIES AND _OBJECTIVES OF .THE_ PROGRAM 

.·.The Master Plan, as formulated,.· ineorporates DMV's statement of: 

Goals 

Goa.ls, rept"esenting the ~ivision's long term mission; 

Strategies, identifying the actions to which the Division is 

committed in order to achieve the.goals; 
. . 

- Objectives, _translated into a series of specific projects, 

which will support_ the goals and strategies structure and .. _ 

result in the institution of long term improvements and 

visible benefits to the State and the driving public. 

The Division has identified four major goals which. are the basic 

·architecture. for the Master· Plan.' The goals are summarized as 

follows=· 

l. ·PUblic· Safety and Prote~tion· 

'I'h~ Division of Motor Vehicles is charged with the 

responsibility to protect the public's safety, as it relate~ 

to motor vehicles, through control over licenling of driver: 

registration and inspect;ion of vehicles;.administratiort of 

driver improvement, . alcohol coun tertneasures, and pro bat iona: 

driver. programs; and support of driver education and highwa~ 

· safety programs. 

2. . Publi~ Service 

The Pivision of Motor Vehicles believes, with Price 

Waterhouse concurrence, th•t it should be responsible for 

achieving ~ts goals in_the most cost effective manner. ThE 

Division rnust strive for excellence in renderin·g services o 

a .prompt, . courteous, accurate and effie ien t basis. The 

·------~-
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Division also. performs a most important· function in revenue 

collection arising frpm its various licensing, registration 

and titling activities, necessitating creat~on of an employet 

·. ~onsciousness of the critical importance of integrity and ·thE: 

exercise of sound internal controls in the transaction of 

routine business. 

3. Statutory Compliance and Legislative Initiative 

The Division.of Motor Vehicles recognizes it has a 
. ·. . 

responsibility tomeet its legislativemandates and to serve 

the public interests of safety and service by initiating 

legislative recommendations and revising administrative 

procedures/siructures when appropriate. 

4. Employee· Career Development 

In addition to complying with all governmental laws and. 

regulations relating to employment, the Division of Motor 

Vehicles is committed to the creation of an employee 

environment providing opportunity for professional and 

personal growth; guaranteeing equal opportunity to all in 

recruitment, hiring and promotional policies; recognizing anc 

encouraging individual contributions; promoting effective 

communication between managers and employees; and rewarding 

employees based on their performance and job content.· 

Strategies 

·ouring the course of Price Waterhouse's engagement, the Divisiori 

of Motor Vehicles formulated five specific, action oriented s tra teg i e ~ · 

to achieve its goals. The strategies are: 

• 

....._ ___ ----.... F Z -
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f. Continually modify the ·organizational structure to t'eflect 

technological, managerial, or other changes consistent with 
. . . 

the implementation of the Master Plan. 

2. Continually develop and review procedures, controls-and 
. . 

performance-standards for· the functions performed-at the 

Division's c:entral officeand field installations. 
~ . . 

3. Continue, in a Joi~t effort ~.,rith the Division of Systems an~ 

Cotmn'\lnications, to define requirements and to implement dat. 

processing_ systems to improve.the integrity, completeness, 

accessibility and timeliness of operational, financial and 

cash collec.tion information.· 

4. _Apply current office mechanization technology to satisfy the 

Division's information and conununication requirements. 

5. Attract the-necessary management commitment and capital to 

invest in the accomplishment of Division goals. 

Objectives 

The specific objectives to be accompli-shed through implementatic 

.of the Master Plan projects are: 

1. Major improvements in operational systems by modification 

and/ or replacement;- · 

2. Development of an automated management leyel information 

system ·pt"oviding reports, on a routine basis, to -tnoni tor ar 

control Division 9perations;-

. 3. Automation of fin-ancial and cash management systems; 

4. Integration of personnel, manager.tent information and 

financial and cash management systems; 



5. Mechanization of office procedures to speed the delivery of 

documents to the pub~ic, improve the accuracy of documents 

and records, and assist the law enforcement community by 

improving the integrity of driver and registration records 

to enforce State statutes; 

6. Improve integrity and security over ·official blank document 

stock, i.e. licenses, registrations etc. and. 

7. Improvem¢nt in employee productivity resulting from rapid 

accessibility· to upc:oto-date, accurate information, 

utilization of current office mechanization technology, an~~ 

continued pursuit of the career development program • 

. Accomplishing these objectives ~ill assist the Division in 

providing accurate, prompt, efficient, and courteous service to the 

. pu~~ic. In addition, successful completion of automation efforts wi l} 

result in benefits. to other interested parties by providing: 

Improved ·accuracy and timeliness in posting convictions ar1d 

violations to individual driving records; 

Faster identification of habitual violators for appropriate 

actionby the Division of Motor Vehicles, the law enforce­

ment community and the courts; and 

Improved security, confidentialityof data and integrity c~ 
. . 

the Division of Motor Vehicles' driver and registration 

files. 

---- J 



_ _.. 

'. 

III. MASTER -PLAN PROJECT SUMMARY 

Introduction 

The objectives, or individual projects, identified in the_Maste: 

Plan in support of the goals and str•tegies, number fifteen. 

Approximately one half of these projects could be characterized as 
. . .. 

"stand a.lon_e''.- -That is, they could be designed and implemented 

indepen.dently without impacting any of the other fourteen. ·It-is a:!.~ 

fair to state, the "s·e.and alone" projects, in general are ones which 

would be less -d~fficult to implement, have lower potential for cost 

savings and have the least visible improvement in service benefits tc 

the public. 

-Eight other projects are characterized as interrelated. Not to 

-say all are interd-ependent, but at a minimum, one _project would-

necessitate interfacing with at least one or more of the other 

projects. These projects can be generally described as: 

1. technically complex and demanding to implement; 

2. requiring a significant c.ommitment of executive support: and 

resources to design, deve~op and implement; 

3. providing the greatest and most visible public service 

irnprovemen ts·; 

4. yield~ng the most significant_cost savings. 

Considering the fifteen projects- in total,-it is quite apparent 

without sacrificing key Division goals of public safety, public 
- . . . 

service, statut-ory cOmpliance an9 employee development, the-re are 

sig~if~cant opportunities to perform DHV services more e~fectively a; 

effi_ciently. - Eventual cost savings, not even t-aking into account 

future cost avoid-ance, could realistically anoun't to several million 
. . 

of dollar per year, _as shown on the next page. 

,.,-; -._, -\ 



Project Summary 

The individually defined projects, the potential fiscal 1987 
annual cost savings, and cumulative poten.tial cost savings for fiscal 
years 1984-1987 are presented below: 

Data Processing Project Portfolio 

1. Integration of the Registration File 

2. Integration of the Driver License, 
Driver History and Violation Files 

3. Violation Data File Enhancement 

4.-Acceleration of Agency Automation 

5. Agency Cash and Document Inventory 
Automation· 

6. Agency Forms R~design 

7. Automation of Municipal Court Interface 

8. Automation of Insurance Company 
Interface 

Office Automation Project Portfolio 

9. Numeric Files Micrographic System 

10. Personnel Management Reporting System 

11 • Claim Status and Payment Reporting 
System 

12. Word Pr?ces sing· Sys tern 

, 3. Centralization of Mail Cash Receipts 

14. Centralization of Over-the-Counter 
Cash R~ceipts 

Organizational Structure Recor.rr:1endations 

15. Driver Rehabilitation Programs 

Total 

Projected Projected. 
Annual Savings 

Savings Fiscal 
Estimate Years 

Fiscal 1987 1984-1987 
(in current $'s) 

$ 711,000 $ , , 483. ooc 

92,000 223,000 

167,000 612,000 

478,000 1,795,000 

452,000 86 7 ;000 

90,000 135,000 

252,000 588,000 

176,000 676,000 

948,000 2,133,080. 

60,000 210,000 

. , 20' 000 350., 000 . 

118,000 411 .ooo 

396,000 , .584 .ooc 
2,4.060.000 $1, .067. 000 

,....._ __ r_ ; ,U .. 
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Reference should also be made to the attachments to this -report 

(Exhibits A-D) and Appendix A, further _elaborating various aspects of 

the overall program. 
' . . . 

·Exhibit A -_,Project Implementation PERT Cha:rt - As_s,uming Des_ired Level 

of Incremental Resources • · 

This Exhibit charts a schedule for eac;h project, as$umil'lg the 

desired level of resources are allocated to DMV .and SAC. ·All proj~cts 

could be·. completed w.ithin approximately 42 months of the commencement 

of implemf!ntation. At the end of four· fiscal y·ears, projected annual 

savings would app~o~imate $4,060,000. The one-time incremental costs 

·required to achieve this at'lnualrate of savings could approach 

$6,000,000 (inclusive of a -20i. contingency, for unanticipated cqs ts 
. ' . 

. and potential ·inflationa-ry impacts.) 

Exhibit B- Sunnn.ary of Annual ProJected Savings. 

· The Master Plan p-rojects· appearing on this Exhibit have been 

reclassified along functional lines. Projected savings in fiscal year 

1987 ate shown at the rate of .$4,062,000 annually. Cumulative savings 

indicated for fiscal ye~rs 1984-1987 will app~oach $11,067,000. 

Exhibit c~ Summarv of Annual Proje~t:ed Costs 

Projects again have been classified along functiot'lal lines. This 

Exhibit presents annual· estimated costs incurred for fiscal years. - . 

. 1982-1986, indicating a cumulative to~al of approximately $6,000,000 

(including the 20% contingency referred to above). 

·Exhibit D - Proj~ct Implementation PERT Chart ... Assuming No Increnent 

.in Resources. 

;; ec:.\ 4,.: 
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This Exhibit charts a schedule for each project, assuming no 

additional resources are allocated to DMV or-SAC. It would require a:; 

estimated 14 years to accomplish all projects included in the Master 

Plan. Given the duration of the implementation period under this 

assumption, net cost savings would be negligible, or possibly non­

existent. Technological obsolescence would take its toll, and· 

realistically by completion, it might be time to start over again. 

Appendix A.- Summary Description of Proposed Master Plan Projects 

In Appendix A,- projects 1-15 are summarized covering the 

following significant aspects of each: 1) purpose; 2) cost analysis; 

and 3) benefits. 

Discussion of Projected Savings 

The principal source of savings would be personnel reductions, an 

estimated 300 DMV and SAC budgeted positions:, through normal 

attrition. Current attrition rates at DMV exceed fifteen pel:"cent per 

year,· which means theoretically on a total ·position basis, personnel 

reductions could alm.ost be contemporaneous with project implementa-

. tion. Obviously, from a practical standpoint, the actual reassignment 

o_f personnel to balance staff -ceductions and attrition will not be 

that simple. It will take careful personnel planning and development 

in terms of matching transferrable skills with open positions and a 

commitment to either retraining or supplemental training of personnel 

whose job requirements change as a result of new, and improved 

systems. The end result how·ever will be a DMV operation which takes 

full advantage of current systems technology in serving the driving 

public, while at the same time enhancing job content.and er.1ployee jo~ 

satisfaction. 

• 
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Over th~ past ~several years, the percentage of the DMV budget 

allocated to personnel costs h~s b~en maintained at slightly over 67/~ 

Inmost clerical intensive organizations, such as DMV, the emphasis 

over this same period of time has been on making capital investment::. 

·eq~ipment and systems in order to reduce dependence on clerical 

personnel; while· at the same time improving s.ervice levels·._ One 
. -

should also be cognizant of the fact that career compensation, in 

current (1982.) dollars~ of a State employee from entry level through 

retirement, can exceed one million dollars.- Two conclusions can be. 

drawnfrorri the above: 1) the State's priority structure, as-it 

relates to DMV, has, in effect, been putting monies in the wrong 

_place •. The emphasis should be on inc~easing other than personnel­

costs by funding improvements in suppo+t systems, with the intent_of 

eventually reducing the percentage allocation to personnel costs; 

2} taking into consideration this perspective of the proposed 

organizational and systems improvement program, based on son:te modest 

-projections, Price ·waterhouse projects the long t·erm impact on DMV 

spending can be described as- nothing les-s than dramatic. 

-Conclusion · 

After reviewing· the Long Range MeiSter Plan document, the scope 

and magnitude·of-this long term improvement program becomes quite 

apparent. Price Waterhouse experience clearly demonstrates prograns 
. . . 

of this nature take time to implement and, more crit~ca].ly, require 

the tenac.ity of a str()ng executive level commitment to be ultimately. 

realized. However, considering the public service benefit~s and cos: 

savings, in _our· opinion, this extremely challenging _and difficult 

. undertaking represents an C)PPOrtunity which absolutelv should not b~ 

ignored. 

r.:,..,. 
~1---=.·: .,. 
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The cost savings alone, presented in this Exec.utive Summary, an:: 

further documented in the Master Plannotebook, could amount. to as 

much as $11.0 million by the end of four years, concurrent with the 

implementation. This extraot'dinary savings opportunity can begener­

atedby a capital investment of approximately $6.0 million in software 

·development (principally personnel), computer hardware and limited use 

of outside consulting assistance. · Not only will the capital 

recoupment be greater than the investment by 1987, continued annual 

savings, in current dollars, could approach $4.1 million. 
. . 

Price Waterhouse believes the Master Plandemonstrates with 

clarity how this program supports the accomplishment of Division 

goals. The benefits of the long term organizational and systems 

improvement program have been .fully described. Not only has the 

Steering Committee strongly endorsed the program but also D!1V 

Assistant Directors, Bureau_Chiefs, SAC and OAG have all reviewed 

appropriate portions of the document and are supportive of the 

conclusions. The momentum and enthusiasm for organizational and 

systemsimprovemeht has thus been created through the master plan 

development process. Price Waterhouse experience clearly demonstrates 

to defer moving ahead promptly will jeopardize these two critical 

success factors. 

Price Waterhouse views this improvement program as a unique 

opportunity for New Jersey. To proceed w~th implementation will_ 

clearly demonstrate a significant commitment to reduce the·cost of 

government by increasing efficiency and productivity, while achieving 

concurrent improver.1ents in service to the public. 

_Morristown, ~J 
March 22, ·_ 1982 
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DIVISION OF'HOTOR VEHICLES 
LONG RANGE MASTER PLAN 

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION PERT CHART - ASSUMING DESIRED LEVEL OF INCREMENTAL RESOURCES 

Project Description* 

lnteRratlon of the 
Re~lstration File 

lnte·Rration of the 
Driver License, 
Drivei History and 
Violation Files 

Violation Data File 
Enhancement 

Acceleration of 
A~ency Automation 

Atp,ency Cash and! 

Fiscal Year 1983 Fiscal Year 1984 Fiscal Year 198S 

n n 

0 0 
n () • 

' • 

·rlscal Year 1986 

Document Inventory 
Automation 

Agency ·Forma Redeahtn 

' ' ' ' D 

~ 
I ~ • 

Automation of Municipal. 
Court Interface 

Automation of lnauranceQ Q 
Company Interface .. 

Numeric Files Hlcro-
Rraphlc System 6 0 

Personnel HanaRenaent o---o. . .. · 
Reporting System 

Claim Status and Payme'() O 
Reporting System 

Word rr·ocesslnR System 0 =Q 
Centralization of Hall<:) O 

Cash Receipts _ 
Centralization of Over- LEGEND: 

Fiscal Year 1987 

~ 
CD 

I 

the-Counter Cash 

0 0 R~celpts 
Indleatea·Onsolns Project Effort 
lndlc.tea Dependent Activities 

Projected investment in 
equipment and personnel 

Projected savings 

Net cash flow 

$ 2,201,400 

Each fiscal year · (2,201,400) 

Cumul R t l ve tt2....Z.0.1_.!•.Q.(U 
r•,H'I'llt'··• ,q,• ,,,,~\.~r,.T\(.1 ?.fl"!· 

$ 1,718,700 

1 ,1021 1'00 

(616, 600) 

i (~~,_8_1_ft,QO_Q) 

$ 1,062.000 $ 18.800 $ 

1,924,400 3,979,300 .. 4,062,000 

862,400 3,960,500 4,062,000 

~-t L.25 S_,_6_0.9) ~-2_, _o_ o !• .. 9.o .!l. $_6. ,_0_6~6 .•. 9J).~ 



Service·of Agencies and Internal l•suance 
Acceleration o·f Agency Automation. . 
Agency· Cash and Document. l:nventory Automation 
Agency forms Redesign 

Total 

Service of Or iver Testing and Vehicle Control 
· Integration of the Registration ·File · 

Au.tomatton of Insurance. Company Interface 

Total 

Driver· Control 
Integra-tion of the Driver License, Driver 
History.and Vl~latlon Fllea 

Violation Data File Enhancement 
~ Automation of Municipal Court· Interface 

v_., .. \ ·Nwoe·r ic Fi lea H lcrographlc System 
~~ Driver Rehabilitation Program. . 

'-' · Tot.al 

Adminlstratlo~ an4 Support 
P. ersonn.el Management Re.fortl.n& System · 

(no measurabl¢ savings 
Word Processing System 
Central i za,t!on of Over--the-Counter Cash 

Recelpt·s (no measurable savings) 
Centralization of H~il Cash Receipts 

Total 

Unsatisfied Claim and Judgment Fund Board. 
Claim Status and Payment Reporting System 

· DIVISION OF MOTOR VEHICLES. 

LONG RANGE MASTER PLAN 

SUHMAKY OF ANNUAL PROJECTED.SAVlNGS 

FISCAL YEARS 1984 - 198J 

Fiscal 
Year 
1'984 

$ lS9,100. 

159,100: 

147,000 
147,000 

111,200. 

. 196.000 
507.200 

S8,800 
S8,800 

30,000 

$ 

Fiscal: 
Year 
198S. 

478,800 

-
478, 800' 

59,300 
176,400 
235,700 

311,500 
166,800 
84,000 

237,000 
·396.000 
922,300 

11 o. 000 

-
1171600 
227,600 

6o.ooo 

Fl.scal 
Year 
1986 

$ 478,.800 
414,700 
4s.ooo 

. 938,500 

711 '600 
176.400 
888,000 

. 92,400 
1·66, 800 
252,000 . 
948,000 
396.000 . 

1, 855,200 

120,000 

"': 

117.600 
237,600 

6o.ooo 

TOTALS s 1.102. 100 ~1.924.400 S3. 97 9, JQQ 

Assumptions: 

I. All nbn~dependent projects begin July 1; 1982. 

'J.. Savings bPgln six months after a pro.Ject's completion. 

3. Proj1;cts ;u.~ scheduled in accordance with 'the priorities identified 
.:._ -~ - I,----- ,, 

t 

tJUilBIT B 

Fiscal · Fiscal. Years 
Year· 1984 - 1987 
19tJ7. Total 

$ . 478,800 $ 11 79S,500 
4S2,400 867,100 

90.000 ·lls.ooo 
1,021,200 2, 797.600 . 

711,600 . 1·; 4·82. 500 
. 176.400 676.200 
888, ooo .... 2~158,700 

92,400 223 lOO I . . 
166,800. 68e,600 ~ 
252,000. 588,000 \0 
948,000 2,1 Jl~OOO a 
396.000 1 1 584 1oou 

10 855 .• 200 5,1 19,9.00 

120~000 350,000 

1U 7 .600' .41.1.600 
. 237,600 7&1,600 

6o.ooo 21'0 .ooo,. 

ll.!t6~,_AO~ §..11.067·8~ 



Service of Agencies and Internal lsauance 
Acceleration ot Agency Automation 
Agency Cash and Document Inventory Automation 
Ag~ncy Forms Redesign 

Total 

Se . .;-_vice of Driver Testing andl Vehicle Control 
Integration of the Registration File 
Automation of Insurance Company Interface 

Total 

Driver Control 
lnteg~atlon of the Driver Llcenae, Driver 
History an~· Violatl.on Fllea 

Violation Data File Enhancement 
Automation of .Hunlcl,pal Court Interface 

(,\'._ Nume-ric Files Micrographic System 
~ Driver ·Rehabll.itation Prosram 

;... Total 

Admtntatratlon and Support . 
Personnel Management Reportin& Syatee 

· Word Processing System 

DIVISION OF MOTOR VEHICLES 
LONG RANGE MASTER PLAN 

SUMMARY OF ANNUAL PROJECTED COSTS 
FISCAL YEARS 1983 - 1986 

Fiscal 
Year 
1983 

$ 141,000 

143.000 

5.ll,OOO 
47,400 

580.400 

148,800 
100,400 

249,200 

Fiscal 
Year· 
1984 

$ 64,800 
39.200 

104,000 

278,000 
7,600 

Zlf5,600 

356,000 
11,300 
26.200 

224,600 

618,100 

Centralization of Over-the-Counter Cash Recelpta 
Centralization of Mall Cash Receipts 

25,000 
188,800 
124,000 
131 ,600 
469,400 

155,400 
21,600 
17,000 

Total 

Unsatisfied Claim and Judgment Fundi Board 
Claim Status and Payment Re.portlng System 

SUB-TOTAL 

Costa Other Than Internal Personnel" and Equipment 
Including the Followln&: . 

Outside destgn and programming aaaistance 
Teat ing and imp lementa·tlon aaalatance 
Quality control 
Project planning~ •onitorlng and control 
Status reporting and Steering Committee aupport 

59,400 

. 1 ,501,400 

700,000 

TOTI\L 1!,1.0_1_.,.4_0_0. 
Contingency for Unanticipated Coats and Inflation (20%) 

(19flJ-Rf)) Investment (Rotmcfed) 

fCJ4,000 

17,000 

1,218,700 

500,000 

lL.7_1~ 8_,_7J)_'!· 

$ 

Flacal 
Year 
1985 

38,000 
17,800 
55.800 

175,600 

175,600 

242,600 

. 36,000 
37,200 

]1~,800 

14,800 

fli,800 

762,000 

]00,000 

! '·· 061.._0_~~ 

$ 

cJI, 

Flacal 
Year 
1986 

5.800 
13,000 
T8,800 

18,800 

§_ _ _1_8..~_8_00 

~' EXHIBIT C -----

Flacal Years 
1981 - 1986 

Total 

$ 207,800 
83,000 
10,800 

321,600 

1,186,600 
55,000 

f~241.600 

747,400 
111,700 
62,200 

261 ,800 

1, 183,100 

25,000 
359,000 
145,600 
148 ,600' 
678,200 

76,400 

3 1soo;900 

1,500,000 

~-5_._0_~~ • .2_0.~ 
1. ooo. 000 

~ (~ ,_ f!On_. _ o_~~ 

~ 
0 
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'DIVISION OF .MOTOR VEHICLES 

LONG RANGE MASTER PLAN• 

~· 

·. EXHIBITD 

PROJECT lHPI .. EMENTATION PERT CHART - ASSUMING NO INCREMENTAL ·RESOURCES . 

Project Oef!~r_!l!tion 

Fiscal 
Year 
1981 

Fiscal 
Year 
1985 

Fiscal 
Yea.r · 
1987 

1. tritegration of the 
Regis~ratlon File r\ ("\ 

2. lnteRra.tl:on of the 
Dr lver License., 
Driver History 

l. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

and Violation Fllea 

Vlolatlon Data File 
Enhancement 

Acceleration of. 
A,Rency Automation 

~enc y Cash andl 
Document Inventory 
Automat i.on 

Agency Forma Redealttn 

7. Automat.lon of Municipal. 
Court Interface 

8. Automation o·f Insurance 
Company Interface · · 

9. 

1 o. 

l1. 

Numeric .Files Hl..cro-· 
~raphlc Syat.em ·. 

Personnel Management 
Reporting System 

Cl~Jm Status and 
Payment Report tng 
System 

1 2. \lord Processing 
System 

IL# 

11. Centralization of 
Hall Cash Receipts 

14. ~ent~~llzatlon of 

·o-o 
o--o 
o----o 
o--o 

Flsc.al 
Year 
1989 

Fiscal 
Year 
1991 

Lri:END: 

Fiscal 
Year· 
1·991 

Flacal 
Year 
.1995 

:Q 
o-o I . . 

".··A 
v.----\J. 

Fiscal 
Year. 
1997 

0 . . • I ., .. ~ 
A~· . 

v-vl .. : ...•... · .. · ... 
o--o 

. 0 . . 

o--d· .. 
6---o 

. 
Indicates. Ongoing Project Effort 
lndtctltea Dependent Activiltiea 

N 
. ......, 

. 0 
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ASSUMPTIONS FOLLOWED IN EXHIBIT PREPARATION 

All non-dependent projects start at the beginning of the fiscal 

year (1983). 

The duration of all projects is in accordance with the schedules 

_outlined in the project analyses. 

Manpower requirements are in accordance with-the schedules 

outlined in the project analyses. 

Equipment costs are described in the project analys~s. 

Manpower costs are based on the following average monthly rates 

(including benefits): Division of Motor Vehicles Staff Support 

at $2,400; Systems and Communications Programmer at $1,700; and 

Systems and Communications Systems Analyst at $2,600. 

6. No adjustment for inflation has been made. 

7. All project costs are considered to be incremental to the Division 

of Motor Vehicles and the Division of Systems and Commun_ications 

operations. 

8. Benefits begin to accrue six months -after the project is 

completed. 

9o Equipment costs are incurred six months after project is begun. 
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A. SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED MASTER PLAN PROJECTS 

1) INTEGRATION OF THE REGISTRATION FILE 

Purpose: 

-Establish an integrated Registration and Certificate of Ownership 
file,_ with appropriate indices to micrographic data. 

Cost Summary (Fiscal Years 1983-1987): 

Projected one time· investuient in equipment and 
· personnel $1,186,600 

1,482,500 Projected savings 

Net cash flow $ 295,900 

Annual measurable savings which will continue 
after 1987 $ 711,000 

Benefits: 

• 

• 

• 

0 

• 

0 

• 

More timely and accurate issuance of motor vehicle documents to the 
public. 

Eliminates time consuming searches of massive card files • 

Eliminates constant manual collating and sorting of cards. 

Allows for the initiation of a forms redesign project that will 
permit the handling of streamlined documents. 

Increases the level of responsiveness to telephone inquiries 
through increased number of telephones-and access to driver 
information~. through on-line terminals o 

Improves the ownership investigation. process, particularly in those 
instances wher~ a complete vehicle chain of title search is 
:equired! through the availability of more comprehensive title 
1nformat1on. . 

Allows for access to vehicle registration data by vehicle 
identification number through on-line terminals. 

Expedi.tes investigations of automobile thefts and other motor 
vehicle related crimes. 
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· 2) INTEGRAtiON OF THE DRIVER LICENSE, DRlVE_R. HISTORY AND VIOLATION ri. 

Purpose-: 

Establish an integrated driver license, driver history, and v_iolaticn 
file, with alternative _access methods· and appropriate· indices to 
micrographic d~ta. 

Cost Summary (Fise~l Yea1:s .. 1983-1987): 

Proj~cted inve~tm~nt in equip~ent ._and personnel · 
· Proj ect:ed ·savings 

Net cash flow 

Annual measurable savings whichwill continue 
aft~r 1987 . . · 

B"enefi ts:-

$ 747,400 
223,300 

$ (524, 1 00) 

$ 92~000 

•. More .. timely removal of unsafe drivers from· the roads t:hrough the 
elimination of existing delays in processing both restoration an~ 
suspension actions~ 

• Reduces· workload associated with accessing hard copy data to 
resolve tel~phot'le questions.· · 

• Increases usage and reliance on the central information files by 
both the·law enforcement community and ·the court system due to· 
~ore timely updating ~f violation data. 

3) VIOLATION DATA FILE ENHANCEMENT 

.. Purpose: 

Continue-the program to enhance the violation d'ata files, including 
the establishment of on-line computerized ·storage for working 
documents, an~ an ongoing document and information maintenance 
.program. 

· Cost Su:mmat"Y (fi_scal Years 1983 ... 198.7): 

.Projected invesonent· in equipment and pe_rsonnel 
· . Projected savings 

Net cash flow 

Annual measurable savings which will continue 
, after 1987 · 

Benefits: 

$111,700 
611 ,600 

$499,900 

$167,000 

Fifty percent reduction in both the number of telephone calls to 
the· Divis ion and the number of cases where a Divis ion e!Dployee 
must ~all~a ci~izen back~ 
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Immediate access to suspension and restoration information for 
central office conferences' visitors' and 'for remote conferencing 
purposes. 

Fewer misplaced driver history files resulting from reduced 
handling. 

Fifty p~rcen~ reduction in the need eo request and manually locate 
hard copy violation files. 

Concurrt:!nt acct!ss by di_fferent organizations to centralized 
information files o 

ltQmediate access to sus_p~ns ion and res torat:ion information on a 
statewide basis through the existing on-line terminal inquiry 
network. 

More timely turnaround time for court-requested certified abstract 
records relating to driver violations. · 

Improved integrity of Division of Motor Vehicles violation files. 

Reduced quantity of paper files resulting in a reduction. in floor 
space r~quirements. 

ACCELERATION_OF AGENCY AUTOMATION 

Purpose: 

Provide a means to accelerate the implementation of the automation of 
motor vehicle agencies. 

Cost Summary (Fiscal Y~~rs 1983-1987):. 

Projected investment in equipment and personnel 
Projected savings 

Net cash flow 

Annual measurable savings which will continue 
after 1987 

Benefits:· 

$ 207,800 
1,795,500 

_$1,587,700 

$ 478,000 

• More time·ly processing of transactions with the public • 

Insurance indus~ry will benefit· from more ~imely posting of 
driver and vehicle information. 

Increased accuracy and timeliness of agency ~ata. 

Reduct ion of the data en try function. 
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5) AGENCY CA_SH AND OQC_UMENT INVENTORY AUTOMAtiON 

Purpose: 
' . 

. . . . . 

Continue the development of~all·autom.ated system and the associated 
information base for controlling and Utonitoring.the receipt of State 
;unds -from the agencies and for_ ·.1nven torying sensitive document:s and 
items •. ·_ · 

GO$t Summ_ary (Fiscal Years. 1983•1987): 

Pr()jected investment in equipment and-personnel 
· Projected savings 

Net·cash flow 

Annual. tneasur.able savings which will continue 
after 1987 · 

Benefits: 

$ 83,000 
867~100 

$784,100 

$452,000 

Reduced -workload within a. number of bureaus result:ing from use of 
automated ledgers for inventory control and for sales and deposit 
monitoring. · 

*, 

More- accur·ate tracking of the use of forms, supplies. and documents, 
as w.ell as more precis~ recordkeeping procedures. 

Increased number and ease of audits due to availability of current 
and .accurate sales. deposit and inventory data. 

• Decreased ilkelihood of fraudulent or improper use of valuable 
forms and docUIDents • · 

Increased accuracy of inventory. information concerning docunents in 
the case of catastrophic· events (i.e.,·· fire_, burglary) at tnotor. 
vehicle agencies. 

6) AGENCY FORMS RE.DtSlGN 

Purpose: 

_Redesign ~he Registration, Certificat·e of Ownership and Licensing 
··forms, consistent with increased au.totX~ation ·of document processing at 
·the agency locations • 

. Cost Summarv (Fiscal Years. 1983-1987): 

Projected investment itt equipment- and personnel 
Projected savings 

Net cash flow 
~ ~ 
· .. , .. . 

s 30,800 
135,000 

$104,200 
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Annual measurable savings which will continue 
aftt!r 1987 

Benefits: 

$ 90.000 . 

-. 
• 

More concise registration, titling and licensing forms. 

Fewer-instances of inaccurate data on registration, titling and 
licensing forms. 

• Simplicity of forms, increased document storage capacity and 
simplified document procurement procedures •. -

Fewer errors on application forms prepared by the public. 

7) AUTOMATION OF MUNICIPAL COURT INTERFACE 

Purpose: 

Provide an automated access·path between the Division of Motor 
·vehicles' central data files and the Municipal Courts. 

Co~t Summary (Fiscal Years 1983-1987): 

Projected investment in equipment and personnel 
Projected savings 

Net cash flow 

Annual measurable savings which will continue 
after 1987 

Benefits: 

$ 62,200 
588,000-

$525,800 

$252,000 

• More accurate and timely identification of unsafe drivers • 

Elim·ination of forwarding, manual processing and key-~ntering of 
600,000 MF-1 cards per year~ 

- Increased ability to provide up-to-date driver history information 
to the Municipal Courts for purposes of traffic violator 
disposition and processing. 

8) AUTOMATION OF INSURANCE COMPANY INTERFACE 

Purpose: 

Exchange infor:nation between the ·insurance industry and the 
centralized driver information base, using available technology. 

/ ( 
lv :· '-

---'"""··'~··:.. ·--· ,,_,_- .· • . .-... :-~ . .-.,.%\ *1>.; .. ~~. ?,~~~'"· .. ·i. ·' .-~---:-= .. -· .. ''- ,_ --- -·- ~---_--:--~ 
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Cost Summary (Fiscal Years 1983-1987): 
. . 

Projected investment in· -equipment and personnel 
Projected _savings 

·Netcash flow 
. . . 

Annual measurable cost which will continue 
after 1987 

Benefits: . · 

$ 55,000 . 
676,200 

$621,200 

$176;000 

• Reduction in cost to the insurance companies for motor vehicle 
·record abstract forms~--

. - I 

Eliminacion of postag~ and clerical· costs inc~rred by the insurance 
. companies in handling, ·processing and mailing forms. 

Elimination of the need for the Division of Systems and Communi­
cations to purchase and maintain inventories of forms. 

Elimination of data entry operation to convert card oriented 
information into computer readable format at_ the Divisio,n of 
Systems and Communication~.-

Elirniriat~on of the printing, _d-ecollating and bursting of Motor· 
Vehicle Record abstract forms at the Division of Systems and­
Communic-ations. 

9) .-NUMERIC FILES MICROGRAPHIC SYSTEM 

Purpose: 

Establfsh·an automated micrographic storage and retrievq.l system to 
replace the .numeric violation_ file. 

Cost Sumrnarv (Fiscal Years 1983-1987): 

Projected investment in equipment and personnel 
Projecte~ sav~ngs 

Net cash flow 

A.nnual measurable cost -which will continue 
after 1987 

Benefits: 

$ 261,800 
2,133,000 

$1,871,200 

s 948,000 

Cent rcil i zed and integrated cas·e file information sys tern 0 

Effiti~nt, .cost~effective and reliable alternative to the hard 
f1l~s system .. · .. · 

------ -·- ---·------
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Improved cash accountability and file integrity. 

• 

Allows for the timelyand cost ... effective purging of case files. 

Reduces present physical storage area; allows fo~ future gro~th • 

1 0) PERSONNEL- MANAGEMENT REPORTING SYSTEM 

Purpose: 

Enhance the capabilities of the Department of Law and Public Safety's 
Personnel Management Reporting System. 

Cost Summary (Fi'scal Years 1983-19R7): 

Projected investment in equipment and personnel 
Projected savings 

Net cash flow 

·- Benefits: 

$ 2 5, 000 

$(25,000) 

Improved and-more.tim~ly personnel information and detailed 
personnel reports for training, planning and othei management 
purposes. 

· 11) CLAIM· STATUS AND PAYMENT REPORTING SYSTEM 

Purpose: 

Implement an automated Claim Status and Payment Reporting System for 
the Unsatisfied Claim and Judgment Fund. 

Cost Summarv (Fiscal Years 1983-1987): 

Projected investment in equipment and personnel 
Proj~cted savings 

Net cash flow 

Annual measurable savings which will continue 
after 1987 

_ Benefits: 

$ 76,400 
. 210,000 

$133,600 

s 60,000 

Allows staff to devote more time to primary functions of collecting 
funds from uninsured motorists who have defaulted on payments. 

Substantially increases level of funds collected. 

Enables elimination of clerical tasks performed by the Suoerviso!" 
o f Co ll e c t ions and He ad C 1 e r k w i th in the Un s a t i s f it: d C 1 aim and 
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Judgmertc Fund, and reallo9ation of-approximately fifty·percent ~f· 
their time to their primary function of collecting monies due to 
tt)e state. 

. . . . 

•. Improved accuracy·and timeliness of reports. 

• Obv.iates the need ·to hire-additional_ personnel to process the 
expanding vol\lltle ()£ Excess !iedical Benefit Claims. 

. . 

12)--WQRD PROCESSING SYSTEM 

Purpose: 

Implement word processing capabill.ty for -the gener-ation of 
correspondenc~ and report~ •. 

Cost Summ~ry (tiscal Iears 1983-1987): 

- Proj ec tec:i investment in equipment_ atld personne 1 
Projec~ed savings 

Net cash flow 

Annual measurable savings which will continue 
after. 1987 

Benefits: 
- .. 

Incr~as~d productivity~ resulting fro~: 

·l) Timely generation of materials; 

2) Storage of material; 

3) Ease in editing reports and documents; and 
. . . 

$359,000 
350,000 

$ (9,000) 

$120,000 

4) !~proved quality of content and- ~ppearance of' correspondence~ 

• 

.. 

. . 

Improved productivity due to reduction in supervisory/managerial 
-review of correspondence. · 

Fewer telephone inquiries and pe~sonal- visits ~esulting from lack 
of ~imely response to. written correspondence. 

13) · CENTRALIZATION OF MA.lL CASH REC.EJPTS 

'Purpose: 
·. 

Centralize the remittance processing function initially for the Bureat: 
of Motor Carriers and, subsequently, for all bureaus receiving ~onies~ 
in_ th~ mail;. 



(" 

... 32 -

Cos t Summary ( F is c a 1 Years 19 _8 3- 19 8 7 ) : 

Projected investment ·in equipment and personnel 
Projected savings 

Net cc1sh flow 

Annual measurable savings which will continue 
after 1987 

Benefits: 

$148,600 
411,600 

$263,000 

$118,000 

.. Increases the timeliriess of check and money-order depo$i~s • 

• Increases security of cash r~ceipts • 

Increases productivity resulting from the implementation of a 
remittance processor. 

14) CENTRAL-IZATON OF OVER-THE-COUNTER CASH RECEIPTS· 

Purpose: 

Establish a procedure for the con~rol of over-the-coun~er c~sh 
receipts in the Trenton headquarters. 

Cost Summary-(Fiscal Years ·198J-l987):· 

Proj~cted investment in equipment and personnel 
Projected savings 

Net cash flow 

Benefits: 

s 145,600 

5(145,600) 

• 

• 

Increased accuracy and documentation of cash receipts • 

Increased accountability resulting from daily reconciliation of 
_ over-the-counter cash receipts. 

Increased security of cash receipts. 

15) DRIVER REHABILITATION PROGRAM 

Purpose: 

Improvement of the Di~ision of Motor Vehicles• Safety and Driver 
Improvement program by transferririg ~he responsibility for 
administ~ring and conducting driver improvement classes to the States 
community collegeso · 
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·.Cost s~nnna~y (fiscal years 1983•19.87): 
Projected investment in equipment and personnel 
Projected savings . · 

Net cash flow 

Annual measurable savings which will continue 
a~ter 1987 

Bene:f its: 

$1,584~000 

$1,584,000 

$396,00.P 

• Substantially reduce administrative. ove:rhead in terms of· personnel .. 
positions and administrative supporeo 

.• Improved productivity of Division personnel •. 

Savings in floor ~pace. 

. /~)X 
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~tntr uf N rw 3lrrsry 

DEPARTMENT OF LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY 
DIVISION OF MOTOR VEHICLES 

25 SQUTH MONTGOMERY STREET 

IRWIN I. KIMMELMAN 
ATTORNEY GENERAL. 

TRENTON, NEW JERSEY 01666 CLIFFORO '."/ SNE:::-..::::= 
pli=!£CTOFi 

TO: 

· FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

MEMORANDUM 

Kenneth D. Merin, Deputy Chief Counsel 
Office of the Governor 

Clifford W. Snedeker, Director 
Division ofMotor Vehicles 

June 7, 1983 

Completion of the Division of Motor Vehicles Long Range 
Master Plan 

In previous memoranda and discussions, I have described the serious custocer 
service, equipment, funding and· managerial problems which have beset the 
Division of. ~lotor Vehicles (DMV' for· over ten years • These ·problems have 
prevented DMV from satisfactorily fulfilling its mission. The result has 
been thousands upon thousands of complaints from motorists and Legislators 

- about D~1V delays, errors a~d discourtesy. The documents tion of DMV' s past 
inadeql.lacies is long. I have summarized these problems and a plan to solve 
the problems in my April 1, 1983, report to Governor Thomas H. Kean. 

DMV's infrastructure problems are compounded by the need to implement the 
Automobile Insurance Reform Act (P. L. 1983, C. 65) by January lt 1984. 
Collection of insurance surcharges would be a very sensitive operation and 
could generate customer service problems and citizen dissatisfaction even if 
DMV had modern automated-billing and collection systems. Under DHV's 
cumbersome data base and inadequate manual processes the surcharge systeo 
will cause serious customer inconvenience and confusion including: 

delays in billing motorists; 

delays in collecting surcharges; 

errors i~ billing the wrong person or an 
inaccurate surchar~e; 

delays in responding to motorists' questions concer~ing 
surcharge~asse~sments. 

Price t-laterhouse, the private executives from the Governor's Nanagement 
Improve~ent Progr~m and Insurance Industry analy~~s hav~ predicted that th~ 
irisur.:lnce surcharge oper.:ltion could be the final strn'W that create~ chacs in 
Dt-!V's papernill. If DNV and the Strite do not move ir:=tediatcly to make the 
approp-riate ir.vest:nents in syster:1s and hardware changes, this chaos will 
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. begin to build and _culminate in ·a total collapse .iti three· to five years (1985). 

I am convinced that notbing short of amjor overhaul of existing DMV 
opera.ticnal, · financial and.· adcti .. nistrative support systetns_ is requirec:l to 
enable DHV to ceet its day-to-day responsibil.i~ies effectively, courteously 
and promptly. 

. . . . 

In February, 1982, DMV took a major ·step towards modernizing. its operations 
by adopting a lA-Point !-laster :Pl.an structuring a series of computer related· 
projects to be completed ·over a perio.d of 40 months. A significant · · 
assumption underlying this 40 mopth timetable was. the limited use. of 
contractors as a resource. · The Master Plan propos•d primary reliance on. 
existing PMV and.Division of Syst~=s·and Communications (SAC) personnel. 

Implementation of the. 40 Month· !faster Plan is currently underway. On !-Lay 
· .23, 1983, Pric:e Waterhouse delivered a draft Requirements Definition Study 

for the redesign of the DUV driver lice~se, registration and violation data 
base. The Division of Systems and Co~unications will shortly complete its 
.review of.~he D~finitiort Study. lshot1ld emphasize that this study does not 
include a definition of the requirement~ for.the Insurance Surchat;ge P~ograJn 
or an Automated Accounting System. 

The' bottom line is that DMV must expedite the· cotlpletion of the Mc<tster Plan 
auto~tion projects. Attached·is a list of ,the benefits to be achieved by 
cpmpressing the Master Plan · tj,me schec~ .le for a completion date in July, 1986. 

HOW CAN CMV COMPRESS TilE LEAD TIME NEEPED TO 
AND AUTOHATI_QN OF THE; DIVISION? 

There· are two ways in which the State could compress the lead time needed to 
modernize and automate the Division of 11otor Vehicles. They are: 

1. Increasing the staff at DMV and SAC to enable the 
.Departn~nt of Law and Public Safety to complete the 
Master Plan primarily ~s an "in house" project; 

2. Contracting withan experienced firm which 
wo~lci complete the systems design; programming, 
testing and conversion elements of the Master Plan. 

·I have serious reservations concerning the capabilities cf the Di\"ision of 
Uotor Vehicles and the Division of Syste_ms and Communications to complete 
the sophisticated systeMs and program 4esign, the user testing, the conversion 
and the over~ll,: implementation while at the same tice continuing day~to-d4ly 
operations. 

The curr-ent personnel. in both DHV and SAC t.tould be totally unabl~ to cepe 
with thc.cornplexity and m~gnitude of the effort which would-be required to 
irnplcrnent the P~·!V Long Rctnge H~ster Plan within a two year period. In 
additicri, the State.Civil Service Systeo is not designed to enable .D~N and 
SAC tohire large nucbers of uni;uely·talented and qu~lifiec technical 
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personnel for the relatively short period of time needed to design and 
implement the new system. 

The Division of Systems and Communications, however, is convinced that they 
could complete·the project within the two year schedule if sufficient funds 

. are provided to enable them to hire addition.al staff. Although this option 
· certainly would be the cheapest alternative for the State, it also carries 

the most r.isk concerning quality and. timeliness. 

The second option of contracting with an experienced firm provid.es DMV 
with the specialized talent which could accomplish the project vith high 
quality and in a timely manner. The scope of ~he contracted pr9ject would 
also includethetraining of DMV and SAC personnel and the docWilentation of 
programs and systems. This would enable State personnel to operate and modify 
the system in the future after the contractor leaves the site. 

The proeess for. selecting vendors is contained in the. Bureau of the.Budget 
Circular Letter 80-14. This Circular governs the procurement of professional · 
services i.ncluding information systems J procedures analysis and 
electronic data processing. These services may be obtained by either full 
advertised bidding or by a waiver of advertising. The difference between 
the ttJo processes and the steps for each option are outlined below: 

A. Competitive Bid~ing: 

1. The Division of ~"\tor Vehicles prepares detailed 
specifications wh.ich become the basis for a request for 
proposals to be bid upon by any interested company. 

2. The Purchase Bureau, Department of Treas,Jry, advertises· 
that a contract is to be bid upon and award,..d for 
certain services •. · Request for proposals (RFP) are mailed 
to a predetermined list of-vendors and to any vendors 
who respond to the advertising. A vendor's conference 
i~ held to answer questions_ about the RFP. 

3. Formal bids are submitted in writing in a prescribed 
format on. a specified date. 

4. Bids are reviewed by the Division of Motor Vehicles, by 
the Division of Systems and Communications, and by the 
Department of T.reasury, Division of Data Processing and 
Telecommunications to determine the responsible bidder. 
This is all done in conjunction with the Purchase Bureau. 
A selection is made.3nd the bid is awarded. This full -
process has averaged six to nine months for simpl~ Division 
purchases. The complexity of the Master Plan project 
would increase this time frame to as much as t-welve 
months or more. 

B. Waiver of Advertising: 

Waivers of formal advertiSirig ar~ an exception to the 
process of formal advertised bidding. Waivers are expressly 
licited by statutory design.. Infernal competitive bidding 
among suppliers is encouraged even if a waiver of formal 
2dvP.rtising is granted~ Exceptions within the bi~~::~ , __ _ 
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·' . ;· .... 

.. 

( 

..:.. 

. .. 
::, ' 

include waivers which can be granted for services to be 
performed which are·of.a· technical and profesional -nature 
{52:J4 .... 9A). As a·mattet of policy, waivers are not routinely· 
granted for technical and· prof~ssional. servic~s ~nless the 
following condition.prevails and is doc~ented by the lBing 
agency:. 

· Competitive specifications'· p~acillg all potential 
bidders on 1111 equal footing~ cannot be developed because 
the scope of.workis highly complex, technical, unique 
or specialized and/or sufficient lead time to dey~lop 

•· the bid specifications is not available. 

. There is also· a citation in the waiver.justification· law 
(52: 34-lOD) which allows a waiver of. advertisin·g if more · 

·favorable terms· can be obt11ined from a prii!lary source of· 
supply~ This citation supports contracting with a consultant 
who has already provided preliminary work and who therefore 
lias knowledge which another·vendor would have to spend extra 
time (and cost) to obtain. ~The process for obtaining a 
'Waiver involves: · · 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Approval from the Director of the Division of 
Budget and.Accoun~ing to use a consultant;. 

Approval from the Attorney General as Department 
head; 

Approval from the Departcent of Treasury, Division 
of Data Processing and Telecommunications; 

Apptoyals from t~e Purchase Bureau, the Division of 
Purchase and Property, a Deputy Attorney General. 
and the Treasurer. · 

This process does not have to be lengthy if all the involved 
. parties work together to expedite the pcipen..rork •. 

THE ISSUE. IS "HOt~ TO DO IT", NOT "WHAT TO DO": 

DMV has few. questions concerning "what" must be done to improve its 
·operations. The questions at this time concern the "how to do it... The 
option whic;:h would provide ·the most continuity and the earliest· cor.1pleticn 

· d~tewould be for DNV to seek a waiver ofadvertisement under the authority 
··of 52:34-9a and lOCi inorder to give P·rice·Wnterhouse primary responsibility for 

Det~iled system desi~n; 

De t~ilerl progrm~~ing; 

Unit and syste~ testing; 

• 
Conversion planning; 
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The following is·a listing of the arguments which c:an be made in support of 
a waiver of advertisement for Ptic:e liaterhouse. 

. . . . 

ARCL'MENTS IN FAVOR OF D~lV SEEKING A WAIVER OF ADVERTISEMENT TO RETAIN 
PRICE t.JATERHOUSE AS A CONSULTANT TO ASSUME PRI!-1ARY RESPONSIBILITY FOR 
THE DETAILED DESIGN, PROG~.W DESIGN, DETAILED PROGRAMHING, SYSTEH TESTING 
At;D CONVERSION PLA!1NIXG FOR Il-IPLEMENTATION OF THE DMV LONG RANGE ~lASTER FL..b:l~: 

fric:e Waterhouse was hired by the · Dep$rtment of Law and . 
Public: Safety during the administration of Governor Brendan 
T. Byrne. Price Waterhouse has demonstrated success by · 
developing a comprehensive Long Range Master Plan which has 
been widely acclaimed by the Legislature, the GOvernor's 
Management I~provment Program and the media. 

It is our understanding that the principals in the Price. 
Waterhouse firm were not active in Governor Thomas H. Kean's 
campaign for governor. In addition, neither Deputy Director 
Robert s .. Kline nor myself had any business. dealing~ with 
Price Waterhouse prior to our taking of'fice at the Division 

·of Hot or Vehicles. · · 

2. Price Waterhouse has developed a professional relationship 
with the career management staff at both the Division of 
Motor Vehicles and the Division of Systems and Communications. 

3. On Hay 23,· 1983, Price Waterhouse delivered ci draft Driver 
and Vehicle Data Base Requirements Definition Study which is 
the first step in redesigning DMV's data base. The existing 
contract tJith Price tvaterhouse provides for $500,000 for 
Price Waterhouse to serve in a coordin_a ting, advisory and 
review role during the detailed design work. This contract 
places primary responsibility for design, programming, testing 
and conversion with the Division of Systems and Communications. 
This contract, however, could be modified to enable Price Waterhcu~.· 
to begin working on the detailed design immediately. 

The extreme technical nature of the Master Plan project would 
require an extended learning curve if another consultant were . 
to be retained instead of Price Wat~rhouse. 

5. The most optioistic time estimate for com.pletion of the bidding 
procurement process is nine months. A more likely time schedule 
would be ttJelve months fo'r developcent of the RFP, the ·review of 
bids and the al.mrd of a contract. During this tir.te delay, DHV 
would del~y anticp~tcd savings of approximately $3 million per year. 

6. If O~fV must utilize the bidding process, work on the detail cd 
rcdesi0n \Jould not start before Narch, 1984, and ~ould not he 
co~plctc~ before the e~d of February, 1986. 

-5-
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7. If a waiver of advertisement is granted, the design work can 
··begin in July, ·1983·, anc be finished by ·the end of June,· 
19.85. .The net~T system would be operational in July, 1985 . 

. . • . . 

LEGALITY. OF tvAIVER OF ADVER.TISEHEN1: 

. ·Deputy' Director· Robert S. Kline. has spoken with First Assistant Attorney 
CeneJ:'al Thotr'as W. Grcelishconcei:ning the legality of a waiver of 
advertisc~ent for Price Watel:'house to· complete. the DMV ~laster Plan. 

. . - . . . . . ,. . ' 

~tis our impression ba~ed upon conversations with Donald Bianco, Diy~sion 
. . of Syster.1s and Communications yho sp~ke with .Michael· Cole, DireA:tor, . 

. Divisi()n of Law, that there would be no legal prC)blem with DMV·. seeking a 
waiver of advertisement iu ordet to retain Price Waterhouse to complete the 
!-laster Plan. 

First Assistant Attorney General Cree_lish will convene a. meeting of all · 
pe~rties to discuss the legal racifications of a waiver of advertisement. 
This meeting t-:-111 be· held on Thursday, June 9, 1983 ~ If you are unable to 
attend this ~eet'ing. I will provi~e you ~ith a briefing on the discussion. 

CONCtUS I 0~1: 

In conclusion, DXV and the State f~ce an important decision during the next 
· week to ten days.· The Division of Systems and Communications has assured 
D~rv that· the normal bureaucratic processes ~.,ill be able to complete the 
Master Plan projectby July, 1985~ 

l have serious reservations-about SAC's.ability to deliver on its.promise. 
A. number of times in the past •. DM\' has attempted to implement· pricrity 
projects. Each titr.e bureaucratic· procedures have caused extended del.lys. I 
think that the floundering project to automate the ~lotor Vehicle agencies 
should serve as an example of.the potential for· problems and delays. 
On Februar'9 15. 1980, the Attorney General, the Director of the Division of 
Motor Vehicles and the Treasurer reached agreement on a plat\ to expedite agency 
automation. Three and one-half years later or.ly 23 of the 50 agencie.s are 
automated. t·cio not.want the DMV Master Plan implementation to develop into. 
a rerun of the agency ·automation program. 

Ifthe Division-of Systet:ls and Communications is assigned primary 
responsibilityfor.the design, programming, testing, conversion and 

· '"implementation of the DMV Master Plan, then a detailed schedule and 
evaluation systeo must be established. The Governor's. Office must take a 
direct tole in reviewing the pt·qgres$ being made by the Division of Systems 
and Communications. 

In ad<;iition, a "fast track" t6lsk force must be. established to exp~dite all 
r.tatt.ers relating to DXV' s M.aster Plan. This tnsk force is needed to expccii te 
all ~laster rlan activities and issues through the involved. departments. 
especially Civil Service· a~ci Treasury~ · · 

c~~s lr..ad 
attachments 
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Benefit~ To Be Derived By !mplementing the Division of Motor Vehicles 
Master Plan By July 31, 1985 

·!mpleoentationof the Master Plan by July, 1985.will transform the 
Division into a modern office utilizing state-of-the-art technology 

-o and business systems to process work in a timely, accurate and 
courteous manner. DMV will work better.and be abe~ter place to 
work. 

Early implementation of the Master Plan will: 

Improve accuracy of the infomation on the data base to avoid 
inaccurate billing to the public under the insurance surcharge 
system and provide for a more ticely collection of surcharges. 

Accelerate the realization of over 3 million dollars of 
savin~s each year. 

Increase the accuracy· an-d timeliness of the i$suance of motor 
vehicles documentsto the public • 

. . 

Improve vehicle ownership investir,ations of theft and fraud 
by computerizing-the manual title file. 

Provide rteeded access to the vehicle registration data through 
on-line terminals by owner, vehicle identification and plate 
number. The current system is primarily manual. 

Remove uns~fe drivers from the roads more rapidly through the 
elimination ot existing delays in processing both restoration 
and suspension actions. 

Increase usage and reliance on the central information files 
by both the law enforcement community and the court system due 
to more timely updating of violation da-ta. 

Provide immediate access to suspension and restoration 
information for central office conferences, visitors, remote 
conferencing and telephone call~ enabling the DHV to complete 
business at the point of first interac~ion. This will reduce 
the need ·for motorists to visit Trenton or for the DHV to call 
back or write to citizens. 

Improve the timeliness of court requested certified records 
r~lating to driver violation. 

Increase the integrity of DMV violation files and r~duces th~ 
potential for ahu~e nr corruption (fixinp) by personnal in th~ 
DMV by direct entry of violAtion information at th~ courts. 

Eli~inate paper fil~s to~red~ce floor spRee requirement~. 

---------



(·' Automate cash control system to·· ensure the same day 
deposits of funds, provide increased accoun.tability of 
financi~l·· transactions and facilitate audits. 

. . 

Compu.terize the inventory system to decrease the likelihood 
of fraudulent or inproper use of valuable and negotiateable 
forms, documen~~ and license plates •. 

. . - -

Provide Division management with better inJomation to mana~e 
.. day-to~day operations· and enable the Division· to make lon~ 
· · rang~ management decisions 

· Improve ~he quality and tit!leliness of personnel information 
and . detailed persorttu!l reports for training, planning and other 
management purposes. 

reduce the work force and improve the· 
of the wcrk of the individual employees • 

. . 
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111\'VIN I. KIMM£L.\4A.N 
. ATTORNEY GE~.EAAt.· 

&tau nf Ntw 3Jrrstn 
DEPARTMENT OF LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY. 

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
CNB 

· RICHARD J. HUGHES JUSTICE COMPLEX 
TRENTON 01125 

M £ M 0 R A N D U M 

TO: Greg Stevens 
Chief of Staff · 

FRO!'t: Irwin I. Kimmelman, Attorney General and 
Clifford W. Snedcket, Director, Division of Motdr Vehicles 

June 29, 1983 

SPB.I ECT: . Waiver of Advertisement to Retain (;onsultnnts to Design 
a Comprehensive System for the New Jersey Merit Rating 
Plan Surcharge System and the Implementatinn of the 
Division C'f Hotor Vehicles' Long Range Master Plan 

Fublic Law 1983, Chapter 65 requires the Division of Motdr Vehicles (DMV) 
. to icpler.tent 2 violation surcharge system for the New Jersey Merit Rating 
Plan by January 1, 1984. 

!~either the· Division of Not or Vehicles nor the Division cf Systems and 
CormnunicJtions hav~ the.personnel resources to complete this project by the 
J~nuary l, 1984 date. 

In our Jone 28, 1983 meeting with you, we discussed tl1c possibility of 
obtaining consulting services through an informal bid procedure. We recorur:end 
that the Division of Motor Vehicles proceed with a waiver of advertisement 
rather than utilizing an informaJ bid procedure. The informal bid procedure 

. ~ould not provide D~tV with adequate time to prepare a respo.nsible request 
for proposal (RFP). In addition, the complexity of this project would prevent 
prospective vendors from adequately an~lyzing DMV requirerne~ts prior to 
submitting a bid. Consequently, an informal bid precess might precipitate 
public complaints from vendors not selected. · 

. On the other h:nid, Price Waterhouse i~ already under contract by the 
Divisiu:'l of Hotnr Vehicles to provid~ consulting services for the 
impler.1entaticn of the Naster Pl.1n. Th:is new project is a legiticate 
continuation of current activities. Irt the event of inquiries from vendors,­
we think that t!~e Administr:ttion would be in a better position if we proc.ecd i 
with a waiver of advertisement r~th~r than utilizin~ nn inadequate infor!:ial j 
bidding process. 

,. 
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- .tr?A.ccordin~ to the Division of Purchase and Property, Purchase- Bureau, 

without b1d (informal or fom.al) although none of these proJects are of the 
'_. __ ther~ are.~p.re_-_e:_ e-d-.e-nts·.· _.in_ .. othe.r State depar_ tm_ e ___ n __ ts fo. r c.ontinu~ng a con_ sulta_· nt. 

~a:ne scale as the DMV !-laster Plan. · . · -. _ · · . . . . -·. . . ·_ . 

Attached is a copy of our memorandum to Governor Thomas H. Kean asking for 
his approval to proceed with a waiver _of adverti$ement under the provisions 
of N.J.S.A. 52:34-9A a:nd N.J.-S.A. 52:34-lOB in order to award Price Waterhouse 
a contract .to develop, implement and test a. comprehensive system for the 
surcharge program and implementation of DMV's Master. Plan. · · 

- . 

Deputy .Director Robert S. Kline will be· the project manager for. both the 
implemeutation of the surcharge system· and the Long Range Master Plan. 

_ Deputy Dlre~tor Kline will coordinate the ·ac-tivities between Price · 
Waterhouse and DMV. In addition, Deputy Dire_ctor Kline or his designate 
will_serve as the liaison betveen the Pivision of Systems and Communications 
and the Division of Motor Vehicles on this p:roject. 

L ~ • i~~'i'Mi. . 
Irwin I • Kimm~lina n 
Attorney General 

.
· .... ·~ ~, ·, .. , . /.'' . ·, · .. ·<· ,.,._, •• , 

Clifford w. Snedeker 
Director 
Divisio~ of Motor Vehicles 

• 
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-~tntr nf Nrw ~tr.otu 
DEPAATI\1ENT OF LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY 

. OFFICE OF THE ATTORr"EY GENERAL 
IRWI~ I ~tMMElMA~ 
ATTOJ;NEY GENERAL 

CNCSO 
RICHARD J. HU'lH£S JUSTICE COMPLEX 

TRENTON OII6Z5 

TO: 

FRort: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

The IIC'nor~ble Thomn~ fl. Kc~n 
Governor 

lrwin.I. Kimmelrrmn, Attorney General alid 
Clifford W. Snedeker, Director, Division of Motor Vehicles 

June 29, 1983 

l"aiver of Advertisement to Retain Consult~nts to Design 
a Comprehensive System for'the New Jersey Merit Rating 
Pl.:tn Surch~rse System and the Itnplementntion of the 
Division of Motor Vehicles' Long Range Master Plan 

Public Law 1983, Chapter 65 requires the Division of Notor Vehicles (D~fV) 
to implenent a violation surcharge syster.t for the New Jersey Merit Rating 
Plan by January 1, 1984. 

~either the Division .of Motor Vehicles nor the Divisiori of Systems and 
Cocu:lunications (SAC) hnvc the p~rsonne1 resources to complete this project 
·by the Janu~ry 1, 1984 date. 

On June :!8, 1983 we met with Chief of Staff Greg Stevens to discuss how DMV 
could i~pl~ment the surcharge system by January 1, 1984. In that meeting, 
we agreed to advise you that. the Division of Hotor Vehicles must proceed . 
with a vai ver "of advetti.sernent to cent rae t with Price t~a terhouse to develop, 
implement and test a co~prehensive system for the surcl1~rge program and full 
impler.tentati()n of the D}lV Haster Plan which the Attorney General issued on 
March 22, 1982~ Suth a ~ai~er is authorized under N.J.S.A. 52:34-9A and 
N.J.S.A. 52:34-lOB. It i~ anticipated th~t the tot~l cost for full 

~ iruplementation of the D~lV t-iastar Plan \.rill be approximately $6 million. 

TI1e New Jersey ~erit Rating Plan System must be linked to the Master Plan 
... because the surcharges depend completely on Dr-IV's violation file and accounting 

systems. The management. security .1nd ·customer service inado.qu~c1es of ON\'' s 
systems have been documented numerous times by the Lesis.laturc, the mediCJ and 
the Public Advocate. To in5tall the surchnrge system without sirr.ul.taneously 
implementing the improvements cont~incd in the M~stcr Plnn would CDu~e: 

delays in billins motorists and coll~cting Rurcharges; 

errorR in hilling the wrong per~on or .1n 
in~ccur~t~ surch~r~c; 

J e 1 :1 y s i n r c ~ p 0 n d in g t v r.w t o r is t .s ' que s t i on s c on c e rri in g 
surch.:trgc a~scssmentR. 

I 



... 

_ D~t\' has no opt.ion but to c·ontr:lct with Price Waterhous\.: !or- the following 
reast.ms: 

_1. A contract _could not be awardee! through the ncrr,nl bidding 
procedures- for at lca~t six months. _ This ~ould delay the 
implern~ntation of both the_ surcharge syRtenJ and the !·!aster 
Plan; -

2. This project-is so complex that any new constilt:1nt would 
need to_ spend at le~tst three months to gain the ·knowledge 
and experience n-ecessary just- to begin the dcsi~n of the .ne'W 
!=ystems; 

, 3 ~ -In December, 1981 Dt-'IV and SAC awarcied Price 1-!aterhousc a 
~ontrnct on a restrict~d bid b:1sis for the development of 
OHV' s _Long RDnge t-lastcr Pll'n.-- Price Waterhouse competed 
with seven other lnrse consulting firms for this contract. 

· In ~!:1rch, · 1982 _Price Waterhouse produced a thorough and 
cor.:prehensive plan \Which has received acceptance throughout 
the St:1te; 

4. In Janu~ry, 1981 Price W~terhouse received a ~econd contract 
u~der rt waive~ to bid to provide consulting assistance _ 
t~ DMV and SAC in the implementation of certai~ ~ast~r Pl~n 
projects. Under this second contract, Price WAterhcu~~ has 
completed a Re· !iremcnts Definition Study for the redesign 
of the DNV driver and registration data base; 

5. Price Waterhoc~e is_a worldwide professional org~ni~ation 
with recognized expertise in the ~rea of data base design; 

6. Price t~aterhot,lse guarantees completion of the surcharge 
:system by." j.anuary 1, 1984 and the '!-taster Plan by June 30, 

1985. No other vendor. nor the- Stnte could complete th~se 
two_projects by those deadlin~s~ · 

The syste111s to be developed by Price \~:1terhouse \"ill be "turnk£'y operations". 
Price \.Jatt!rhou!=:e will provide conprchcn::aivc user documf.!nt."ltlo:t und tr:tining to 
enable DHV and SAC to C'perat~ and rr.odify the systems aft~r the consultCJnts 
leave. 

• Deputy Director Robert 5. Kline will be the project manuger !or both the · 
- implementation of the surcharge !;ystcr.t and the Long Range !·1~stcr Plan. 

Deputy Direttor Kli~e will ~oordinate tl1e activities between Price 
W~terhouse and D~V. ln a4dition, Dep\.lt~ Dire~tor Kline or his des~gnate 
will serve as the liaison between the Divi~ion·of System!-\ and Cor.:municaticns 
and the Division of l-totor Vehicles on this project. Unless \JC hi!ar fror:1 you 
to the ~ontrary, we will conta~t Treasurer Kenneth R. Bi~derrn~n to initiat~ 
the W3iVer of ~dvertisc~ent ~nd b~d ~aiver procedures. 

I r....,in ! . Ki:-:-.:~t::l~1a~ 

Attornc:1 C~nct.ll 

I ' I~ ~ ./. -~·: "' :..: .. ~ .:... 

Cl i f f o r d ~" • S 11 ~ J ~ 1\. e r 
Di r"ec tor 
~ i •, i~ i on o f ~-1 ~ ,. - ~ , • ·' 1, ~ -·, • 



• . ·• - ... • • : . ... • ,.. • e:t ..._..., ... - ... .. - ~ •• ..._..- • .·• ·'·· . : :- - : . ' . ~ 

·. R~9l~~!, ~~~!!e~~!~~~" ~!uR~~Y!~!!!~~C 
•STRUCTIONS: Complete and answer ALL ITEMS 1. thru 16 or write not applicable. See reverse * for statutory citatiOns and re.fer to procurement circular PC-25 for detailed instNctiant. 

Waiver 
Number: 

PART 1--TO BE COMPLETED BY REQUESTING AGENCY 
~ Usang Aeenev flnclfld• O.portmertiJ 12. Person to Contlct l ~-QT;;•;;;: ;;;~er Law' Public Safety,. Division of f~tor · Vehicles Robert s. Kline. 
. AecDmmenoH venaor (No,_ Gild Addt'ft .. J 5. Statutory Citation(sJ l'~::~::~~~e Neeoec 
Price .waterhouse 'eo. . tUSA 52:34-10 (b) 
65 Yanson Ave. 7. Funding SOuree I. Date your atency f.irst 9. Total Amou "'' 

reauaed the neea for ReQuest eeL 

f.t)J:ristown, . N1 07960 Flacol Yr. Slate F•d. Otlaer thia itenv..,.,ice: $6,.SOO,OOC. 

,.,..,.,..,. OM wrtdor, clteclt ,..,.. CJ Gild ottocla lutJ 1984 ,. ,. 10~ .. 7/11/83 5 9S5 C"< 
·······-·········~··· 

$ ... ~ ....... !. .. ,. 
~. Gi"e Dtief e•DiaftltiOn tor wai"tr· ·. ~(f;1fli 
To procure the services of a consultant with . se in data baSe redesi · and.:!l'"t"'",......., ~. experti gn 
systems in order to inplenent an interim surcharge pmgranl which PL 1983, .Olapter 65 1j,;,:~· 
marx!ates to be operational by Jamw:y l, 1984. In addition, the consultant will redesign · ·· 
I:f.'!V' s data base and inplement the systems • inprovements ex>ritained in DMV' s Master Plan. 
'!he consultant also Will integrate a final surcharge progxam with the redesigned tMV data 
base. 

In December, 1981 IMJ and the Division of Systems and catrrunications· awarded Price 
~?aterhouse a .contract _on a restricted bid basis for the developnent of tMV'.s len; range ! 
Master Plan. Price waterhouse catq:)eted with seven other large consulting fims for this_ l 
cxmtract 0 Cooies . of proposals are attached. In March, 1982 Pris;e [XCiai~C'Ir ,..,,. if contirtu•d on ••Pof'ot• ahee I. ~ 
l. What are tl\8 Drotram consequences of not meeting the Oelivery dlte gi.-n in Item 6 aDove P ,, 

Consequences of Not Ilrplemntinq the Surcharge Proqram and the tMV Systems Ilrprovements: , 

l!c•• .. ••Nff<onlinucd on,.,. .. ,. •••" I 

ce.rtifi·es.rece•Dt o.f all or. Dart o.t ~ne ite.·mtservi·c. e an.a 
'• Ill vendor DIODOUI(S) attached detaillfti the SCODI of work or item X that the D.ricel Charged .. wer~eaao. NDie .. • n. y ; 

ClesctiDtiOn, includint an exe»aanauon of rateS/e»rices7 ~ .,./t--
'•lstheJustific:.ltion Statem.ent required Dy Procurement Circular No.25 ~ , I 

attacheCI, e•D&aining trae circumstances of emergency DiddaDility, X · ·. · . · · . - 1, .• • _ 
comg,atiDility, more favoraDie termi lndfor market conditions necetoo · · ••. . ...••.... •••.•• • . . .. .. . .••.•. • . . ••• {. _ .• '-:.. .•. ~ : 
iitatint thil waiver7 tSitnotur• of D partmwnt HeodJ . (Dat• J - : 

PART u ... TO BE COMPLETED BY PURCHASE AND PROPERTY 
~.WAIVER stATEMENT AND CERTIFICATIONS 

For consUlting services to design and implement the N.J. tvlerit Rating Plan Surcharge and 
the Comprehensive On-Line Private/Owner Information and Management System. 

~ CilaliOntst: 

2 • 
t 
J . 
~ ... 

Remarks or. ExDIInations of cnanges: 

>RM PB·l29 I REVISEO 2·6·81 • 

Waiver PreviouiiY AuChorizea? waaver Cat119ory: 

Oves ONe 

,_ 



1\lVER 
UMBER 

~-88 

... 

,,,:,·.i~~~':·' §P~E~CrA~t 

I ,;~t:T::~~~t;1.9~Nil 
I ' .' ,. ·, . . ·. ' I . • I ! 

Law & Public Safety, Motor 
.Vehicles 

; 

tEVl')WED BY: . . ~ 

>A'll'Ea 

• . 

.... ~ 
·.I 

ILJ..LV.lo:J.I.VI't \Jl• l'UI\\..111\~1:. «<t I.'HV'& ••n• • 
SUMMARY SCUEDULE 

VENDOR/ADDRESS 

Price Naterbouse & Co. 
Morristo\-~n, · NJ 

DESCRIPTION 

For consultin~ services 
to desi.~n e-nd illlolement the 
N.J. t~er it. ~ating P la.n 
Surchar~e and the 
Cornprehens ive .. on-Line 
Private/0\·•ner Information 
and ttanageroent System. · 

APPROVED BY: /.dz.f!'L"'tr c V'"- <r v ,fVL' ~<=lc 

DA'll'E: 

AMOUN'f 

$6,500,000 

REMARKS: 

CI'f-
1\'riON ·,, 

~' 
@~;I 
-~1\, 1 

x 
~~ 
·~ 



, .. •. . :tiAI&:. ur n~:.n .J&n;:t~:ti. . 

··R£QUEST FOR WAIVER OF ADVERTISING 
D'EPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY • DIVISION OF PURCHASE AND PROPERTY 

•sTAUCTIONS: Complete and ansWer All. ITEMS 1·thru 16 or write not applieable. $H revene 
cte for natutorv citations and refer to procurement circular PC-25 for detailed instructions. 

- . - --- -- -- ~ - , 
Waiver ·A V V 
Number: / _)""" b f\. 

PART I-TO BE COMPLETED BY.REQUESTINGAGENCY 
• Using Agency (Include Deportment J 

1 law & Public Safety, Division of .fJDtor Vehicles 

'

2. Person to Contact 

. Robert s. Kline ll. Tetepnone Numoe.r 

609)984-2526 
• Recommenca.G venelor tNama and AdltreuJ 

Price. watemOuse & eo. 
65 Madison Ave. 
Morristown, NJ 07960 

'· Gi"e brief explanatiOn for waiver. 

5. Statutory Citationcsa 

NJSA 52:34-10 0,) 
7. Funelint source 

FUcal Yr. State . Fed. OtiNr 

1984 " 100CJ(. 

1
6. Date itern~servi~• Neeaeo 

Tnwnmr~ • atelV . 
a. Date your agency first 9. Total Amount 

rulizeel u'e neeca for ReQuest-a: 
tftllitertVservice: $6,500,000.: 

• .... ~L~!.-~.~--- s .::~.?.~.:.--~-~-(' 
'l'o .pmcure the services of a consultant with expertise in. data base redeSign and accounting 
systems in order to in;:>lement an interim surc:harqe pxogxam which PL 1983,- Olapter 65 
mandates to be operational by Januacy 1, 1984. In addition, the consultant will redesign 
IMV' s data base and in;:>lement· the systems' in;:>rovements contained in IMV' s Master Plan. 
'Ihe consultant also will integrate a final surcharge progzam with the redesigned r:MJ data 
base. . . · · .. · · 

CJ CINcll lt•rw If coratinued on ••PGI"'t• 1hnt. 

'. Explain wnat attempts were macae to oDtain competition, if any. (Attaelt All pP'opoao", price quotatit;,ru. etc. Neeiu.dJ. 

In December, 1981 IM\1. and the Division of Systems and Ccmlunications awarded Price 
waterhouse a contraCt on a restricted bid· basis for the developnent of tMV' s long range 
Master Plan. Price Waterhouse catp!ted with seven other large consulting fil:ms for this 
contract. Cocies of ProPOSals are attached. !n March. 1982 Piic~ Clcat'll lteNifeorati,.lled on ••r>uat• •"•~t. 
! • What are the program conseQuen~es of not meeting the oelivery Gate given in Item 6 above ? 

COnsequences of Not Implerrenting the Surcharge Program and the IMV Systens lq)rovements: 

PART 11-TO BE COMPLETED BY PURCHASE AND PROPERTY. 
~.WAIVER STATEMENT AND CERTIFICATIONS 

For consulting services to design and implement the N.J. Merit Rating Plan Surcharge and 
the Comprehensive On-Line Private/Owner Information and Management System. 

~ Citation(sJ: 

2 • . 1f'\ ,~, 
'"' 
( 

Remarks or Explanations of C,anges: 

) 

:: 

B. RECOMMENOATI NS FOR APPROVAL 

.. ~ - ... ,_ - K::J!"i;·s····~;-:;:y-··-····· 
2 .•••...••. c •••••• .?(:~z ......... . 

•D; ........ ,.- ... ~.~•~:t>~·Jf>-ro:rr·.: . 

waiver Ca tegorv: 

J 

AMO.UN.T NOT ~ .. b '~uu, vvv 
TO EXCEED: S - :--- -~-

• .Ill( .... - -. 111111111 ., ......... ·""' 

u;: .. LEG .. ~:. This waiver is :l~tL'eH t~' g~wrm. . ~ 
.,,,. "-)f) .. \ .' ... ::3~. . . ..C!.L~}:S.~, '~ ,.:.7/)£~~3. .. •... l .....• ·· ..... ,.~ '-\: L(ISe;;t,,. Atto,.,..,. 9f"~J ~ . ~.~ fr>otfl)/-

t~tfl/.1. ~============--~--~~=-~=---~~~------~--~--~ 
7;1-v- 'f.3 O.f.P~PO E.D . · ·~E, ASURER "1~~·P.... . . . . ..... ... . ... ...... I / ~ _j .. 'I'} ____, : // d,t.~./. u '-

. '!'a! • ! .. :.;. ·- .'.:' :_ ~. • • .::.:::::::--. • _ .·~ , ? . . . 

___ --..,.; _____ . 



•... 

11. Wa~e ·produced a thori:>ugh and o:atipzehensive plan which has received .acceptance. 

12. 

tlm:nlghout the State. · · 

. 

... 

.. 
0 . 

·o 

. Noncanpliance with the mandates ,of Public Iaw 1983 Chapter 125; 
. . . 

· Delay in the . reali.zation of_ a saVings of over three million . 
dollars a .. ~; · · 

- Delays in. bill.inq ~rists in collecting surcharges;·_ 

. Increases of the premiums of all aut:cirobile policies in the State 
in oJ:der. to maintain a statutory non .... loss 1 non-p:rofi t operation for 
the autc:lrcl:l~le insurance. ~es licensed in New .Jersey;. 

. . . . - - . 

Errors. in biiling ·. the wrong. person or an . inaccurate surcharge; 

Per$isten1: ·delays in the. tineliness of check and ncney order 
deposit? and subsequent. loss of. interest; 

Continuation of costly· manual ~essing. systems; .... ~ .. 

· COntinued reliance on massive 1 .. inefficient and unwieldy paper files; 
. . . 

Delays in . investigations of autatcbile thefts and other notor. vehicle 
. related crimes; · 

. COntinued exposure of the mJtoring public .. to fraudulent nctor vehicle 
dcx:unlentation; · 

Increased i.nabili ty to provide current driver history infonnation to the 
Municipal Courts and other .law enforcement agencies .for traffic violator 
d;isposi tion· and processing; · · · 

Delays in responding· to ITOtorists • questions_ concerning surcharge ·system. 
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STATE OF ~EW JERSEY 

. DEPARTME'NT OF LAW AND Pt:BLIC SAFETY 

. RICHARD ;J. HUGHES ;JUSTICE C:OMPI..E.X 

IRWIN I. KIMMEL..MAN 
C:N 080 

ATTOANEY GtNEAAI. 

Richard C. Kaempfer, Director 
Division of·Purchase ~Property 
Department of Treasury 
135 w. Hanover St. · 
First Floor 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Dear Director Kaempfer: 

TR.ENTON. N. :.J. 08625 

809 282•4919 

July 19, 1983 

Attached for your review and approval is a Request for Waiver 
of Advertising (Form PB-129) to enable the Division of Motor ':'~hicles 
to contract with Price Waterhouse for the design and implemen~ation of 
the· surcharge. system for the New jersey Merit Rating Plan and ·a 
comprehensive on-line driver/owner information and management system. 

Attached to Form PB~l29 is a copy of th~ detailed proposal 
from Price Waterhouse. 

If you have any questions concerning this Request for Waiver 
of Advertising, please call Deputy Director Robert s. Kline, Division 
of Motor Vehicles, at 609-984-2526. 

IIK:cm 

Sincerely, 

2=--J~~ 
IRWIN I. KIMMELMAN 
Attorney General 

cc: Thomas w. Greelish, First Assistant Attorney General 
Dennis L. Bliss, Director of Administration, OAG 
Clifford w. Snedeker, Directo=~ Division of Motor Vehicles 
Robert s. Kline, Deputy Director, Division of Motor Vehic~e~ 
Donald J. Bianco, Director, Division of Systems & Communications 
Leroy Weber, Director, Div. of Data Processing & Telecommunications 
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&tntr -of.Ntm _3Jrrsry 
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

DIVISION 0,. 

DATA OCI:SSING 6 TE~ECOMMUNICATIONS 
15 WIEST II'RONT STREE~ 

TRENTON. NEW JERSEY 0162~ -c•ca•• 212·5357 

JUL 2 21983 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

M E M 0 R. A N D U M-

G. Mazzo11e, Supervisor 
Purchase Bureau 

Department of Law & Public Safety 
Division of Motor Vehicles 
R 04625 dated 7/11/83 
Account No. 1110-f00-030500-50 

We approve R 04625 in the amount of $3,000,000 and support the -~ 

accompanying waiver in the amount of $5,995,000 for acquisition=of 
consulting services. - 'Price Waterhouse will design a··:'i implement two 
data processing systems over the next_twenty-fo~r_mouths, the New 
Jers_ey Merit Ratipg- Plan Surcharge and the Comprehensive On-Line 
Driver/Owner Information and Management· System. 

· The waiver for $5, 995., 000 will provide funding for the entire proj e~t, 
expended over the next two fiscal years, FY84 _and FY85 •. The subject 
requisition encumbers only FY84 funds of $3,000,000. Additional 
funding will be provided at a later date for the FY85 portion of the 
project. Since the initial waiver covers the entire amount no 

- separate waiver will be required for the FY85- portion. 

Even though we have given our approval in Qrder to expedite the 
start-up of this project, we are_ still cont~nuing with our detailed 

-review of the-Price Waterhouse proposal. ·Upon completion of this 
review, we will document the areas of our concern. 

Henry J. f:!11supervisor 
Bureau of Data Pro~esSing 
Management 

cls 
cc 1110-307-07 

R. Sech 
E. Maute 

gmhmemlpsdr.1v (103) 



IRWIN I. KIMMELMAN 
ATTORNEY GENERAL. 

THOMAS W. GREEL.ISH 

. : ~ :'.. ,_"! 

DEPARTMENT OF LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY 
DIVISION OF LAW 

MICHAEL A. -COLE 
ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GE~E:.:. 

DIRECTOR 

.. FINANCIAL. "SECTION 
RICHARD J. HUQHIS JUmCE COMPLEX 

FIRST ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL HERBERT K. GUCKMA~ 

.. 

.• 

DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENEP.t-L. 
CN 112 SECnON CHIEF 

TRENTON Ul25 

.; TELEPHONE(6_Q9) 292-7383 

HARRY HAUSHALTE~ 
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENE=;.~ 

ASSISTANT SECTION Cro:E: 

·TO: IRWIN I. KIMMELMAN 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

FROM: MAUREEN ADAMS 
DEPUTY ATTO~~EY.GENERAL 

RE: WAIVER OF ADVERTISING - Division of ~otor Vehicles -
l'7aiver of Advertisinq - Price \A7ate:.--:::c~-
$5,990,000 . 

THE ATTACHED WAIVER OF ADVERTISING HAS BE~N REVIEWED 
AND IS RECOMMENDED FOR: 

APPROVAL ~ 

UNDER STATUTE: N.J.S.A~52:34.:10(b) the oublic exicrencv 

reC"Ttiires the immediate deliverv o·f the articles or oerfo~ance 

of the service 

DISAPPROVAL D --

DATE: Julv 15, 1983 
--------------------- MAUREEN AD~'v15 

DEPUTY ATTOR.~EY GE~;ERAL 

..... 
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DIVISION OF 

~tatr of Ntw 3Jrrsry 
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

STATE HOUSE 
CN-221 . 

· BUDGET AND ACCOUNTING TRENTON. NEW JERSIEV OIIZS . 

EDWARD G. HOFGESANG 
·DIR.CTOR 

July 14, 1983 

. . . 

. TO: 
. ~~:~~~~!:t 1:1~\!~~:~~ Safety 

lt:L_ chard B •. _st_a __ n:a_·~ if,d, D·····eput·y· . D_irector . 
Division of Budiet nd Acco~nting 

li ·. . . . .. . . . . . 

To implement t¥ New Jersey l·ierit Ra.ting ~y$tem, P. L. 

FROH: 

SUBJECT:·· 

1983. chap tel ~f 
Your request of July 1, 198Vto engage the services of • consultant. for 
the ·subject projP"'t is approved in the amount of $6,000,000 to be 

·charged to accou1._; 1110-100~030500-50. Of this amount $3,000,000 will 
be encumbered for FY 1984 expenses and that the remaining amount will 

.be utilized in·FY 85 subject to the availability of surcharge receipts 
and the appropriation of said receipts. 

This.approval permits you to proc~ed in accordance with existing -rules 
_ and procedures for procuring such services.- Do no-t notify any 
· consultant to start work without the authorization of the Purchase 

Bureau. 

,.· 

jak 



IRWIN I. KIMMELMAN 
ATTORNEY GENERAL. 

l.·i'··:.:y.,_:.· . . ~···:.:~· _. 

,: ..,: · .. 
. .,.., . ' 
~ 

· ~tatr. uf Nrw 3Jrrsry 
. . . 

DEPARTMENT OF LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY 
DIVISION OF MOTOR VEHICLES 

· 25 SOUTH MONTGOMERY STREET 
TRENTON, NEW JiRSEY 01111 

M E M 0 R A' N D U M 

CLIFFORD W. SNEDEKER 
DIRECTOR 

TO: Irwin I. Kimmelman 
Attorney General 

. DATE: July 14, 1983 

FROM: Clifford W. Snedeker 
Director 

RE: Request for Waiver of Advertising in Order to Contract with Price 
Waterhouse for the Design and Implementation of the New Jersey Merit 
Rating Plan Surcharge System and a Comprehensive On-Line 
J)river/Owner Information and Management System 

P.L. 1983, Chapter 65, mandates the Division of Motor Vehicles to 
implement a surcharge system for the New Jersey Merit Rating Plan by 
January 1, 1984. · · 

·In order to meet the mandate of P.L. 1983, Chapter 65, I tecommend 
that the Division of Motor Vehicles be given approval for a Waiver 
of Advertising in order to contract with Price Waterhouse for the 
required professional and technical services. 

Attached for your review and approval, is the formal request for 
Waiver of Advertising (form PB-129). The request includes a copy of 
the detailed proposal from Price Waterhouse. 

If you approve, yo\.J must sign the. PB-129 in block 1116 (Department 
Certification). Also attached, is a proposed letter from you to 
Edward G. Hofgesang. Director, Division.of Budget and Accounting. 

If you have any questions, do ~ot hesitate to c:all me or Deputy 
Director Robert 5. Kline. 

Attachments 

~ 
"?.'~ 

cc: Thomas ~. Greelish, First Assistant Attorney General 
. Edward G. Hofgesang, Director 
Dennis L. Bliss, Director _ 
Donald J. Bianco, Director 
Leroy Weber, Director 
Richard Kaempfer, Director 



. . . . ~. . .. 
... ' , . .. (PB-129, Number 15) 

JUSTIFlCAl'lON STATEMENT FOR A WAIVER OF ADVERTISEMENT TO RE:TAIN 
PRICE l-lA!ERHOUSE. AS A CONSULTANT TO_ DESIGN A CO!-IPREHENSIVE SYSTE!-1 
FOR THE SURCH.~GE PROGRAM REQUIRED BY PUBLIC LAW· 1983, CHAPTER- '65 

AND TO IMPLD-tENT THE DIVlSION OF M.OTOR VEHICLES' LONG RANGE ~lASTER _PLAN 

Public Law 1983, Chapter 65 requires the Division of Motor Vehicles (DfiV) · 
to ·implemen~ a Violation Surcharge program for the New Jersey Merit 
Rating Plan by January 1, 1984. 

· The implementation of the surcharge program by January 1, 1984 will 
require the Division of Motor Vehicles and the Division of Systems and 
Communications (SAC) to: 

Complete a •ophistieated .da~• base design; 

·• Establish manual and mechanical procedures for billing, 
collecting and accounting for.sut"charge funds; 

Establish a due proc•ss system to handle complaints and 
appeals from motorists. 

These systems design and implementation actions for the surcharge 
program must be linked to· the improvements required under the DMV Master 
Plan because the surcharges depend completely ·on DMV' s violation file and 
accounting systems. The management, security and customer service : 

· inadequacies of DMV '$ systet!)s have been documented nwuerous •imes by the 
Legislature, the media and the Public Advocate. To install i.he surcharge 
system without simultaneously implementing the imp~ovements contained in the 
Mas_ter Plan would cause: 

Delays in billing motorists and collecting surcharges;· 

Errors _in billing the wrong person or an-inaccut:ate 
surcharge; -

Delays in responding to motorists' questions concerning 
surcharge assessments; 

·Costly manual processing systems. 

DMV requests permission to contract with Price Waterhouse to complete this 
.pro.ject. Price Waterhouse's responsibilities for the Surcharge System and 
MasterPlanwould include: 

_Detailed system design; 

Program design; 

Detailed programming and coding; 

Unit and system testing; 

Conversion planning; 

Cf/ix 
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Development of-conversion procedures and files; 

Development of user manuals; 

Training of all user personnel; 

Monitoring hardware and software installation; 

Implementation and post-impleuientation-t:eview. 

Neither the Division of Motor Vehicles nor tbe Division of Systems and 
Communications have· the personnel resources to complete this project while 
continuing to maintain day-to-day operations. In addition, the technical 
detailed systems and data base design require additional expertise which 
neither DMV nor SAC possess. The technical complexity, scope and urgency of 
this project also preclude the possibility of developing an ad hoc committee 
from other State agencies _to complete the project. The Department of Law 
and Public Safety will be able to implement the needed systems improvements 
and the Legislative surcharge program only if the Division of Motor Vehicles 
contracts with an expert outside consulting firm. 

Price Water.house has the resources and expertise in data base design and 
accounting systems to complete an interim surcharge program by January 1, 
1984. Price Waterhouse will complete the entire project by July 1,~ 1985. 

DMV requests that a waiver of atfvertising be approved to allow DMV to contract 
with Price Waterhouse for the :....Jllowing reasons: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

The normal bidding procedures would. delay the implementation 
the-surcharge system beyond the start up· date maridated by 
Public Law 1983, Chapter 65. 

This project is so complex that any new consultant would need 
to spend at least.three months to gain the knowledge and 
experience necessary just to begin the design of the new 
systems; 

In December, 1981 DMV and SAC awarded Price Waterhouse a 
contract after an informal bid procedure for the development of 
DMV's Long Range Master Plan. Price Waterhouse competed with 
seven other large consulting firms for this contract. In 
March, 1982 Price Waterhouse produced a thorough and 
~mprehgnsive plap yhich bqs receiyed accept£llee throu!hout 
the State; 

In January, 1983 Price t~aterhouse received a second contract 
under a waiver to bid to provide consulting assistance to D}1V 
and SAC in the implementation ·of certain ~~ster Plan 
projects. Under this second contract, Price Waterhouse has 
completed a Requirements Definition Study for th~ redesign of 
the DMV driver and registration data base; 
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s. 

6. 

Price Waterhouse is a ·worldwide professional 
organization with recognized expertise in the area of 
data base d~sign; 

-r 
? 

\ . _·) 
~-.;). 

_./ 
·Price Waterhouse gQ.arantE!eS cocpletion of the surcharge 
system by Januaryl, 1984and· the Master Plan by_ June 30, 
1985. No other vendor nor the Stateco~ld complete these two 
projects by those deadliitels. 

·The systems _to be developed by Price Waterhouse would be "turnkey operations". 
Price Waterhouse would provide comprehensive user documentation and training 
to :enable DMV and SAC ·to operat-e and modify the systel!ls after the consultants 
-leave. · 

-3-
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A G R E E M E N .'r 

This Agreement is made this 9th . day of . November , 1983, 
between the State of New Jersey (the State), acting by and through the 
Director of the Division. o·f Purchase and Property in· t-he Department of 
Treasury fo-r and on b~half of the Department of Law and Public Safety, 
Division of Motor Vehicl•s, and Price V•terhouse (Consultant). 

WRER!.AS, the State desires the services of the Consultant to 
provide the syst81DS desip a~d implementation of .(1) the New Jersey 

. Merit Bating Plan Surcharge System (the "Surcharge System"), and (2) the 
Comprehensive onc:>Line Driver/Owner_ Information and Management Syst• 
(the "~omprehensive System"). and · 

. . 
. . 

tmtREAS, .the Consultant has represented that it is qualified to 
perform the required services in the ma~er and on the te~ and 
conditions.set forth herein. 

NOW THEREFORE, ·in consideration of the mutual promises and 
- undertakings contained herein, the State and the Consultant agree as 
follo~s: 

(1) CONSULTANT'S SERVICES:· The -Consultant shall-provide the 
systems design and implementation of_ (1) _the Surcharge System, and (2) 
the Comprehensive System iri ~onforma!u;.e with the Consultant's proposal 
dated July 12, 1983 as supplemented in letters to the State from the 
Consultant dated July 21, 1983 and .July 28, 1983, respectively. 

·(2) COMPENSATION: The Consultant shall be-compensated for its 
wor~ pursuant e·o this Agreement in an amount not to exceed $6,500,000. 
The provisions of any other paragraphs of this Agreement notwithstanding, 
the Consultant shall be compensated. on a monthly basis for actual 
seTVices performed. The Consultant shall render billings every month 
and each billing shall include the t~me and eXpense charged for services 
performed during the preceding.month. The billing shall be detailed in 
accordance with procedures and formats prescribed by the State so that . 
the bills may be processed properly through the State's systems for 
payment, cost distribution, and job monitoring. The State will make its 
best efforts to process the Consultant's bills expeditiously and make 
paymen~ thereon within thirty (30) days of the State's receipt· of· the · 
bills. lt is understood tha~.compensation for services performed after 
June·3o, 1984, is expressly contingent upon legislative appropriations. 
Notwithstar.ding payment by the State hereunder, the State shall have the 
right to make a determination at any time, that the Consultant has been 
overpaid and demand in writing repayment of the amount of overparment. 
Upon notification of su~h determination by the State, the Consultant 
agre_es to promptly repay the State the amount demanded of it. 

The parties agree that. if. there are changes in the scope of the 
project, a further reasonable amount of compensation may be agreed upon, 
subject to the approval of the Sta;te Treasurer. If the project changes 
resul~ in a reduction in the scope ~! the project, the parties may agree 
to a reduction in compensation • 



(3) SURCHARGE SYSTEM: 

a. The design and implementation of the Surcharge System shall proceed 
in the phases specified,·with each phase being completed and 
accepted by the State according to the ·following schedule: 

1. August 1, 1983 ... Finalization of the Project Plan. The 
Consultant shall present a plan which establishes, with 
respect to the Surcharge System the commencement and 
termination dates of each project phase, the estimate of total 
man hours for project completion with a breakdown of hours 
expected to be devoted by the Consultant's staff to the 
Surcharge System project by staff classification. 

2. SepteJDber 1, 1983 - Requirements Definitions for Division 
of Motor Vehicles Insurance Surcharge System• The Consultant 
shall prepare a report. of use'(_ requireme~ts, identifying 

. input, processing and output specifications, data elements, 
transaction sources and.management information requirements: 

3. September 1, 1983 - Organization and Procedures OVerview. The 
Consultant shall develop an overview of the Division of Motor 
Vehicles Surcharge Unit and its key functions. 

4. September 1, 1983 -·system Design. The Consultant shall 
provide the system design identifying ~jor processing 
operations, outputs and input transactions by subsystem. The 
Consultant shall provide the Division of Motor Vehicles with 
advance reviews of the preliminary systems design to allow 
required modifications without impacting the schedule. 

5. October 15, 1983 - Program Design. The Consultant shall 
develop program specifications (definitions of tables/arrays 
to be utilized, transactions and associated edit and 
validation ~riteria, and structure charts of programs). ·The 
Consultant shall be required to furnish program doc:u:_entation 
for the Surcharge System in accordance with the published 
program standards of the Division of Systems and 
Communications of the State only as part of theSu~charge 
System turnover procedures set forth in Subparagraph (3)a.l2. 
of this Agreement. 

6. November 1, 1983 -Procedure and User Documentation. The 
Consultant shall provide a general description of the 
Surcharge System, block diagram of document flow, processing 
schedules and a "how to use the system" description. 

7. November 15, 1983- Programmin~ and Unit Testing. The 
Consultant shall prepare the coding of programs and .routines 
necessary for the computer located at the Division of Systems 
and Communications to perform the Division of Motor. Vehicles' 
system processing as specified in the approved Requirements 
and Spe~ifications documents. The Consultant shall also code 
and test the programs, on a unit-by-unit basis, in accordance 
with the unit test plans. 



8. December 31, 1983 - User Training~· The Consultant shall have 
complete responsibility for developing training materials and 
conducting initial user training.. During this phase. user 
personnel as designated by· the Division of Motor Vehicles and 
the Division of Systems and Communications shall be trained by 
the .Consultant ·in how· to use tbe Surcharge System. · The ·· 
Division. of Motor Vehicles and the Division of. Systems and 
Communications· -shall be responsible _for conducting any 
additional tr•ining af.ter March 31, 1984. 

. . 

9. Deeember 31, 1983 ... System Testing~ The Consultant shall 
prepare_the Sur~harge·syscem test plQs, consolidate tl\e 
program/unit testing· micf.reri.ev the results •. This task 
consists· of the testing of th·e Surcharge System as a whole. 
In aclclition, the ·couW.tant shall submit. a cletailecl advance 

· plan before COIIIIIlenc:ing any test. This advance plan will be 
reviewed by the State to determine how comprehensive the· 
planned variety and volume of tests wUl. be. The Consultant 
shall ·test the-planned system functions and shall also attempt 
to break-the system through stress testing of the system logic 
along vith the edit tests and range/limit testing. ·the 
Surcharge.System_test clata shall be prepared jointly by the 
Consultant and the Division of Motor Vehicles staff assigned to 
the proj ec:t· team. The Division of Motor Vehicl-e staff will 
participate actively in the testing activities as part of its 
tt:aining in the use of the Surcharge System. The test plan 
and the test result-s shall be ·included in the subsystem 

~ turnover and acceptance· activitie$ • 
.. 

1Q. December 31, 1983 -. Simulation Run. The Consultant shall 
perform a run_of the entire Surcharge System using data from 
paragraph 9 above~ . 

11. _January 1, 1984;. The Consultant shall have completed the 
entire design and implementation of our Surcharge System in 
order ihat the Division of Motor Vehicles may be able to 
perform actual-billing~ The State and Consultant recogtlize 
that the Division of·Motor Vehicles may not actually perform 
billing until some later date in the month of January 1984. 

12. January 31, 1984 - System Turnover. During the month of 
January 1984, the Consultant shall turnover the Surcharge 
System program, documentation andrun instructions to the 
Division of Systems and Communications. Upon the occurrence 
of this event, the_ State shall_assume responsibility for the 
operation and maintenance of the Surcharge System, except for 
the correction/of errors for the-warranty period. 

ltlx 
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The Consultant shall have the necessary flexibility to adjust the 
project staffing levels and the intermediate phase completion dates with_ 

· the exceptions of the dates specified in (3)a.l2._ above. Any change of 
more than fifteen (15) calendar days in theoabove schedule shall be 
brought to the attention of the Project Manager bythe Consultant at_ the 
Project Status meetings. · 

b;. Upon completion of each of the phases set forth· immediately above, 
the Consultant shall submit a Written Phase Completion report to 
the DeputyDirector·of the Division of Motor Vehicles,. who has been 
designated as the Project Manager for the .Department of Law and 
Public Safety. Each· report shall describe the tasks completed and · 
shall iD.clude a certification of the completion of the phase. If 
any such Phase Completion report is not submitted within fifteen 
(15) calendar days of the cempletion date for a phase, or any such 
later date as may be agreed upon by the parties, the State shall 
have the. right to withhold further payments until such report is· 
submitted. 

c. In addition to the Phase Completion reports, the Consultant shall 
submit to the Project Manager written monthly management level 
summaries on the first business day of each month. Said monthly 
reports shall be s~ppo~ted by tqe minutes of the periodic s;atus 
meetings held during the month. If any monthly report is not 
submitted within ten .(10) calendar days of the date specif_ied 
herein. the State shall have the right to withhold .further payments 
·until such report is submitted. 

d. In connection with Consultant's efforts on ·the Surcharge System, 
the Division of Systems and Communications shall provide the 
Consultant with adequate working facilities for up to twenty-five 
(25) people, four (4) on-line terminals for coding and testing of 
the Surcharge System, and appropriate software tools, as specified 
by the Consultant. The Division of Systems and Communicatio.,_s 
shall acquire computer hardware and required vendor-supplied 
systems software, exclusive of application sof;ware, necessary to 
enable the Consultant to develop, test, and implement the Surcharge 
System as set forth in the Consultant's memorandum of August 25, 
1983. The computer hardware supplied by the Division of Systems 
and Communications ~11 include main frame computer. peripheral 
equipment, including printer, modem and terminals, and 
communications network for the operation of the Surcharge System. 
The Division of Systems and Communications shall provide the 
Consultant with: 

1. file extracts in accordance with the Consultant's 
specifications, 

2. input/output modules as necessary for access to on-line 
files, and 

3. current files and data base file definitions • 

• 
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In order to facilitate the timely completion of the Surcharge System ,.,.. 
t••ting and implementation-activities by·the Consultant, the Division of 
SystelllS and Communications shall PX'OVide the Consultant vith the file 
extracts for limited testing purposes by October 15, i983, ·and for 
system testing purposes by November 1, 1983. 

The Division of Systems and Communications shall be responsible for unit 
testing of programs developed by i.t. In addition,. it shall have the 
reeponsibility for the 11laintenance and support of these programs • 

. Systems testing_will continue_to be Consultant's responsibility~ 
. . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . ' . 

the Division of Systems-and Communications shall: retain responsibility_ 
for bardvare/softvare tec.hnic:al support for the operating enviroument, 
so as· to enable the Division of Motor Vehicles to conduct its normal · • 
business during·. the design and ·implementation at.ages. The Division of 

· Systems-. and Communications shall actively pat:ticipate in appropriate 
project activities with the Consultant so as to become familiar with the 
Surcharge System from point of conception through implementation. 
Operation of the Surcharge System will be the respo~sibility ofthe 
Division of Systems an4 Communications. 

Both the Consult_ant and the Divislon . of Systems and Communications will 
work to achieve satisfactory response time. 

The Consultant further recognizes that any systems designed for the 
.Division of Motor-Vehicles must operate in an environment where the 
computer resources are shared with other users of the Criminal Justice 
Data System. The environment of this data ·~enter calls for a 
twenty-four hour, ·seven-day-a-week operation with a premium on system 
availability. Therefore, any system designed-to operate-in this 
environment must include those special features·that this environment 
demands. 

The Division of Motor Vehicles and the Division of Systems and 
Communications will ensu-re that -the necessary data proc~ssing hardware 
and softWare resources are available to permit the Consultant to 
complete the project tasks by the target. dates specified in this 
Agreement. Consultant's initial requirements include the following: 

(i) ROSCOE available at least 90% of the time from 8 A.M • 
. . t~ 10 P.M. daily. 

(ii) CICS (test) available. at lea$t 90% of the time from 
8 A.M. to 10 P.l-1. daily. 

(iii) Average batch compile ·and test turnaround of one hour 
or less. 

(iv) Technical support available for _consultation within one 
hour • 

I t.J y 
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It is recognized that these . requirements may change from time to time. 
Therefore, the Division of·Motor Vehicles and the Division of Systems 
and Communications agree to reviev the Consultant's computer hardware 
and software requirements with the Consultant at regular intervals and 
to take_ the necessary steps to ensure the availability of the resources. 

. required by the Consultant. · 

e. The Division of Motor Vehicles shall establish and communicate to 
the Consultant the.polic:y for the billing of individual drivers and 
the suspension of driver's.licenses for: the·nonpayaent of 
sur~barges. Any change in the policy vill be treated as a change 

. in the requirements for the Surcharge System. 

f. The Consultant shall immediately report in writing to the Project 
Manager any failure on the part of the Division of Systems and 
Communications and/or the Division of Motor Vehicles to meet the 
commitments set forth herein in paragraph (3)d., and (3)e., 
respectively, and the anticipated effect of this failure or 
failures on the remaining target dates set forth in paragraph (3)a. 
above. However, it is understood that the primaryresponsibility 
for completing the Surcharge System by January 1, 1984, remains 
with the Consultant. · · 

g. The Consultant'&· responsibility for the development and 
:implementation of the Surcharge System shall be limited to the 
delivery of the system as described in the Interim Insurance 
Surcharge System, System Requirements Definition and System 
Design, revised September 30, 1983, including amendments adopted by 
subsequent agreement-of the parties. The State recognizes that 
changes to Surcharge System requirements after the above date may 
result in increased costs and delays .in the completion of the 
project and agrees to assume full responsibility for such 
additional costs (consultant's fees and out-of-pocket expenses) 
and delays subject to the approval-of the State Treasurer • 

. h. The Division of Motor Vehicles and the Division of Systems and 
Communieations agree to promptly review the materials provided to 
them by the Consultant and to provide their comments to the 
Consultant in a timely manner. 

- 1. The Project Manager, after consultation with the Division of 
Systems and Communications, shall have the authority to approve the 
Surcharge System outputs. The Project Manager vill complete his 
rev~ew and furnish his acceptance or a non-acceptance report to ·the 
Consultant within fifteen (15) calendar days of Consultant's delivery 
of the deliverables and will not unreasonably deny or withhold 
acceptance of the Surcharge System deliverables by the Consultant. 
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(4) CO:MPREHENSIV~ SYSTEM:-

a. The design. and implementation of the Comprehensive System ·shall 
proceed in the phases specified in the Consultant's J\lly 12, 1983 
Proposal as supplexnented in letters to the State from the 
Consultant dated July 2l. 1983 and July 28, 1983, with each phase 
being COmpleted and accepted by ·the.· State according to the 
folloWina schedule: · 

1. September 1, _1983 ·- Finalizat:ion of Project Plan. The 
Consultant shall present -. ·plan which establishes, with 
respect to the Comprehensive System, the CQIIIIIIencement and 
tend.uation dates of each Project -phase, the estiulate of total 
IW1 hours for project completion, with a· breakdoWn of hours 
expected to be devoted by Consultant's staff to the 
CompTehensive Sys.tem project .by staff classification. 

. . . . . 

2~ ·October 1, 1983 .... Requirements Definition for Division of 
·Motor Vehicles Revenue Accounting Subsystem. The Consultant 
shall prepare a report of user·· requireDJents, identifying 
input, processing and output.specifications, data elements, 
transaction sourc•s"and management information req~irements. 

3. . No\'ember 15, 1983 - Conceptual System Des:i.e. The Consultant 
shall d~velop the conceptual system design id•ntifying major 
proce$singoperations, outputs and inputs transactions by 
subsystem. The Consultant shall provide.the Division of Motor 
Vehicles with advance reviews of the conceptual systems desigtl 
to allow required modifications without.impacting the schedule. 

4. January 1, 1984 -System-Architecture. The Consultant shall 
preparedefinitions of logical data segments, access paths, 

. data base design and communica~ion network. 

S. · July 1, 1984 - Organization and Procedures Overview. The 
Consultant shall develop an overview of the Division of Motor 
Vehicles Organizational Units and their key functions in the 
planned operation of the Comprehensive System. 

6. June- 1, 1984 ... Detail Design. 'the Consultant shall furnish 
detailed descTiption of ou~put reports, input screens, program 
definitions, data elements~ physical data bases, and control 
requirements. In addition, the Consultant shall address the 
external system interfaces ·with the municipal courts, the 
insurance industry, and federal, state and local governmental 
·entities. · 

7. Dece~ber 1, 1984 c=o Program Design. The Consultant shall 
develop program specifications (definitions of tables/arrays 
to be utilized, transactions and associated. edit and 
validation criteria, artq structure charts and programs). 

!Osx 
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8. 

9. 

10 •. 

11. 

·~ 

The Consultant shall be required to furnish program 
documentation utilizing program standards which are lilUtually 
acceptable to both·the I)ivisicmof Systems •nd Communications 
and the Consultant only as part of the turnover procedures set· 
forth in Subparagraph (4)a.l2. of th-is Agreement. 

January· 1, 1985- Program and Unit Testing •. The Consultant 
shall prepare the coding of pTograms and routines necessary 
for the computer located at the Division of Systems and 
Communications to perform tb~ Compreheusive System processing, 
as specified in the approved Bequirements and Specifications 
documents. The Consultant. sball also code and test the 
programs, .on a unit-by-unit basis, in accordance vith the unit 
test plans. 

·April 1, 1985- Procedures and User Documentation. The 
Consultant shall provide a general description of the 
Comprehensive System, block dj,agram of document flow, 
processing schedules, and "hov to use the system" description. 

June 30, 1985 - System Test-inc and Software Acceptance. · The 
Consultant shall prepare the Compreqensive Systemtest plans, 
consolidate the program/unit testings and review the results. 
This task consists of the.testing of the system as a whole. 
In addition, the Consultant shall submit a detailed advance 
plan before commencing any test. This advance plan will be 
reviewed by the State to determine how comprehensive the 

"planned variety and volume of tests will be. The system test 
data shall be prepared jointly by the Consu.ltant and the 
Division of Motor Vehicle staff assigned to the project team. 
The Division of Motor Vehicle staff will participate actively 
in the system testing activities as part of its training in 
the use of the Comprehensive System. Testing shallnot oniy 
exercise the planned system functions, but also shall attempt 
to break the system through stress testing of system logic along 
vith the edit tests and range/limit testing. The test plan and 
the test results shall be included in the Comp]:'ehensive System 
turnover and acceptance activ1ties. The Consultant shall 
further provide a phased implementation plan, operation 
documentation and conversion procedures to the Division of 
Motor Vehicles as part of this phase. 

June 30, 1985 - User Training. The Consultant shall have · 
complete responsibility for ceveloping training material an4 
conducting initial user training. During this phase, user 
personnel as designated by Di-vision of Motor Vehicles/Division 
of Systems and Communications shall be trained by tbe 
Consultant in how to use the Comprehensive System. The 
Division of Motor Vehicles and the Division of Systems and 
Cocmunications will be responsible for co~ducting any 
additional training required after October 31, 1985 . 

• 
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· .Apl"il,-=- September, 1985.- System Implementatio~ and Turnover • 
The Division _of Moto:r Vehicles, the Division of Systems and · 
Communications, and Co115~ltant recognize that a system. of the 
scale of the Comprehensive System must be tmplemented in 
discrete phases so as to avoid disruption ·to ongoing . 
operations. This phased impiementation will. take place for 
the Comprehensive System during the period April. to September, 
1985. The Division of Motor· Vehicles and the Division of .. 
Systems and. · CommUfd.~tions personnel Tlill particip-ate act:ively 
in the implementation and Comprehensive .System turnover 
activities so as to acllieve an understanding of the system. 
The consultant shall provide the Division of Systems and 
Communicationswith the Comprehensive System pTosrama, 
documentation and run instructions. ··Upon the turnover of 
these materials 1D · batches ·of one or more subsystem.. s as· 
outlined in the •ystem implementation plan, the State shall 
8SS\J,me.full responsibility.for the operation and maintenance 

.of'the system except for the correction of errors during the 

.warranty period. 

The Consultant shall have the necessary flexibility to adjust 
th~project staffiXlg levels and the intermediate phase 

· completion 'dates with the exceptions of the dates specified in 
'(4)a.l2. above'. Any change of more than thirty (30) calendar days 
in the above schedule shall be brought to the attention of the 
Project Manager by the Consultant at the Project Status 
meetings. · · 

b. Upon completion of each of the phases set forth immediately above, 
the Consultant shall submit a written Phase Completion report to 
the.Project Manager. ·such report shall describe the tasks 
completed and sha-ll. include a certification of the completion of 
the phase. If any·such Phase Completion report is not submitted 
within fifteen (15) calendar days of the completion date fora 
phase; the State shall have the right to withhold further -payments 
until.such report is submitted. · 

c. In addition to the Phase Completion reports, the c;:onsultant shall 
submit to theProject Manager written monthly management level 
summaries on the first business day of eachmonth. Said monthly 
reports $hall be supported by the minutes of the periodic status 
meetings held during the month. If any monthly report is not 
aub!d.tted within ten {10) calendar days of the date specified 
herein, or any such later date as may be agreed upon by the_ 
parties, ·the State shall have the right to withhold further . 
payuu!nts ·until such report is submitted~ · · . · 

d.. In connection with Consultant's efforts on the Comprehensive System 
the Division of Systems· and Communications shall provide the 
Consultant vith adequate working facilities for up to thirty (30) 
people, sixteen (16) on-line terr.tinals for coding and testing of 
the Comprehensive System, and appropriate software tools, as 
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specified by the Consultant. The Division of Systems and 
Communications shall acquire computer h•rdware and required 
vendor-supplied systems software, e¥cl~sive of application 
software, necessary to enable the Consultant to develop, test, ·and 
implement the.· Comprehensive System. The computer hardware supplied 
by the Division of Systems and Communications will include main­
frame c;omputer, peripheral equipment,.including printer, modem and 
terminals, and c01iliDUnications netWork for the_operation of the 
Comprehensive System. All hard~are and software to be supplied by 
the Division of Systems and Communications shall be fully installed 
six (6) months prior to June 30, 1985, in order to support final 
testing, training, and conversion. The Division of Motor Vehicles · 

. understands that the Comprehensive System will r•qui'l'e additional 
11Ulin frau~ and peripheral resources beyond those· currently ill place 
and ·agrees to provide same. Consultant will prov~de an initial 
estimate of these resources by January 31, 1984, following 
development of the System Architecture. More detailed estimates 
will be provided _by Consultant following Detail Design. It is 
_further understood tha.t the Division of Systems and Communications 
shall provide the Consultant with its Data Base Management System 
from Applied Data Research, which shall be utilized by the 

·consultant in the development of the Comprehensive System. 

The Consultant agrees to develop, test, and implement the 
Comprehensive System on th• State's computer in the MVS computer 
operating environment as specified by the Division of Systems and 
Communications. The Division of Systems and Communications shall 
be responsible for the implementation and support of the MVS 
operating environment on the computer before April 1, 1984, to 
facilitate the programming and testing of the Comprehensive Syste~ 
in the specified CO'Ulputer operating environment. 

-The Division of Systems and Communications shall retain 
responsibility for hardware/software technical support for the 
operating environment, so as to enable the Division of Motor 
Vehicles to conduct its normal business during the design and 
implementation stages. The Division of Systems and Communications 
shall actively participate in appropriate project activities with 
the Consultant so as to become familiar with the Comprehensive 
System from point of conception through implementation and 
operation. The Division of Systems and Communications shall retain 
responsibility for maintenance, enhancement, and completion of the 
Agency Automation Project. It is understood and agreed that the 
Consul'tant shall have responsibility for the design and 
implementation of any interface between Motor Vehicle Agencies and 
the Comprehensive System. lt is also understood and agreed that 
the Division of Systems and Communications shall have the 
responsibility for designing programming and implementing any 
modifications which might be required in the motor vehicle agencies 
systeo. 

Both the Consultant and the DivisiC\n of Systems and Communications 
will work to achieve satisfactory response time. 

/( .) ( 
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The Division of Motor Vehicles and the .Division of Systems and 
Communications recognize that the availability of the necessary 
data processing hardware andsoftvate resources will.directly 
affect the Consultant's ability to perform and. complete the project 
tasks by the target elates specified i~ this Agreement. Therefore, 
the Division of Motor· Vehicles and.the Division o~ Systems and 
Communications agree to review the Consultant's computer ~ard,ware 

· and soft:waT:e ·requirements with. the ·Consultant at regular intervals 
~d to tflke the necessary steps to ensure the.avaUability of the 
resources required by the Cons~lt~t. · 

.The Consultant furthe~ recoauizes that any systems.designed for the 
Division of Motor.Vehicles must operate 1n an enviromaent where the 
computer resources are shaT:ed with other users of the Criminal 
Justic:eData Center. The environment of this data center calls for 
a twenty-four hour, seven-day-a-week operation with a premium on 
system availability. Therefore, any system designed to operate in 
this envirotUDent must include those special features that th'is 
environment demands. · 

The Division of Motor Vehicles and the Division of Systems and 
. Communications will ensure that the necessary data processing 
hardware and software resources are available to complete the 
project-tasks by the target dates specified in this Agreement. 
Consultant's initial requirements include the following: 

(i) Software 

Item -
ADR/Datadictionary with User 
Requirements 
Model and Collection Sy$tem 

Date Required 

09/30/83 

Data Designer ~th ADR Interface 10/07/83 

MVS·with ctcs 
Command level in 

·Test Environment 
Produ~tion Environment 

ADR/IDEAL 

· Test Environment _ 
·Available·for Prototyping 
Availabl~ for Application. 
Development 

COBOL/DL and MetaCobol 

Data Query 

Data Reporter 

12/01/83 
'01/01/85 

01/01/84 
02/01/84 
04/01/84 

03/01/84 

04/01/84 

Q4/01/84 

. . •t ·t I .t ·-~ lt-•{··:. • ... \ . J . . . .... , \c_,...... •• • .. 



(ii) 
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Hardwa-re 

Item 

Terminals (with ROSCOE, Librarian, 
and CICS I.D. 's) 

· 2 for DB Design Team 
8 for program development 
8 for program development 
local printer · 

DASD 

for data dictionary 
(amount .not known at present) 
for program libraries-
{est. 200-300 =egabytes) 
for test ·(est. 1-2 gigabytes) 

Date Reguired 

09/30/83 
-03/01/84 
06/01/84 
10/31/83-

09/30/83 

03/01/84 

07/01/84 

(iii) All softWare and hardware listed above shall be available at 
least 90% of the time from 8 A.M. to 10 P.M. daily. 

(iv). Average batch compile and test turnaround of one hour or less. 

(v) Technical support available for consultation within one hour. 

(vi) Appropriate technical reference manuals and installation 
standards as requested. -

e. The Division of Motor Vehicles shall •dopt a pragmatic approach to 
conversio·n, including the furnishing of information contained in 
existing EDP files, the accumulation of new data elements, and 
title file. The Division of Motor Vehicles shall also provide a 
timely and prompt review of the Consultant's work throughout the 
phases-of the project. 

f. The Consultant shall immediately report in writing· to the Project 
Manager any failure on the part of the Divi.sion of Systems and 
Communications and/or the Division of Motor Vehicles to meet the 
commitments set forth herein in paragraphs (4)d. and (4)e., 
respectively, and the anticipated effect of this failure or 
failures on the temaining target dates.set forth in paragraph (4)a. 
above. 

g. Programming, testing, and execution of all conversion programs 
shall be the responsibility of the Division of Systems and 
Communications. These programs will be used for extracting, 
formating, and transferring of the data from the existing Division 
of Motor Vehicles system files to the new system files. The 
Consultant shall work with the Division of Systems and 
Communications and the Division of Motor Vehicles personnel in the 
development of specifications for the conversion programs. The 
Consultant shall oversee the work done by the Division of Systems 
and Cormnunications in this area. 

1/(x,-



· · h. The Consult~t' s respotU~ibility for the development and. 
:l.mplementation of the Comprehensive System shall be limited to the 
delivery of the system described in the llequirement·s Definition 
document dated June 24. 1983. aud the llevenue Accounting System 
Requirements Definition .. dClveloped pursuant to paragraph 4 (a) (2). · 
including amendments adopted by subsequent agreement of the 
parties. The State recognizes that changes ~o these requirements 
may ··resul·t in increased costs aucl delays in the completion of the 
projec:t and.azrees to assume fullrespousibility for such . 
additional costs (consultant's fees -.nd out-of-pocket expenses)· 
and clel.ays subject to the approval of .the State Treasurer. The 
scope of the Comprehensive System. 1nte1!1U·of funci:ioll$ and features, 
1s described :1.u the Divuion of Motor VehiCles l.equirements Definition 
doeument• The core of the Comprehensive System, including all of the 
main processing systems and functions. will be installed and operational 
by July 1, 1985;. At the completion of the detailed design, the Division· 
of Motor Vehicles and the Consult~t vill determine and define which · · 
features and functio~s constitute the core of the Comprehensive 

··System. 

All of the features and ftinetions defined in the Requirements 
Definition Document dat-ed Ju~e 24, 1983, and the Revenue Acco1.1u.ting 
System Requirements Definition as defined in the· document dated 
September 30, 1983, including amendments adopted by the subsequent 
agreement of the parties, will be installe4 and operational by 
September 30, 1985. 

1. TheProject Manager, after consultation with Systems and 
Cotununications, ·.sh•ll have· the authority to· approve the 
Comprehensive System outputs. The Project Manager will complete 
his review and furnish his acceptance or a non-acceptance repOTt t"O 
the Consultant within fifteen·(l5) calendar days of Consultant's 
delivery of the deliverables and will not unreasonably deny or 
withhold acceptance of the Surcharge System deliverables by the 
Consultant. · 

(5) W~"UNTY: · The Consultant shall warrant that the Surcha~ge 
System and the Comprehensive System softvare ··shall operate in accordance 
with the agreed upon requirements definitions for a period of thTee (3) 
months from the date of turnpver of the systems.to the State.· This 
warranty shall be imple~ented only by the correction of errors in the 

... Systems software by the Consultant • 

. Except· as· specifically provided- in this paragraph (5), Consultant 
makes no wa·,ranties, eitbe~ expressed or implied 1 including, withOlJt 
limi.tation, the condition, quality or freedom from error of the 
Surcharge System or the Comprehensive.System, their merchantability or 
their fitness for.any particular purpose. 

(6) ASSIGNMENTS~ . SUBCONTRACTS A1T'Q CONSULTANT'S EHPLOYEES: The 
Consultant shall not assign this -Agreement or its interest therein 
without the State'.s prior written qonsent;· nor shall Consu1t~nt, without 
.the prior written approval of the.State, assign or subcontract any of 
the work to be performed by it under this-Agreement. In the ev~nt the 
State shall approve any such assigrui1ent or subcontract, the Consultant 
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shall nonetheless remain responsible for the work included in the 
contract. The Consultant shall not knowingly engage on this project 
any professional or technical personnel who are or have been at any time 
during the period of this Agreement in the employ of the State of New 
Jersey. · 

The Consultant shall assign appropriately qw,ilified staff to meet 
the requirements of the project. In addition, the Consultant agrees to 
assign the majority of the project staff on a near full-time basis to 
this project for the duration of individual project phases and to 
provide for staff continuity between phases ·where required .• 

The State and the Consultant agree that,vith the exception of a 
core management group, the Consultant, at its option, may rotate its 
staff on to and off of the State project at appropriate times after · 
consultation and approval of the Project Manager. Replacement of staff, 
where required, will ba accomplished by the assignment of other 
qualified personnel or the reassignment of the existing qualified 
project personnel •. Both parties recognize that the Consultant's staff 
levels will vary according to the project requirements and over the 
period of this Agreement. 

The Consultant may employ such other experts or consultants in 
addition to its employees as may be required by the nature of the work 
and for the proper and expeditious performance of this Agreement. The 
names of proposed experts or consultants shall be submitted in writing 
to the Project Manager by the Consultant for review and approval. 

(7) I~"DEMNI:FICATION: The Consultant agrees. to indemnify, protect, 
and hold harmless the State, and its agents and employees from any and 
all suits or claimS for personal injuries or damage to personal property 
and real property arising out of the Consultant's performance of this 
Agreement, as the result of any negligent Act or omission by the Consultant, 
its agents, servants or employees. 

In any action brought with respect to any of the provisions of any 
paragraph of this Agreement, the Consultant Yill not be liable for 
consequentia: damages which are defined as loss, damage, and injury 
which does not flov directly from the act of the party, but only from 
some of the consequences or results of such act. 

(8) AUDIT AND INSPECTION OF RECORDS: The Consultant . shall maintain 
- accounting records and other evidence relating to the time devoted to 

and expenses incurred on the projects which are the subject matters of 
this Agreement and shall make its time and expense records available to 
the State at all reasonable times during the contract period and for 
three (3) full years from the date of final payment o ·· These records are 
subject to audit by the State. 

(9) O~~ERSHIP OF DATA: Upon full payment of ·the amounts specified 
in paragraph (2) of this Agreement by the State to the Consult~nt, the 
State will own the Surcharge System and the Comprehensive Sys-tem that 
have been designed and implemented pursuant to this Agreement, provided, 
however, that nothing contained in this Agreement shall in anyway limit 

I I 1 · 
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Consult.ant' s right ·to prepare and maintain a full set of working papers 
in connection vith this engagemellt.- · -After the acceptance of the 
Surcharge Systelll and the Comprehensive System by the State and after the 
payment in full of .the Consultant's final invoice, the Consultant shall 
have no right whatsoever toutilize any data, material or documentation 

. owned by the State for the benefit of it-self or any th~rd party without 
the prlor written consent of the State ._Treasurer. 

. (10). TERMINATION: The State reserves the right to terminate- this 
Agreement_ ritho-ut cause on thirty (30) cal•ndar days written notice to 
the Consultant. In suc;h event, the Consultant shall be compensated for 
workactually performed to the date of temination. as same is determined 
by the State. - Ad-ditionally, the -State- or the Consultant •Y tendwu:e 
this-Agreement for_cause, that is; a breach of this Agreement, iDcludirig 
failure to meet the key completion dates defined herein on fifteen (15). 
calendar days written: notice to the other party. In the event of 
termination for cause, the Consultant shall be compensated for work_ actually 
performed, less-overpayments, as same is_ determined by _the State. 

(11) LIQUIDATED DAMAGES: -

a •. Non~performance by.the Consultant- Surc:harge Syste~. 

If the Consultant fails to complete the tasks specifi~d in 
paragraph (3) a. 1~ through (3) a. 11~ by January 1,_ 1984, the 

. State shall re.ceive liquidated damages from the Cons\lltant 
commencing the month immediately following the specified date 

. and for each month thereafter until the· above mentioned tasks 
bave been completed. The amounts of the liquidated da.m.2lges 
will be determined as follovs: 

On February 1, 1984, the Consultant shall. pay damages in 
the amount of $50,000 and an additional .$50,000 for each month 
that the above mentioned tasks are not completed.-

b •. Non~performance by the Consultant - Comprehensive System • 

. If the Consultant fails to complete the tasks specified in 
. paragraph (4) a. 1. through (4) a~ 11. by July 1, 1985, the 
State shall receive liquidated damages from. the Consultant 
commencing the month immediately following the specified date 
and for each month thereafter until the above mentioned tasks 
have-been completed~ The a~ounts of the liquidated damages 
will be determined as follovs: 

On July 2, -1985, the Consultant shall pay damages in the 
amount of $10,000. On August 1, 1985, the Consultant shall 
pay damages in the amount of $10,000. On September l, 1985, 
the Consultant shall pay dai:lages in the amount of $30,000. 
Thereafter,. the Consultant shall be liable for damages in· the 
amount of $50,000 per mon=h~ 
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c 0 Factors beyond Consultant's control -' No Liquidate.d Da1Dages. 

In the event that be.cause of an act of God; inevitable 
accident; fire; strike; riot or civil commotion; act of public 
enemy; enactment, rule, order, o; act of gove~mental 
instrumentality (vh~ther federal, State, localor foreign); 
failure of technical facilities; failure or delay of · 
transportation facilities; or other cause Of Similar OT 
different nature beyond the control of the Consultant, the 
Consultant is unable to complete the tasks as specified above, the 
State .will not enforce the provisions of this paragraph. The 
parties agree that if such events result in delays and 
additional costs, a further reasonable amount of compeuation 
may be agreed upon, subject to the approval of the State 
Treasurer. 

( 12) LIMITATION OF LIABILITY: The Consultant's total liability to 
the State under this Agreement shall not exceed the amounts paid by the 
State to the Consultant, less out-of-pocket expenses incurred by the 
Consultant in connection with the Surcharge System or the Comprehensive 
System. · · 

( 13) NON-SOLICITATION: The Consultant warrants that he_ has not 
retained any party, other than a bona fide employee working for the 
Consultant, to splicit this Agreement, and that he h4s not paid or 
agreed to pay any outside party consideration in any form contingent· 
upon securing this Agreement. For breach of this warranty, the State 
shall_have the right to annul this Agreement vithout.any liability. 

(14) PROHIBITED I~!EREST: No one presently an officer or employee 
of the State shall have any interest, direct or indirect, in this · 
Agreement or the proceeds thereof. 

(15) CONFLICT OF INTEREST: The Consultant will not knowingly perform 
or accept any work or services independent of this Agreement, whic:h constitute 
a conflict of interest. If a conflict of interest may exist, it is understood 
that the Consultant shall have no right to perform services for my such party 
during the term of this Agreement without the prior written consent of the 
State. · 

(16) NON-DISCRIMINATION: The provisions of N.J.$.A. 10:2-1 through· 
10:2-4, dealing with discrimination in employment on public contracts, 
and the rules and regulations promulgated pursuant thereunder are hereby 
made a part of this Agreement. The Consultant will not discriminate 
against any employee or applicant for employment because of race, creed, 
color, national origin, ancestry, marital status or sex. The Couultant 
will take affirmative action when ecployme~t opportunities are available 
to ensure that qualified applicants are employed, and that employees are 
treated during employment without regard to their race, color, creed,. 
national origin, ancestry, marital status or sex. Such action shall 

·include, but not be limited to the following: employment, upgrading, 
demotion or transfer, recruitment advertising, layoff or termination, 
rates of pay _or other forms of compensation, and selection for training. 
In addition, the provisions of N.J.S.A. 10:5-4.1, prohibiting the 
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·unlawful discriminatiorl.,against a,ny person because of a physical handicap, 
and N.J.S.A •. · 10:5-31 through 10:5-38 are hereby made part .of this Agreement. 

(17) MINORITY BUSINESS ENTERPRISE: In connection with the 
performance of this Agreement, the Consultant shall assist the State· irt 
fulfilling its commitment and·goals with regard to t:he.app~opriate 
utilization of minority business enterprises, ·and will use its best 
efforts to insure that minority _business enterprises shall have 
appropriate opportunities .to compete for sq.bc:ontract work under this 

· ql:'eement. · · 

(18) NOTIFICATION: Any notice, request, demand, authorization• 
· directive or .communi.:ation provided for or permitted by this Agreement 
shall be in writing and shall be deliv:ered by hand or by u.s •. mail, · 
addressed as follows: 

If to the.State: 

Robert. S. Kline 
Deputy Director 

. Division of Motor.· Vehicles 
CN 012 
25 South Montgomery Street 
Trenton, New Jersey 08666 

If to the Consultant: 

William J. Driscoll 
Price Waterhouse 
65 Madison Avenue · 
Morristown, New Jersey 07960 

· With a copy to: 

Ranjit R. Advani 
. Price Wate~house · 

153 East, 53 Street 
New York, New York 10022 

and 

Michat!l Cole, First Assistant Attorney General 
Office of the Attorney General 
Richard J. Hughes JusticeCat:~plex 
CN _080 
25 Market Street 

·Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

(19) COMPLIANCE 'WITH LAW: ·The Co~sultant shall comply with all 
applicable laws,· regulations, ordinances, and codes of the United 
~tates, the State of New Jersey and local governments within the State. 
If after notice and a hearing the State determines that- the Consultant 
has violated or failed to comply with ::pplicable Federal, State or local 

·laws With respect to its performance of this Agreement, it may withhold 
payments for such performance and ·take such other action that it deems 
appropriate until compliance or remedial action has -been accomplished by 
the Consultant to the satisfaction of the State. 

/ ;,-;-\ 
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(20) ENTIRE AGREEMENT: This Ag;.'-"ement embodies the entire 
agreement betveen the parties· If . ~-yo provision is determined to be 
invalid it shall be considered delet~ti and shall not invalidate the 
remaining provisions; provided • howe.\'"t!r, if such· invalidation occurs and 
substantially affects the terms of t~, is Agreement, the State or the 
Consultant may elect to terminate th~ Agreement. 

(21) AMENDMENTS: All amendment\ shall be clearly identified as 
"Amenclment to the Agreement" and sha4_l be incorporated into this 
Aareement upon signing by both parti~. . . 

(22) GOVERNING· LAW: It is agre~ that this Aareement shall be 
governed by and subject to the laws ~f the State of New Jersey, and it 
is understood that it is subject to ~he statutory law of New Jersey· 
including N.J.S.A. 52, Chapters 32 ~ 34 and the New Jersey Contractual 
Liability Act, N.J.S.A. 59: 13~1 thro~gh 10. · 

IN WITNESS HEREOF, the Consultan~ has duly signed and sealed this 
Agreement; 

And, the State of New Jersey, ha~ likewise caused tbis Agreement to 
be signed and sealed by its authoriz~ officers on the date(s) set forth 
below. 

Approved as to form: 

~~ 
Deputy Attorney General 

Irvin I. Kiu;nelman 
Attorney General of New Jersey 

~....(--"b. . ·~ .· .. r·J. /~· ti 
B.ichard C. Kaemp£r:lii~~ 
Division of Purchase and Property 

1!& \' 
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Mr. Robert S. Kline·· · 
Deputy Director · . . -

65 MADISON AVENUE 
MORRISTOWN. NEW JERSEY 079!0 
PO eox 21es 
~ 540·8980 

March 30, 1984 

'Division of Motor Vehicles 
25 South Montgomery Street 

-Trenton, ·New Jersey 08666 ·. 

Dear Bob: 

As a result of the discussion about ADR,· the data base and 
the related software which took place during.the March 14 meeting, 
,1 felt it incumbent upon ·me to follow up with an expanded written 
discussion of the issues. You are fully cognizant that data base 
software has been at the focal point of several concerns from the 
very beginnings of. this project .. Because of its absolutely criti­
cal role in the_success of the project, I suspect it will be a con­
tinuing concern until we have successfully implemented t:1e syst~m 
in July,. 1985. 

Background, 

_ ADR' s DATACOM/DB, including its family of related software 
products, had been evaluated extensively by SAC and the DATACOM/DB 

·had been-selected and implemented prior to the commencement of the 

.. 

' Dl'1V project. Pltl, as a condition to accepting the DMV contract, re­
served the right to select another data base system, if, in their 
judgement, _DATACOM/DB and the support software could not do the job. 
I think it is of some importance to keep in·mind, this condition was 
more a matter of principle relating to ·the issue of responsibility 
.and controlratherthan any immediate reservations about the DATACOM/ 
DB system's technical capabilitie$ to meet the proces$ing requirements 
of the DMV comprehensive on-line system. PW made its own evaluation . 
of DATACOM/DB and ADR, the vendor and concluded, all factors consid­
ered, the best business decision was to use DATACOH/DB,. already in 
place, as well as some of the other tools in ADR' s family of soft'tvare 

· products which-were planned for future installation by SAC. ·. 

For reference purposes, these tools/products included:· 

o .n~~a Desigrier (data base design tool} . 
0 IDEAL (high level prosram1ing language) 

o Data Query (data base interrogation). 

0 Dat~ Reporter (~ser-oriented repo:t writer)! 



I ,. 
. ., 

Robert S. Kline 
Deputy Director 
Division of Motor Vehicles 

Experience to Date with 
ADR and.the Data·Base Software 

-· 

-2- . March 30, 1984 

Without going into a detailed explanation, one can swmnarize 
the experience to date as follows: 

.. . 
. 1. · ADR has not provided the level of technical sup_port for 
the installed software, at this··point DATACOM/DB and DATA DESIGNER, 
which one would have expected to receive. This has resulted in 
delays which have been very troublesome but not o_f such magnitude 
as to jeopardize the July, -1985 implementation target date. 

2. ADR had made representations as to certain software fea­
tures and f\lilctions which, in fact, do not exist in the installed 
software but &l:'e scheduled for delivery in future versions. A fe'-1 
of these yet to be delivered features and functions .al"e technically 

:~:- significant, a'"ld give rise to justifiable concern on the part of 
SAC as well as PW. 

.. ·, ... 

3. Except for the non-existence of the features and functions 
referred to above, the balance of the install~d software is perform­
ing in accordance with expectations~ 

Conclusions Based Uoon Experience To Date 

1. Despite the shortcomings in ADR's technical support and 
the technical deficiencies in the installed software, SAC has not 
altered its long term commitment to use ADR's data base software 
and associated products as the solution to meeting its overall proces­
sing requirements. SAC h·as, however, made a deci$ion to defer imple­
mentation of certain of the products, in particular, IDEAL, until · . 
such time as the technical deficiencies in the installed software 
have been addressed. Quite naturally, SAC is reluctant to rely 
completely on software which lacks risk free stability and could 
be operationally disruptive, when it has a lower risk option of 
doing business using existing softyare. Therefore, the decision to 
defer further ADR software installation is based upon technical rea­
soning as well as business judgement on their part. SAC's decision 
to defer use of IDtAL obviates an immediate need for proficient re­
si_stent technical support for IDEAL for non DHV application,?. H0\-3-
ever, present SAC plans do include the tr~ining and development of 
,this kind of technical resource in order to ·support the DHV compre­
hensive system project. 

1<>t 1St: 
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Robert S. Kline 
Deputy Director 
Division ofMotor Vehicles _-3- · ~.arch 30, 1-984 

. . 
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2. In View of ADR's disappointing. support to date, PW has. 
considered the ram.ificatio.ns _-of replacing DATACOM/DB with more. · 
·stable softwarewhich.could be readily available from other ven­
dors. For several reasons, the most significant being that a 
change in database-software at this point would -most certainly 

·cause a three· to -si~ tnonth dt!lay in implementation of th.e On-line 
System, PW will _continue to-useADR's database software. This 

·· decision includes -continued use -of DATACOM/DB and DATA DESIGNER as 
well as the planne~use of IDEAL, DATA QUERY and possibly DATA 
REPORTER. . 

_ · The use of !DEAL as· the programming language is tnost itnpor- .. 
tant from the standpoint of. the significant -productivity gains 

,anticipated during the coding and testing phases of the ~ystem 
development process. At_ this time, PW is satisfied, the uncertain­

~ ties associated wiuh the use of IDEAL ~epresent an acceptable risk 
'when measured against the significance of the potential benefits. 

We believe SAC management under$tands the basis for PW's decision 
and does not disagree with our judgement regarding the planned use 

· of . IDEAL <in t.he _development of the On~ line System ... 

3. That PWhas decided to proceed with the use of IDEAL and 
SAC has made a dec,ision to· defer its installation indefinitely 
represents ·a significant point of departure between SAC and PW 
based upon differing priorities. · 

SAC's decision to defer the adoption of IDEAL also defers the 
needfor SAC's technical staff to become proficient in IDEAL to sup­
port the development of SAC applications for other users (i.e., 
Casino Control Commission, State Police and ABC Board, etc.). At­
the same time, according to PW'$ contract ·with the State of New 
Jersey, SAC has• the responsibility_ to provide technical support to 
PW throughout the developmentprocess. · SAC is also obliged "to 
participate actively in appropriate project activities with the con-­
sultant so as to become familiar with the comprehensive system from 
point of conception through implementation and operation". ·Thus, it· 
is qui·te clear ·to SAC, the State is contractually obliged to pro­
vide PW with the required technical support for IDEAL and indeed in­
tends.to.satisfy this requirement. 

4. It should also be pointed out, the concerns which SAC has 
raised regarding the featuresand functions referred to previously 
whi.ch are rtot·yet available, can on1v be corrected by ADR. They 
cannot be addressed by SAC technicar-staff without the specific ex­
pertise and exclusive kno-v;ledge of APR support staff. 
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Robert s. Kline 
Deputy Director 
Division of Motor Vehicles 

Summary Conclusion 

-4- March 30, 1984 

!-believe an ~portant principle to establish at this june-­
ture is that SAC and PW, having each made a decision based on their­
own priorities, will now be following.separate paths. This creates 
the potential for two continuing.p~oblems which JllUSt be carefully 
monitored so as not to become disruptive. 

1. Even though on separate paths, the need for technical sup­
port, mutual cooperation, effective communications and most impor­
tantly, management commitment-is probably increased rather than 
diminished. We should all be aware of ·this now and not lose sight 
of·it in the future when the road gets rougher. 

2. In my experience, I have seen jobs with analogous circum­
stances, where there is a tendency to look back with the advantage 
of accurate hind sight, thereby clouding the issues and challenges 
confronting the team when looking ahead. Though it may be easier 
said than done, as we proceed, we must all be careful to avoid in­
jecting confusion and inefficiency in the process of moving ahead 
in order to rejustify or reinforce a significant decision which 
has already been made. 

* * * * * * 
In addressing the issues raised, based upon our experience 

to date with ADR, we must continue to push for responsive techni­
cal support. SAC and PWhave pushed ADR independently and jointly 
for grea·ter attention. We must continue to do so, as well as 
identify other ways in which to attempt to bring greater pressure 

. upon ADR for support and timely deli very of software. · 

If you have questions regarding the matters discussed in 
this letter or other items relating to the project, please contact 
me at your earliest convenience. 

Sincerely yours,. 

cc: Mr. Robert Meybohn 
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( _ ittatr of N rut llrrsru 
DEPARTMENT OF LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY 

IRWIN I. KIMMELMAN 
ATTOANEV-~ENERAL' 

DIVISION. OF-MOTOR VEHICLES 
25 SOUTH MONTGOMERY STREET 
.. TRENTON. NEW .JERSEY 01111 

· April ·18, 1984 

CLIFFORD W. SNEOEKE;: 

DIRECTOR 
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Mr. John R. B•nnett 
Chairman of the Board & President 

·Applied Da.ta Research, Inc. 
·Route 206 and Orchard load, CN-8 
_Princeton, New Jersey 08540. 

Dear Mr. Bennett: ' . 
The Division of Motor Vehicles has undertaken the significant task of 

modernizing its data processing systems by developing a comprehensive 
on-line system which will be in operation by mid-1985. This system 
development pJ"ocess is a team effort between_the Division of Motor Vehicles, 
our consultant Price Waterhouse, and the Division of Systems and Communications, 
our data processing center~ One_significant step in'that Pl!'OCess'was the 
acquisi·tion ·of the ADR DATACOM/DB data base. management system, the DATA 
DESIGNER methodology, and the enchanced IDEAL language. 

After the initial acquisition of DATACOMiDB, the consultant and the· 
data eenter.began working together to develop the appropriate capabilities 
for fully-implementing this new data base management system. The 
support which vas necessary from ADR was slow and difficult to obtain and, 
over an eight month period, resulted in a nearly twomonth delay in the 
consultant's system arc hi tee ture re-commendations for us. The consultant and 
the data ~enter C:()ntinue to vork.vith ADR. having set up regular meetings and 
training, but are still experiencing less than the level of support 
req\lired for such an important investment in a system which impacts five 
million resj,.dents in New Jersey.· 

· Various -contacts have been made at staff· and at executive levels 
~etween Price Wate:rhouse and your cQmpany. but I am uow writing from a 

. sense of frustration and concern that ADR's efforts still are not what 
they should be. To continue to rely upon informal contacts·does not seem 

_adequate as we teach the programming and sy$tem test phase by early 
sullimer. Our dependence upon your systems and your people's support cannot 
be overestimated. · When l hear of telephone calls not being .returned, and 
inadequate communication and support from a company whose_ annual report 

f,_,~j x 
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indicates that ADR remains the leader in software innovation and customer 
satisfaction, I arn perplexed by the situation. 

I am sure that these problems can be solved, and I 8m asking for 
your assistance to sit down together and resolve how we can move forward to 
the best benefit of the Division of Motor Vehicles and your company. 

To discuss this matter further, please contact Deputy Director Robert S. 
Kline at 984-7577. We look forward to hearing from you.· 

c: Robert s. Kline 
William Driscoll 
llanjit Advani 
Robert Meybohm 

Sincerely, 

. &:!~/?'~~~~-
. ClifterEflt.·-snedeker 
Dtrector 

' 
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1251 AVENUE OF THe AMERICAS 
NEW YORK. N'f. ~~:20 . 
212 4&89-8900 

April 25, _1984 

Mr. Martin Goetz 
rm~_®~n~;7f"? :'""1· If!) :~A~PR .3.. ... . . . ; : . 

Senior Vice President, . 
SoftwareProducts J)ivision- . · J 1SS4 · 

·Applied Data·Research, Inco SENIOR ASSISTANT o·!"~c·_f'l ~ 
Route ·206 and Orchard Road,· CN-8 · 
Princeton, New Jersey· 08540 -

DIVISION '·'~ j IJ;,. 
-· OF MOTOR VfHICU:S 

Dear Marty: 

As you are aware, Price Waterhouse currently is among -·the 
users of ADR's data base ma~agement system DATACOM/DB and 
associated software. Our staff is using this software at the 

-State of New Jersey's Division.of Sys~ems and Communications 
(SAC) facility for developing a new system for the state's 
Divisi-on of Motor Vehicles (DMV). In this environment,, along· 
with SAC, which is the ADR client, the _Price-Waterhouse project 
team is a major user of the DATACOM/DB, ADR DATADICTIONARY, IDEAL 
and other ADR software. 

. . . 

For this· DMV project:, I have the technical review partner. 
responsibility and recently performed such a review of the · 
project •. During the course of this review, the project partner, 
Ranjit Advani, and I discussed a number of issues related to the 
above software including some· issues which had been identifie"d 
earlier as major concerns-. Unfortunately, some of these continue 
to be of -concern at this stageo Our conc:erns,c:an be summarized 
as ·the following: 

incomplete or insufficient documentation of the 
products 

absence of certain key features _(compared with those 
available in other comparable software products) in 
the current releases of the. above software 

inadequate technical support from ·the ADR field office 
(1) to help resolve any technical problems with the 
software and (2) to facilitate the correct use of the 
products in their fiist major system d~velopment use 
at the State of New Jerseyo 

(overleaf) 



Mr •. Martin Goetz --2 ,. 

.. !.believe that the ADR representatives have been kept·in­
forme~ of the specific problems enco~ntered in the use of the 
software; however, in a number of cases, they have eii:her not 
been able to help resolve the problems quickly or have not been 
able to give an indication as to when and in what release these 
will be resolved. 

SAC management·also appears to have similar concerns and, at 
.this stage, has dropped its pl4ns to· use IDEAL for developing two 
or three new application systems in the near future. In ad• · · 

.· dition, Ranjit senses a growing concern at SAC about the level.of 
·. ADR's commitment to providing the necessary post .... iustallat:ton 

support for its products. 

On the DMV System project, the project team is nearing the 
completion of the physical data base design and the detail system 
design. In addition, IDEAL is now being used by the project team· 

. in a test environment for determining its suitability and its 
limitations for development of the application programs. I ex­
pect that our tec:hriical per$onnel will continue to seek necessary 
support io these areas from·ADR representatives in. coming months. -.. . .. . 

This is a very important project for the State of New Jersey 
and one with a rigid implementation sc:hedul,e. In order to ensure 
the successful development of the system using the set of ADR 
software, it is imperative that we address and resolve the 
concerns expressed in this letter at an early date. I suggest a 
meeting, perhaps 0ver lunch, sometime soon to discuss these 

·issues. Depending on your schedule, Ranjit and I can meet with 
you on May 8, 15 or 16. I will telephone you later this week to 
fix a date for the meeting. 

Sincerely, 

. ~:;;;n~itt~~ 
National EDP Director 

cc: Mr. Ranjit Advani 
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To: 

From:·. 

MEMORANDUM 

Robert S. Kline 
:•Division ·of Motor Vehicles 

· ·la .. nj··.it···· lt. Ad~ .. ~. · · · 
. Henry Fryd · ~ . 
·Price WaterHouse · 

· .Sub.jec:t: ·,Driver/Owner Information and Management System (New DMV System) 
· Proj ec:t Status· Report - Apr~l--May 1984 

:· .. • 

. . 
· This memorand~m ·. SU1111Darizes the eurrent ·status of the .DMV System· 
development. project •.. Key events marking the performance or completion 

. of eerta-in. major. tasks a.s well as key: issues for management 
consideration are also addressed. in this status report.- ," 

·~ 

Protect Status: 

Duril'g the April-May 1984 period, the. project team. co~pleted the 
Detail Design phaseof the project and began the next phase of the 
projec.t -·the P~ogram Design. A review of the Detail Design document 
with the appropriate user personnel a~ DMV was completed during the 

. month of May. .Similar t:eviews and walk throughs of the detail design 
with SAC manageuient and l~ison personnel are· scheduled to take place 
du~ing the c t owin the co letion of this review 
process and the acc:e tance of th desi n by the State, as is required 

· . of us •. we review an , f necessary, up t e c:.omputer reseurce 
· requirement estimate for ·the system. · · ~ 

' .. 
. · The ··IDEAL programming ·language became· availabl_. for our testing and· 

.. 'proto typing purpos!!s during April. However. because of certain IDEAL · · 
software installation and stability p·roblems, we were unable to use it 
effectively ·for most of Aprilo ·At this stage, we have developed.t,wo 
test/prototYPe prosrams.to perform limited on-line driver inquiry 
using IDEAL. ·Based on our IDEAL test;ing to date, we still plan to 

. use :i.t as 'the prim.ary programming language in the development .. of the 
ne~ DMV system. Accordingly, we have begun using IDEAL for-definition 
of system screens and reports as·par~of our-Program Design 

.activities. 

During the month of May, we also b•gan a high-level DMV organization 
and staffing review as part of the DMV. System development project.· 

·This review is progressing well and is . scheduled to be c:omple·ted at 
the ~nd of June. · 

/ ~2.').\' 
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Key Events: 

1. Project Status Meeting (April 23., 1984) 

We met with you and other·members of the.DMV System Project 
·steering Committee. to review the status of the project·. An 
agenda of t_he meeting with s~ry notes is attached• 

2.- Detail· Design Report (May 4, 1984) 

We distributed the Detail Design document for the new DMV Syst-em 
to DMV and SAC management on May 4th. This design document is 
organized as follows: 

Volume I 
Volume II -
Volume III -

Executive Summary 
Detail Design Specifications 
Detail Design Specificat~ons Supplement 

· 3. ADR Meetings (May 21 and 22,. 1984) 

On May 21, Bob ·Kline (DMV), Chris Cox (DMV), Bob Meybohm.(SAC), 
Ron Advani (PW), .Bill Drisroll (PW), and Henry Fryd (PW) 1neet . 
with iohn Bennett (Chairman and CEO, ADR), Bill C~ifford (Vice 
President, ADR) and Dick ~\lfman (Vice President, ADR) to discuss 
and resolve a number of problems experienced with ADR software 
and technical support in the course ·of 'the project. A copy of 
the.agenda for the meeting is attached. The tone of the ~eeting 
was positive and we all .were assured by John B.annett of ApR's ·: 
commitment to provide the required level of technical support for 
this project. Specific issues concerning these areas were 
discussed in detail with ADR representatives at· their· Princeton 
facilities on May 22nd. 

As part of their increased support to the DMV System project, ADR 
.. also agreed ·eo review the physical design of the system data 

base and provide us with comments o~ the appropriateness of the 
design as well as performance improvement related considerations. 
We have provided ADR with a.copy of our data base physical design 
document for this pur~ose. · 

We believe.that satisfactory resolution of AI)R related technical 
problems would remove a major issue. threatening ticely completion 
of the project. We, along with SAC technical perso-nnel, ~ill 
work with ADR personnel on a regular basis to resolve any 
problems in the coming months and will keep you informed of our 
piogress in this area. 

,__,/ 
/ ._....._ (.; 
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Key Issues; 

1. ·. De$i$n Freeze . . .. ~ 

Having completed the syst.em design, the project team is now · 
world.ng on specific programs at a detail ·level to develop various 

: pieces of the system,!t. ··At this stage, ·:1t ·is i.Diportant to· "freeze .. 
the ·design of the new DMV·System in order-to .. not. jeopardize the 

· system · devel.opme~t and implemen·tation, sc~edule • 

. · 2. Computer R•sources for System Dev•lop1Dent ·. 

·The .. DMV, SAC and PV personnel working on· the DKV System 
development-proj•ct have recoguized the need to increase the­
cap.acity of the syst~s development computer at SAC. SAC -
management is .taking steps to provide th•.necessary computer 
reso~rces to the system development team by upgrading its 
computer capacity during. the month of Juue. This action .would 
alleviate.the syst~lil response. time problems~· have. been 
experiencing. 

3; ~ · Work Space 

4. 

· Because of the .lack of sufficient available. space for ~he DMV · 
·system· project: team at DMV and SAC facilities, we have not been 
able to get adequate work_space for the PW staff. 

At SAC,· we now· have the necessary ·space, partit.ions and furniture 
to·house half of our project team. ·At DMV, we had expected to 
occupy an area on the second floor of 137 East State Street by 
April 1. It appears now that~his space will not be ready until 
sometime in July. As a result of this delay,. we have moved ·our 
team and the.computer terminals to an area on the sixth floor of 
the building. To ·ensure the desired productivity level of the 
project team during the remaining project phases. it is necessary. 
to resolve the work space issue" quickly and provide the proper 
·work enviroi:Unent .for the team members. We would appreciate an . 
early resolution of this issue. 

DMV. and SAC Parti_cipation 

we·are now beginning to develop and test individual components 
and •ubsystems· of the new DMV system. This is an appropriate 

> time for DMV and SAC management to identify and assign to. the 
project teaJD a number of their staff on a near full-time basis. 

· In this role their re$ponsibilities would ~nclude: (a) becoming 
familial' with the system and its capabilities at a detail level, 
(b) working with the project team to·build the required system 
tables.· (c) ·participating in the development of·uset procedures 
and (d) coordinating project activities which might require: 
partioipation of other individu~ls from their organizations. 

I'; -7 . 
I ':"\.· I \_ 
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We recommend the assignment of four individuals from DMV and four 
individuals from SAC at this ·time for these purposes. Additional 
DMV and SAC staff will need to be added to this team at a later 
date for system ~esting and Q.ther projec:t_-.ac:tivities. 

* * * * * 
We would be pleased to discus~ these issues inmore detail or to 
provide· any additi~nal informat~on supporting this status -report. 

Attachment 

Cbpies: 

• 
• 

Agenda to April · 23 ~ ·1984 Status Meeting 
Agenda to May 2"1, 1984 ADR Meeting 

R. Meybohm (SAC) 
C. Cox (DMV) . 
W. Driscoll (PW) 

\ 

--

.. 
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DRlVER/OtrnER INFOR}!ATION i-IAJ.~AGEHENT SYSTEM 

AGENDA FOR STATUS 1-tEETn!C 

·. ~\PRiL 23, 1984 . 

.. _ ... 

Detail Design. 

Completed reviews vith .Assistant Direc:eors responsible for 
Licensing, Regis~ration, and Revenue Accountingcomponents. 

Will review Violation component this week. 

Complete Detail Design report is scheduled to be issued 
May 4, 1984. · . .· . . . . 

• · ~lo1P'-IiHi-"rATio~ P:J.~td/llli::> - ~1V .;.,_\ =A_'- Srr/IF'Fuu:~ ~~-~., n~c=~-: 
Organization and Procedures Overview will start this week. 

Apolic:ationlssues 

tentral titlirtg. 

Autotnating insurance company interface. 
-. 

Approach to capturing Autopic on 1;egistration record. 

Environmental 

· Work Space. 

Secretarial support. 

Computer resources •. 

Termin~l response time. 

Disk sp:~ce. 

! ";(( .· 
.:;."' / ), 
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DIVISIONOF MOTOR VEHICLES 

MEETI~G WITH ADR MANAGEMENT - MAY 21, 1984 

.AGENDA 

Introductions 

Project Overview/History 

Problem Resolution Requirements 

Key Personnel Identification 

Follow•Up Actions 

Wrap-Up 

--
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PROBLEM RESOLUTION ·REgUIRE~lENTS 

l~ .... ·.Access to documentation updates and direct access to responsible 
· ::APR .staff for consultations 

2. . Teehnical support on scheduled basis" vs. on-req.~est basis ·· 
(1 ~ 2 days/week for 4 months). 

3. Technical training foi' SAC& PW staff (40- 80 Hrs.). 

·. cl•si ~" ·. A&.'!•'tL\1 . . . 
·' ·4·~· A~sistance in Physical Data Base ~-and performance 

~uning modifications. 

5.. IDEAL 1.1 installation assistance. 

·6. Assigrunent of experienced ADR staff to support the account needs. 
(Possible candidates for DATACOM/DB:. Charles'Hall, .Joe L)nn) 

· (F~:l" IDEAL: ·Richard Anastasia, · ) 
(For ADR/Data Dictionary: ) 

.. _ 

• 



Christine Cox 
Senior Assistant Director 

!tOM: Raymond D. Trakimas 
· Price Waterhouse 

··.~ . ' ' 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

DIVISION OF MOTOR VEHICLES 

MEMORANDUM 

.. DATE: October 19, 1984 

~e: IDEAL and COBOL/DL Programming Languages use in the Driver/Owner Information 
Management System 

A meeting was held at the New Jersey Division of Motor Vehicles on 
October 11, 1984 to discuss the use of the mEAL and COBOL/DL Programming 
Languages in the Driver/Owner Information Management Systelll• Present at 
the meeting were Chris Cox fl:'om the Division of Motor Vehicles, Bob Meybohm 
and Al Bochese from Systems and Communications, and.lanjit Advani and Ray 
Trakimas from Price Waterhouse. The following is an outline of the points 
which were discussed: 

In the event that ADR is unable to resolve in a timely fashion the potential 
problems with run times on some•of the batch IDEAL update programs, three 
alternatives are ayailable to the Price Waterhouse team to minimize the impact 
of these problems on ~he newDMV system.· These alternatives are: 

1. Utilize programs coded in IDEAL and fine tune the associated 
IDEAL, DATACOM and MUF system operating software parameters 
to enhance user program run time. · 

· This fine tuning is being addressed by both SAC •nd ADR. In 
addition, SAC is installing the most recent versions of the 
software and appropriate PTF' s (Program TeD;lporary Fixes to IDEAL, 
DATACOM and MUF s~pplied by ADR to address known problems with 
their sofeware) • . 

2. Utilize a combination of IDEAL and COBOL/DL. This would 
be accomplished by having batch update programs coded in 
IDEAL call.COBOL/DL subroutines for reading and writing 
to files (Input/Output Routines). 

This alternative is being investigated by coding the Driver 
File Input/Output Module in COBOL/DL. This Input/Output 
Module will be benchmark tested.during the week of October 22, 
1984 as part of our evaluation of this alternative. 

/ .<" ' ___ -; j{ 
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Currently. there are certai.n technical considerations that 
· are· being discus•ed with SAC and .. ADR u order for this type 

of· interface to occur. If . these cannot be work•d out by the · 
end of October, this alternative will n,ot be implemented. 

. -
3. The ten to eleven eandida~e programs.(batch updates with bigh 

volume and access more· than five files) which are affec.ted, 
. as sbownin the·a.tta.ched exhibit. can be coded _entirely·in. 
COBOL/DL. This op~ion ri.ll be chosen if alternative 2 cannot 
be· tmplemented;:· This alternative will not aipdficantly affect 
our system implementation target dates. 

- - ' . . 

Based on this evaluation and discussions with ADR, no increase 1n processing 
.. capacity is required from that stated in the September 11~ 1985 computer capacity 

analysis. · · · 

·c: 1. Meybohm·- SAC 
A. Bochese - SAC 
J •. Past~shok ... SAC 
1.. Advani ... PW 
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7iolations: 

1. 

2. 

~icensing: 

3. 

4. 

s. 

tevenue Reporting: 

6. 

iegistrations: 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

ritles: 

11. 

. . 

PROGRAM 
NUMBER 

AVF 110PB 

AVF300PB 

ALLOOlPN 

ALD025PB 

ALL040PB 

AAS700PB 

ARRIOMOl 

ARR270PB 

ARR600PB 

ARR450PB 

ART200PB 

-~-

EXHIBIT I 

. Candidate COBOL/DL Programs 

PROGRAM 
DESCRIPTION 

Violations Edit/Update 

Accident Update 

Fetch Driver/Owner I/0 Module 

Driv~r Test Update 

Li.censing Batch ·Transaction 
Processing 

Revenue Reporting Daily 
Batch Update 

TRANSACTION 
VOLUME 

5,000/day 

2,000/day 

N/A 

5,500/day 

10,000/day 

1,000/day 

Registrations/Titles I/O Module N/A 

Registrations Batch Updat~ 10,000/day 

Registration Mail Renewal 350,000/mo. 

License Plate Batch Update 100,000/mo .. 

Title Batch Update 

I 2,/ 
-_)~·X 

8,000/ciay 
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· SUIJICTa 

STATI OF NIW .IIRSIY . 

DIPART~t\INT OP LAW AND .PUBLIC SAPITY 

DIVISION OF MOTOR VEHICLES 

Robert S ~. Kline 
Deputy Director 

Christine · R. Cox · 

MEMORANDUM 

Senior Assistant Direct'or 

ADR Good News. and Bad. News 

.··.· .• •• .... ····/_.·_·_ ..... v· 

DATEa October 30, 1984 . " 

' . . . . . 

1. DATACOM DB 7.4·Kelease .... promieed io early September; nov targeted 
for late December 1D a "controlled'' mode, i.e., not all ·features,.· 
at:l.ll some bugs, &lid not s~abilU.ecl. As a result, we will not ·use 
·it at SAC uutil much later than plauned. We bad counted on having 
it, especially to provide &c:)Ule statistical reports which would help 
t:o fiDe tune the data base oper•t:J.on. · 

. 2. ADR says they will work with us to atabili~e the existing DATA.COM 
7.3 Release iustalled at SAC (it was pro11liaed in the spring, and 
was just.iDstalled this month); this is.ongoiog with mod•rately 
successful results. · 

. 3. Security features for DATACOM DB will not be available by January. 
They had been promised_as part of the· DATACOM DB 7.4\llelease. As 
a r•sult, we wil.l use the existing CICS (on-line control system) 
at SAC to rig up basic security features by terminal and password 
only. 

· 4. · the IDEAL enhancement (1.2) ·promised for November, 1984 is now 
. promised for January, 1985. Price Waterhouse and SAC have to go 
vi th the current . release ( 1. 1) aDd_, not vai t. Ve had not "banked" 

· on getting 1.2 on time; 1.1 was promised in June and arrived in 
October. -

S. The time lapse p;oblem in the interface betveen IDEAL and COBOL has· 
. been improved by. ADR. , 

ADR personnel have been providing· assistance; Price Waterhouse recently 
"demanded" a full time assignment from ADR to get us through some of 
these problems. ADR seems to talk as if they are responsive, but some 
earlierpromises·of dates have not been met, so Price Waterhouse is a 
little anxious. 

·Meetings are set for November 2 and November 9 between Price Waterhouse, 
SAC. and ADR personnel. Vice President Joe Farley (Princeton) and Ken 
Sloan (Dallas) are involved. Wf! thought a call from you to Mr. B·ennett 

· express.ing concern might be helpful before the November 2. ~eeting . 

• 

i 
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nee ·. _· ~· 65 MAOISON AVENUE 

v--aterhouse 
. MOFIRISTO\VN. NJ 07~60 

201 540-8980 

January 3, 1984 

Mr ... Robert s. Kline 
Deputy Director 

, .. 

Division of Motor Vehicles 
25 South Montgomery Street 
Trenton, New Jersey 08666 

Dear Bob: 

-. 

This letter is intended to be a quick res~onse to your initial reaction, 
and the discussion which followed, during the January 2nd meeting.. In that 
meeting. it was Price WaterhousP's intention to present three alternative ap• 
proaches fot. ,oping with the technical problems (real and potential) posed by 
the IDEAL sottware, and for proceeding to work towards a successful DMV systems 
implementation by July 1, 1985. · 

Apparently, from the discussion, I believe you may have exaggerated the 
implications of a pre,Pious statement which I made several weeks ago. when I 
stated that "the solutions t"' the IDEAL problems might translate to the 
system being a functional success but a technical compromise". Futhermore, 
if there is any issue of integrity or any sense of less than full disclosure 
of the facts on the part of Price Watherhouse, or anyone else, in discussing 
our ability to define user expectations, it is a misunderstanding and certainly 
fetr remote from my intentions. 

In the meeting, I conceded to you, three points which you stated were 
the bottom line of any_of the three alternatives: 

1. The results will be less than originally expected, 

2. The delivery "!ill ~e later than originally expected and, 

3. The cost will be higher than expected. 

You nlso su~szested the1t the ccmpromises inherent· i.n the alt~rnatives werP 
not de minimus. 

Price ~aterhouse, as requested by you~ wjll be delivering a docu~ent · 
to you early next week describing in detail the 1mplicatiC'r.s of Alternative· #1. 
It was our intention to prepare such a document e1fter receiving concurrence 
frc~ ycu t~at AltPrndtive 01 we1s the acceptable appro~ch. HowevPr, in the 
intcri~ before delivery. I felt it was incumbent upon me to e~p~nd upon the 

13(x 
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three points enul!\erated abnve and convey any judgement as to whether or not 
they should appropriately be classified as de minimus. 

1. The results will be less than ex'Dected: 

The system w.e intend to deliver \lUder Alternative #1 is: .. 
N('t a conr~11'1Se of. functionality 

··• ·-':·. . . . . 

D!1Vl transactions for DHV inquiry ~users will essentially be identical ~ 
to the functionality of the .inquiry capabilities under -IDEAL. . 

·- Considered "State-of-the-Art" 

2. 

The system has all the elements referred to as State-of-the.;;,Art from a 
tec:hnieal standpoint in both Price Waterhouse's written proposal as well 
as our contract with the-State. of Ne~ Jersey, i.e., 

a. State-of-the-Art integrated database technology and design. 

b. On-line immediate (real time) transaction update capabiliti's 
for specified transactions. 

c. Overnight batch update for all other transactions. 

d. Use of fourth-generation programming language (to the extent 
practicable). · 

The only significant limitation reg;!rding state-of~the-art technology 
which represents an irii_tial compromise will be the numbers and t-iming of 

· implementing· additionai'- on-line· terminals with update capability beyond 
those initially required for the core and non-core functions within the 
scope· of this projecto While this represents· a restriction-of importance, 
the continued ability in the interim to add inguirv only terminals under 

. Alternative #l without ma-~or constraints not· only diminishes t·his restr1ct1 
but also imposes a healthy discipline. and more carefully planned-approach t 
terminal additions after July 1, 1985. In a new on-line system environment 
in which the user has no immediat.e constraints on .terminal additions, quite 
often terminals are·added at·a rapid pace with limited attention giveri to 
need or ~os~ justification. · 

The deliverv will be -1 ater thi'n ori2inallv eYpected: 

Undtai" Alternative lfl,.despite technical difficu~ties, we are still Aiming 
to meet the most cr!tical of the implementation dates, July l, l985 for 
the. corP.. system functinns as def!ned in the Agreement. · Additionally, ~.ost 
nf th~ ~on-core fu~ction~ will b~ ~perntinnal hy the Septe~ber 1. 19RS tarQ 
date. At th1~ pnint, under Alt~r~~tive #1 the only nori~core functions whi~ 
st~nd to be del~yP~ beyond Sertemher 1, ~re: 

- Driver Rehab~lit~tion subsystem • 

..... Co~pu1 sury Insur:1r.ce :tnrl ~Pr:t~r~t~' Respon!=.ibil i ty st1tsyste;a. 

~ . 
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Under Alternative 11, these subsystems w~uld be targeted for November 
1, 1985. 

In my estimation, with respect to the overall scope and matznitudfl'Of 
this project, a probable two month delay in two non-core subsystems is. in 
fact, of very minor significance to the total schedule. 

3. The cost will be higher than expected: 
. -.·=~ ·, 

The estimated· incremental cost for the adoption _of Alternative #1 ranges-. 
from $200,000 to $350,000 (plus $250,000 cost already incurred to date) • 

.. This incremental cost represents less than 5% over tbe total contract price. 
·~xn my_ estimation, this incremental cost ·does not represent an extraordinary 

additional price to pay unde~ the circumstances in order to deliver most 
non-core functions by September. 1, and-the balance by November 1, 1985. 
The 2,500 aaditional hours already expended by Price Waterhouse as a result 
of ADR technical problems encountered to date is a sunk cost regardless of 

. the alternative selected. 

In summary, I believe that the best efforts of DMV, SAC nnd Price Waterhouse 
working together have brought this very complex project along at a very !=latisfactt 
pace while coping with some very challenging problems, many of vhich vere related 
to AD~'s software and support capabilities. I also believe, that at this point 
in the project, when the going gets tougheRt, tn. ~tart focusing upon the short· 
comings and foster~ng an atmosp •. ere of failure. is not only counter productive, 
but also can turn a compromi$e of expP.ctations into a true failure. 

I would be pleased to discus!t this letter with you at any time. 

Sincerely yours, 

~illi2m J. Driscoll 

• 
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Mr. -Ito bert S. Kline 
Deputy Director 
Division of Motor-Vehicles 
2S South Montgomery Street 
Trenton, New Jersey ·08666 

THE NEW DMV SYSTEM IMPLEMD1TATtON 

Dear Mr. Kline: 

. ATTACHMENT "B" . -

153 EASJ' ~ STREE! 
NEw YORK. NE'JV YO~K 10022 
212 371·2000 

January 8, 19S5 

I am pleased to report to you that the Driver Licensing Subsystem, the 
first ·of·the New DMV System components, vas put into operation on January 
7, 1985 and is being implemented for users at the DMV-office·and theagencies. 
It should be fully operational by January 14th. This milestone was reat:hed 
by the project-team three months ahead of the original schedule agreed to at 
the start of the project. It :f.s clearly the result of an extraordinary team 
effort by DMV, SAC and PW staff. _I believe that this-success will set the 
pace for the implementation of other subsystems in the coming months. 

In recent weeks, we have kept you informed of the technical difficulties· 
and licitations experienc.ed ·'by the project team in the use of Applied Data 
Research, Inc.'s (ADll's) prograaing software, IDEAL. mEAL is the high-level 
programming language used in the development of the New DMV System. In the 
follot.;jn·g paragraphs, I would like to provide you with an update on these 

'· problems and propose a modified system imple111entat:ion approach for you:r 
consideration. This proposed approach minimizes the impact of these technical 
difficulties on the functionality and benefits of the new· system as_ well 

· as ou the desired se!-hedule for its implementation. 

Technical Problems:· 

In late October and early November of 1984, ADR iufo~d SAC and PW 
technical staf'f of tWo potentialproblemsas!=;ociated vith the use cf 
IDEAL. These •re: 

1. Slow response tilfles for on .... line users of the system (resulting 
from ·slower internal routines of IDEAL as compared with some of 
the mot'e mature programmi_ng languages like COBOL or lower-level 

· ...... -. laY,guages such as Assembler). 

~· ··:·: :::·, 1.~~ '·>.: :·::. ~ ~ .. Lillli tation on thi! number_ of. ncti ve On-line \]Sers which can be 
.slrppot'ted h~r IDE}J,.. (ADR representatives.· are unable to iclent ify 
the threshold of tht~ limitation at this time. However, they 
have repeatedl~· cautioned us against ~rlding a large nutr.ber of 

·,. 
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on-line users under IDEAL in a single step. Their advice is 
to add a few on-l.:i.~e users at a time wbile monitoring and 
tuning the system performance until the threshold is reached.) 

It was unfortunate that we were advised.of these problems so late in 
the game. In f_act, some 701, of thP system coding had . already been completed 
using IDEAL. 

ADlt management .. is aware of these technical pr_oblems with mEAL and 
has committed to giving a high prioritY. to solving them. However, based· on 
their scheduled activities, they do not expect to solve these problems within 
the next 12 - 15 months. 

After a number of discussioqs with ADR staff on these problellS. we 
tested the performance of a number of IDEAL pro~rams in an on-line environment 
vith 100 ... 110 active users. Based on the results of these tests, SAC and PW 
technical personnel are confident of achieving reasonable-response· times for 
on-line system users through the system and communications network tuning 
efforts. With regard to the number of on-line users, we believe that it would 
be prudent to increase their number gradually, and further. to take whatever 
steps we can to limit the number of IDEAL users without compromising the 
functional effectiveness of the system. Our proposed approach, described 
below, is based on this premise. · 

I 

Prooosed (Modified) Implement;ttiort Ant>roach: 

The New DMV System provides its users with significantly enhanced 
on-line capabilities. In addition to on-line inquiry, the new system's 
features include on-line .data entry, editing and file update functions. 
The on~line inquiry functio;s of the new system include the functions · 
supported by the present system (through the use of DMV1 series of inquiry_ 
transactions) as well as added capability to inquire into other information­
contained in .the system d•ta base. e. g.·, driver testing and driver rehabili­
tation progrnm i.nformation. One key benefit of the new system in this area 
is ·the availability of more current and complete data through inquiry against 
the new system data bases. 

The original system implementation al>proach called fo.r transferring 
all system functions from the present system to the new system, one subsystem 
_at a time. This transfer also included a move from the present DMV1 · 
inquiry screens to the new inquiry screens (st1pported by IDEAL programs) 
for the users at DMV. The outside users of the system were expected to continue 
to use the DMVl inquiry transactions. For this purl'ose. the DMVl transaction 
processing programs were modified to inquire into the new sy$tem's d~ta bases. 
This would give the users the benefit of the new sy5tem while keeping the char.ge 
in systems transparent to them. '!'he DMVl transaction processing programs are 
coded in COBOL lnnguage and, therefore, would not be affected hy limitations 
of IDEAL. 
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In the modified approach, we recommend the cnntinued use of DMVl 
inQuiry transactions.for on-line inq11iry-o.nlyusers ofthe system (e.g., 

·. ACD personnel) at tht! DMV offices as well. This approach offers the 
following advantages: 

.1 •. It wili continue to .support the. on-line inquiry needs of these users. 

2. It will provide· the key benefits of the new system through· inquiry·. 
into th• ·ne!-7 sydtem's data bases containing more complete and current 
information. . · · 

· 3. It will remove a sizable number of on-line users ft'om the IDEAL 
environment until.sueh time as ADll furnishes the solution to the 
technical problems asso~iated with mEAL. 

This last 4dvantage is critical. Inquiry-only DMV users currently 
account for some 120 of a total population of aptJroximately 270 on-line 
terminals·, as well as 50 - 60% of the· on-line transactions. · Shifting these 
users to newDMVl transactions, and thereby out of IDEAL;.will reduce the 
anticipated IDEAL terminal tJOpu1ation: to 200 - a number we believe can be 
rea$on.ab1~ supported successfully irrespective of the known technical 

. problems.; 

We;· of course, plan tQ code, test and implement on a.few ten~inals at 
DMV the IDEAL programs which would ·support the J)M\'1-like inquiry function. 
ae included in··the original system design. DMVl inquiry users at the DMV 
offi.ce can.be migrated gradually to this IDEAL environment at a later.date 
after the. resolution of thf! technical problems. All other on-line functions 
supported. ~y IDEAL programs will. be implemented as. originally planned. 

In additlon, our mod"if!'ed approach calls for reprogramming certain 
.seleeted.programs in thenew system in COBOL. This would help resolve the 
Rystem performance problems associated with IDEAL and expedite the 
proces~ing ·. (both on~ line as well as batch) of key functions supported by · • 
these programs. lle believe that reprogramming of these programs coupled 
with computer system and communications network tuning efforts wiil 
enable the project team to achieve·sat:!sfactory levels of system 
performance. 

. ~ile·this ·approach differs slightly from the original app~oach, it is 
_necessary in order to imple111ent the.new syster.1 with its full functionality 
and anticipated benefits, without encountering a !':!gnificant delay in ~t~ 
implementation. . . 

Impact on Project 

The modi·fi~d 2.rproach d~scribed abcve ~s n~cessitated as a rP.sult of 
·(a) tech~ical problems encounterf!d with ADR's software at a late date and 
(b) ADR's inability to fully invest'lr,ate and resolve the prnhlems quickly 
so as not to ~ffect the system i~plementaticn schedule adversely. 
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Since being notified of these problems by At)R, the PW system· development 
team has spent a considerable amount nf time·in: 

1. testinr, the performance of IDF.AL under various syste~ operating 
conditions, 

2. testing a number of softvare patches supplied. by ADR, 

3. receding and .. benchmark testing a number of system programs, ·and 

4. ·discussing the prnblems as ~-11 as test results v~th ADR personnel. 

· The objectives of this effort have been to ensure a stable operating 
environment for the new s:vstem wh.en it is implemented, and to minimize the 
risk of a delay in the·implementation of the new s~stem. A result of this 
extra effort is-the implementation of the .Driver Licensing, subsystem on 
January 7, as planned. 

We are continuing to ap~ly the extra push to the project by maintaining 
hi~her than planned staffing levels on all prQjeet teams in the system pro­
gramming and testi.r.g phases. However, at thi~ stage, any available slack 
tir.e in the project schedule has been used up and the slow response time 

. on th~ system development computer (which has reoccured with the trans.fer of 
the development back to the smaller computer) and technical p:-oblem-related 
delays are beginning to make the actual pro~-~ress of the project slip a little 
as compared to the plan •. B~sed on the current status of the project we believe 
that, in spite of the add.itional staff assigned to. the project, it is pos~ 
sible that the implementation of some of the system CC\mponents could slip 
by 3-4 months compared.to the current implementation plan. If you approve 
the modified implementatipn .. apprcach discussed in this le~ter, we would 
still aim to be ready to implement all the core system functions by July 1, 
1985 as called fo: in our agreP.ment. The implementation of two non-core 
subsystep1s -Security Responsibility and Driver Rehabilitation - however, 
would be delayed from Septetr.her 1, 1985 · to. November 1, 1985. 

The revised dates listed above are realistic target dates for system 
implemer.tation. We, however, are continuing our efforts to accelerate the 
remaining system development and testing activities so. as to meet the 
original schedule dates. It is alsC' important to recogni~e th3t·continuing 
poor systern develop~ent response time or any new computer hardware or software 

.problems not only could make the schedule recovery impossible but also t!!ake 
1t slip further. SAC mana~ement is aware of thi~ difficulty and is workin~ 
to improve the response time. tr:e will keep you advfsead of the impact of o~r 
efforts and these related events on the implPmentation schedule ona regul~r 
basis. 

T~ datP, we h~ve spent 2,500-plus st~ff-htiurs of ef!ort in de~li~g 
with 3nd·compP~sating for the techt'1icnl problems in IDEAL'. Jr. addition, 
we expect to spend in the range of ~.000 - 3,500 additional staff-hours 
to mcdify, te~t and implement the sy~tcn in accordance with the proposed 
appro~ch. This ndditional effort totaling 4,500 - 6~000 hours is being 
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expended by PW as a-~ result of the technical problems with ADR eoftware, 
a factt'r clearly beyond our .control. .tt was not anticif'ated as part of 
our planned system development activity and was not included in our pro­
ject estimates. Therefore, I atnrequesfing additional compensation 
authorization for this effort of. an amount not exceeding $600,000 for· 
our fees and out-of-pocket expenses to be billed at the approved rates 
in effect for the project. · 

··- *********************** ~· 

Inclosing, I want to assure yo~ of our.c:ontinued commitment to you 
and tq the State of:New Jersey in making this project a. success. Our· record 
to date cle•rly demollstrates this eOUifi!itment. · · · · 

. 
I would be pleased to meet and discuss the modified approach in more 

. detail with you· in the coming days •. 

. Ynurs .very truly, · 

.~tr-tk~-
. · · Ra'ft_L~i-~. ~aV4~ 

·U I . . j 

J 



IN ATT~mANCE: 
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY 

DIVISION OF MOTOR VEHICLES 
MEMORANDUM· TO THE FILES 

DECEMBER 4, 1984-MEETING 
"PROBLEMS WITH Il)EAL" 

Robert Kline 
· _ lauj it Advani 

William Drisc~ll 

Raymond · Trakimas 
Christine Cox 

e?(c, 

_A discussion was held about the problems· with IDEAL prograza:=ing language 
and the options available to SAC, Price Waterhouse, and DMV. Items discussed 
were: 

1) ADR has said that a bigger machine (CPU) could help the response 
_time. Price Waterhouse feels that a software vendor will always 
fall back on this-kind of suggestion where response time is a 
problem. 

2) Bill Driscoll stated that he feels that the DMV project will be 
a success operationally, maybe not tech~ically. We should plan 
to implement the licensing system in January as scheduled, 
incrementally putting functions on the net-1 system and carefully 
fine .... tuning with each change • . 

3) In response to Bob Kline's question, Ran Advani stated that DMV 
is the only IDEAL user who has come this far with this size of 
project, Bob Kline concluding that we are in fact still a guinea 
pig. 

4) Bob Kline asked Price Waterhouse for answers now or later to the 
questions: 

a) Will it cost DMV more to fix the problems? If it 
will, why should it? If so, how much will it cost? 

.b) ~~at about the timetable .... will there be change in 
schedule? 

Price Waterhouse indicated that there will be additional costs 
to do more programming which may be Tequired if the fi~es to 
IDEAL cannot be made. It was concluded that it is unclear at 
this time where responsibilities lie for payment, depending 
upon the contractual arrangement between SAC, ADR, Price 
Waterhouse and DMV. It can't be estimated at this time how_ 
much ~he cost would be, but· to Bob Kline's question of are \;e 
talking of hundreds of thousands of dollars, Price Waterhouse 
indicated yes. 
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5) Ran Advani indicated that the tiu:letable change could impact the 
later pieces (nOn"!"'driver licensing) by three to four months, until 
appropriate solutions ar• found. Price W•terhouse with DMV staff · 
Will look at the various pieces of the system · to detend.ne what 
order might make sense· if a more limited ll"Oup of functions can be 
brought up'! loT example, the Division CC)ulcidecide to put off all 
non-core fUnctions until the very: end aod ~o focus on only core 
functions according to their original schedule, if possible. 

. . . •' 

· 6) ·It was agreed that all systems are go for January for the licensing 
_ .. ·system, t_o be carefully .. implemented, analyzed and fine-tuned. 

. . . . . ' . 
. . . . . 

7) On Deeember 13 a _meeting will .be held in Bob Kline's office with 
representatives of ADR-to heaf from them what they are doing about 
the problems, in whe~.t time period they are taking these·steps and 
feel that they could have an impact. and to confirm their commitment 
to support the project as much·as needed. 

8)· The meeting was concluded with an agreement ~hat we must still 
wait and see what ADR says, what they can do, and continually 
assess the impact ofthat on our system. Bob_Kline will wait 

. to say anything to the Attorney General until receiving more 
information from Price Waterhouse and ADR •. 
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DEPARTMENT OF.LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY 
DIVISION OF MOTOR VEHICLES 

25 SOUTH MONTGOMERY STRIIT 

IRWIN I. KIMMEl-MAN 
ATTORNEY GENERAl. 

TRENTON. NEW .IERSIY OUJ8 

January 28, 1985 
Cl-IFFORD W. SNEOEKE~ 

DIRECTOR 

. -· 
Mr. lanjit 1.. Acivani 
Partner 
Price Waterhouse 
133 East 53rd Street 
Nev York, New York 10022 

Dear Mr. Advani: 

Your letter of January 8, 1985 outlines the reasons .for and requests 
the Division of Motor Vehicles' appl'oval for a modified system implementation 
approach fQr the Comprehensive System. This modified approach involves 
bringing all new systems up functionally. but limits the number of terminals 
.us~ng the IDEAL transactil'us to a·maximum of 200. This results from technical 
unknovn.~ concerning the total number of teminals which can be supported for 
IDEAL applications, and recognizes that even 200 is an wtested number. 
Integral to the modified approach is the continue~ use of the DMVl series 
inquiries .using COBOL/DL for those_ terminals not requiring IDEAL transactions. 

From the standpoint of our original objectives for the Comprehensive 
. System as set forth in the contract, this is not an acceptable· approach. 
The State contracted for a comprehensive system to perform eertain functions 
with no strings or limitations on the number of terminals which could perform 
these functions. We have always anticipated rapid srowth of internal and 
external users of our new system and vith this modified implementation and 
future uncertainty of volume, our expectations must also be modified. This 
is not acceptable to the Division, the State, or the public vho m\tst interact 
eonstantly with D!N. However, we understand that this is the only feasible 
approach to meet the schedule for the new subsystems, making use of existiDg 
programs already written in IDEAL, but substituting some specific "hogs" with 
rewritten COBOL/DL programs. (list attached-hereto. marked "A") 

After careful review of the operational impact of the proposed modified 
·approach, to maximize the benefits to DMV and to the public while accepting 
less than a fully· implemented system, we are proposing that: 

1) D~W ~ccept the operational terms of the modified i~rlement~tion 
approach as· outlined in the January 8 letter (at·tached hereto, 
marked "B"); 

2) Price Waterhouse write additional COBOL/DL prohrams or modify 
existin~ DMVl series ir.quiries in accord~ncc with attached list, 
Marked "C." 

I . 
I ((;. ,io. 
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3) D!-tv ~C:.c:ept the "func;tionality" of the va~ious subsystems as they 
are tested and b~ought up on ·limited terminals tht:oughout the 
schedule, but reserve final sign-off for warranty purposes until 
the limitation. on·. terminals is lifted or mu;ually resolved; 

. . 

. 4) .·Price Wate~house provide te~bnical assistance as part of the 
original contract obligation at such time that A'DR provides 
uew releases _or·patches_to exp~nd the use of the terminals • 

... . Under DO c~rc:~tanc:es does. DMV reeosnize an obligation to pay amounts 
above the original contract for t:hese tasks, uor wi.llDMV permit the delay 
of any of the deadlines as set forth in the contract as a result of. the 
modified approach, except. for the two non-core functions specifically 
mentioned, i.e., Security Responsibility ·and Driver llehabilitation.-Further, 
DKV' s ac:c·eptance of the 111odified implementation approach does not constitute 
a waiver of any other part-of the nM'v;,.pw contract. 

l~e u~derstand that enhancements requested by DMV which have been and ~ill 
be made generate additional costs,· but ve believe tba1: the full implementation 

· of the ol'iginal components of the Comprehensive System is c:'O'Ve"red by the $6. 5 
million obligation. · 

. To P\lt to rest the iSR\!e of aaequate technical-~support, to7e are requesting 
that Price Waterhouse submit a written definition.of the standards -of technical 

· support t-7hich you expect and .. think are _needed for our proj eet. By beiDg as 
specific as possible, DMV and O.T.t.s. can take a hard look at whether those 
standards are acceptable and achievable. We can then work together to insure 
that the appropriate steps are taken to maintain the Ccnnprehensive System at 
a standard of e:tcellertce. 

c: C. Snedeker 
A. Bochese 
C. Cox 

Sincet>ely, 

.p~~ 
Robert S. Kline 

_Deputy Direc~or 

: ;_L "7 
/ .· . / l. 



STAtE :ot·:_N'£\,9 ,lE~s·n· -.. 
DIVISION OF MOTOR VEHICLES 

DRIVER/Olr:NER INFORMATION.MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

PROGRAM 
SUBSYS~'~ . ·trom~ir' . 

Violations: · 

2. 

Licensing: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Registrations: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Titles: 

1. 

2. 

3 .. 

Systet:l Wide: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

AVMOlOPN · 

AVM020PN. 

ALLOOlPN 

ALL009PN 

ALLOOSPN 

ARRIOMOl 

ARR270PB 

ARR351PN 

ART200PB 

ARTlOOPN 

'ART400PN 

ADB200PB 

ADBlOOPN 

ADBllOPN 

ADB450PB 

ALD081PN 

ALD082P~ 

~::~;us 1 
BRIDGES 

COBOL/DL Programs 

PROGRAM 
,EStRIPT!Or· 

Driver History Inquiry 

Driver Suspellsion Detail Inquiry 

Fetch Driyer/<Nner I/0 Module 

Driver Data Inquiry · 

Name Search 

Reg~strations/Titles l/0 Module 

Registration Batch Update 

Registration Inquiry 

Title Batch Update -
Special Iitle Request 

'Title Inquiry 

Date Conversion ~Routine 

On-line Error Message Decode Module 

Batch Error Message Decode Module 

Date Window Subroutine 

Day Calculations - 1 

Day Calculations - 2 

License, Registrations, Titles, 
. Violations 

-sTATUS 

fartially Coded 

Partially Coded 

Partially Coded 

Partially Coded 

. Coded., in Testing 
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Mr. Robert S. Kline 
Deputy Director 
Division of Motor Vehicles 
25 South Montgol!tery Street 
Trenton, NewJersey 08666 

Dear Mr. Kline: 

.• 

S3 EAST 53RO STREET 
~ YOFIK. NEW YORK 10022 
212 371·2000 

Mat-ch lS, l985 · 

·. 

In recent weeks, we have discussedwith you and Ms. Cox certain issues 
raised in your letter of January·28, 1985 addresse4 to me. In. this response 
to the letter, I would like to ~summarize our resolution of these issues. 

· Befota addressing these issue~, ho,,.rever, let me give you a brief 
Ul)date on t:he status of the imple .. !entation of the New DMV. System. 

Sv~te~ !mnle~ent~tiori Status and ~chedul~: 

As of tcdny, five subsystems - Drive-c Licensing, Driver Testing, Revenue 
Reporting; Vehicle Inspect;on and Forms Control- have· been implemented and 
put into production. The i_fplementntion of the_ Violations subsyste:n· has 
been delayed from March to April, 1985 and the Registrations and !itles . 
subsystems have been delayed. from ~.arch to l·!ay, 1985 at DMV management's 
request. The remaining subsystems - Compulsory Insurance, Securit'' Re-

. spons.ibility and Driver Rehabilitation - are scheduled for impleme~tation 
during May and June 1985. The delay in the implementation of the Compulsory 
Insurance and Security Responsibility subsystems, as compared with the 
original implementation schedule~. is being caused. by the delayed i:lple­
mentation of the Registration, Titles and Violati_ons subsystems which need 
to be implemented earlier because of the system interface requirements~ 

As discussed above, we vill have both the Security Responsibilitv and 
the Dri•ter Rehabilitation subsystems ready for iml)let!!entation well within 
·the contract. deadlines. We have added extra progrnmmin~ resources tn our 
project team to P.nsure that we meet these important time commi.trr.cnts and we 

. are confident of meet in~ them. ~·!e have di-;cussed. these i.r.pl err.e~t:ttion 
schedules and the nceessory user ticti.vitfes with D'IV man~gement ~cr~onnel 
to~orkin~ on thP. proiect to enf.urc tinely i~plement:lti!"n of th.~~l! c:;':~tP.Ms. 
In the corni~g: t!!Otlths, 've '.<~ill keep ynu 1~forr.:ed of this schedule' n~d :1~.·: 

develo~ments ~hich Mi~ht =~!~c~ tt~ 

• ·.~ r' : ;: •• -:-\\ .... ·~· ... ; ·'- ·;\, 
. ;~··, ~.~ . ··-.· ~-: .:.~. :~ ~.~ \: ~ 
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Modified Imole~entation Approach: 

The following paragraphs summarize our resolution of the-New DMV 
System implementation issues: 

·-

1) 

2) 

To facilitate timely implementation of the new system, we will 
develop some of the lar~e "syste~ resource hog" p,;oograms in 
COBOL/DL (listed in the Attachment "A") and substitute these 
programs i~r thOse already written in IDEAL, as needed. - ' -
DMV accepts the opet'ational terms of the modified implementation 
approach as outlineQ. in the January 8 letter (attached hereto, 
marked "B"); 

.. 
3) Price Waterhouse will write additional COBOL/DL programs or assist 

SAC personnel modify existing DMV series_ inquiries in accordance 
with attached list, marked "C". 

4) DMV w.ill accept the "functionality" of various subsystems as they 
are tested and brought up on limited terminals throughout the· 
implementation schedule; Price Waterhouse, in addition to providing 
the normal warranty support for each subsystem during the warr~nty 
period beginning with its implementation, will provide extended 

5) 

· warranty support for the subsystems in operation for a period 
of one month from the date when limitation on terminals is lifted 
or mutually resolved. This support would applv to application. 

" system problems result.ing from the use of the subsystems in oper:1tion 
by the incre-ased nu~ber of terminals. 

Price-Waterhouse will also provide technical assistance for the 
application syste;· as part of extended \o7arranty support at such time 
that ADR provides new releases or patches to e~and the use of the 
terminals as specified in Attachment "D" or as we oight mutually 
agree at a later date. 

Implementation of the new system is now proceeding along these lines. 

Technical Suoport: 

Earlier, in response to your request, I provided you with a summary 
,. statement on the Responsibilities of Technical Support Group in a Computer 

Installation. A copy of this stGtement is included as Attach~ene "~t. It 
briefly describes the standard le~el of technic~l support provided-by an in-
stallation's technical per~onnel to the applicatiort development te:1rns. Our 
expec~aticns of technic~l ~upport from SAC/OTIS for this pro~e~t are the sa~e. 
Although SAC/OTIS technical personnel hnve participated in these tnsks in the 
e~urse of the ~~et:" D~.fV ~yste~ reveloprr.ent pffort, nP.cause nf t~e"ir T'lersn~nt?l 
resouce limi t~t ion~, our s t:lf. r- has perfo-r~c·c ~ number or these ta~ ks in t !1 is 
nrea. 

/ ~-·· \ 
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Fees: 
c::==--. 

With regard to. the. question of fees, we have new agreed that Prj.ce 
lolaterhouse tliil b, paid additional· fees and e~penses (in addition tP the 
compensation amounts pro,rided for in the Agreement. to develop the ·New D~T 
System) .for extended . services provided to date or expected to be provided 
in connection with the follQwing: . · 

... 

. . . 

• Project scope ch•nges and n~w DKV System related projects· .(e.g.,· 
~icrofilm vendor·· selection project). 

-· 
• Additional programmin~ assistance ·(e.g., to facilitate DMV and SAC's 

file purification effo~ts or program changes to accomodate the use of · 
different sets of output document fot'1JlS). 

• System o_perations support provided by Price Waterhouse at DMV 
managemertt' s request. · · 

• Technical support tasks performed by Price Waterhouse staff to supplement 
the efforts of SAC's limited technical personnel resources in the 
areas discussed in Attachment '~E". 

• Additional time char~es incurred .. by Price Waterhous·e as .a result of 
delays caused by factors- beyond its control (e.g., availability of forr:s, 
terminals, etc.). 

Fees for.these extended· services will be billed at the following 
billing rates which are currf!~tly in effect for the New DMV System project: 

Staff r.~teszorv 

--P;trtner 
Senior Manager 
Manager · 
Consultant 

Houl~ !illin~ Rate 

Sl65 
Sl35 
$ 85 
$ 75 

These billing rates will be Ac!justed upward by seven percent (7%) on 
July 1, 1985 to reflect the annual firm .... wide incre'ase in our staff billing 
rates. 

In addition to the fees for our staff time charges, our invoices will . 
-include billing for out-of-pocket expenses incurred in connection with 

the project. Our experience to date wit~ this project shows the out~of-pocket 
expenses to ~e at thirteen percent ( 13%) of our time charges. t~e pl~n to 
use this percentage ·figure as a guideline for billir.st the out-of-pccket 
expense!;. 

A~ instruct~d by you, we have now initi~ted the ~ub~ission oF s~~~r~te 
in~Oices tor ccr~~in extended ser~ices provided b? P~ice Waterhouse in recent 
months. WP will continue this pr~ctice {n ccrning months. 

l·"' c wi 11 prep n t' e rt s e? a r ~ t e invoice in ~· :1 r c h 1 9? 5 f o !' c x ten c e (! !' e r\• i. c e ~ 
'•'hich w~re provided ia · tOQ4. 
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* * * * * 
I will be pl~ased to discu~s the contents nf this letter in mnre 

detail with you and provid~ additional clarifications~ if necessary. 

··-
sp 
Attachments ·. 

. ,. . ----
Yours very truly,. 

~ ·( .... 
Ranj~vani 

} - ...... 

/ .; .. : ·.:\ \ 

-- - ---.. - - --
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SUBSYST~~··. 

Violations: 

1. 

2. 

ticensi112: 

Jle~istrations: 

1. 

2 .• 

3. 

Titles: 

1. 

3. 

Sv$teo Yide: 

1.-

2. 

- 3~ 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

5TATE Of fi'E\; Jl:R~'EY 
DIVISION OF MOTO~ VEHlCL!S 

DRl\'!F /cn.:NER lNFOR...,lA!lO~ HA~~AGE."1E~T ·SYS!EX 

PROGRA."i 
~~ 

AVMOlOPN 

COBOL/DL Prorn•acs 

PROGJtA."! 
,~t'!'TlO~:-" 

Driver Hi~tory Inquiry· 

AVM020PN. .. · '-t.i'Driver Suspension D•tail Inquiry 
. -~.:· 

ALLOOlPN 

ALL009PN .. 
ALLOOSP~ 

ARRIOXOl 

ARR270P~ 

ARR351PN 

AP.!200P3 

AR!lOOP:; 

AR!l.OOP~ 

ADB:OOPE 

Fetch Driver/Owner 1/0 Module 

Driver Data Inquiry 

Name Search 

Registrations/Titles 1/0 Module 

legl.,stration Batch Update . 

:Registration Inquiry 

Tit!e_Batch Cpdate 

Sp~·C:ial Iitle Request 

Title Inquiry 

Date Conversiort R~utine 

ADBlOOPN On~line Error Message Deeode Module 

ADBllO.PN Batch Error Message Decode Module 

ADB450PB Date \.:indow Subroutine 

ALDOSlP~; Day Calculations - 1 

AL~OSJ?~. . Day C~l:ulati:ns - ~ 

. . 

STA!l.!S 

-. --

Partially Coded. 

Partially CQded 

Partially Codeci 

Partially Coc!ec! 
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-c.--
Mr. Robert S. ltline 
Deputy Director 

.. ·· .. 

Division of Motor Vehicles 
2.5" South Montgomery Street 
Trenton, Nev Jersey 08666 

Dear ~r. Kline: 

153 :;.s• :::=: !.Y;::a:: 
NEwvc=i( ~.:·.-.."·:=-: ·:::; 
~~ ~11 2::: 

Jaf'uary_S, 19~5 

I a~ plea~ed to report to you that the Driver Licensin~ Sub~yste~. the 
first of· the New DM\' System components. vas put into operation on January 
7, 1985 &nd is being implemented fnr users at the DMV office and the agencies. 
It shoulc be fully oper~tional by January 14th. This milestone vas reached 
by the proj ec:t team thre·e ~t'n'ths ahead of the original schedule agreed to at 
the ! tat: of the proj ec:t. It i.s clearly the _result of an extr~orciinary tea: 
effort by 0~, SAC and Pt.: sta!!. I believe that this success will set the 
pace for the imple~entation of other subs~·stems in the cocing months. 

In rec:er.t weeks, we have kept you in!on:~ed of the tec:hnic3l diffict.:l:"!.es 
anc! li:it~tions experie!!cec!._by the projec:t team in the use of Applied Data. 
Research, Inc.'s (ADR's) program:ning softvare, IDtAI.. IDEAL is the hi~h-!e:vel 
progra::...-,in~ language used in the developt=tent of the New DMV System;. tn the 

· follo\thi$!! pat'a~raphs, I would like to provide you vith an update on these 
proble~s_and p~opose a ~odified systeo imple~entation approach for your 
censideraticn. This proposed approach mi~i~ize~ the i~pact of these tec~~ical 
d!ffieu!:ies on the funetionality and benefits ~f the new syste~ as ~ell 
as on the desirec ~c:hedule !or its i:pler-~entation. 

Teeh~!c~l Prcble~s: 

In late October :1r.d early Nove~ber of l!H~t., AD'R in!~r.:ed SAC and 
technic.a! staff of tY·~ J:Otential problems a!~oc ia teci •i th the usP c-f 

IPEAL. These are: 

1 • 

"' ... 

Sl~~ res~~n~~ f~~!s for ~n-11~~ ~ser~ ~f t~e sv~te: Jresul:tr~ 
f~~~ slower i~ter~~l r~ut!~es of IDEA: ~~ c:o~n~rPd wit~ so:~ ~; 
the ~nrc- ~a·ture pro~~:"~1~~ l.lr.~u.a.:es l~kc CC!'n!.. or loYcr-lt!\'e: 
1 ... ~ r- : u .; ~ .: s s u c ! . .::. ~. ,\ != s e r:: J e r ; • 

L!~~:~tic~ on t~c ~~~ber n! ~ct:ve on-1~~e c~e~s ~~~c~ can be 
st;:'':"'O~terl ~~· T:"E.!J.. (Ar-F. r·e~re~e!":~t'!.•:es are ur:~:1e to 1C"I£»~t:~·: 
the thrc~hC']·c of tht~ li~it.:ltiun at this tine. l:c~·~v~r. tr.P,. 
r.a,·r- :"P7'f3tec:i!·· c.Jutl:r.ec: 1,;5 .icainst r.c!C.!::& 3 l.lr~ta t.l..::.-.~er c! 

-. 
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on-line U!;ers under IDEAL tn a sin2le step.· Their advice is. 
to ·add a few Cln-line users at a time while monitoring and 
tuning the system ~erformance until the threshold is reached.) 

· It was unfortunate that ve vere advised of these problems so late in 
the Jl,a:e. · In fact, some :701. of thtt system coding had already been. completed 
using IDEAL. 

. . . . 

ADR r.anagement 1$ .. aware of these technical problems with IDEAL ·and 
·has co=nitted to Ji:Vini a high priority. tt' s;olving them.- Rovever, l-ased oll -. 
their scheduled activities, they do·not expect to solve these proble~s wi:hin 

· · the next 12 - 15 months.. -. 
.•. 

After a numb4tr of discu!tsiof!s with ADR staff on the•• problems, we 
tested the perfontanc:e of a number of li;)EAL prosrrar.s in an on-line envire~r.ent 
vith 100 - .. 110 ..active users. Basec! on the results of these tests, SAC ar.c P~ 
technical persorinel ar• confident of ~chieving reasonabl• response ti=es for 
on-line systemusers through the system •nd coft'Jinlnications netvork tuning 
effot'ts. With re~ard to the number of on-line users, ve believe ·that it Yould 
be prudent to increase the1 r number gradually, and further to take vhate, .. ~r_ 
steps ve can to li~:~it the nur:ber of IDE.AL users vithcut compromising the 
functional effectiveness of the system. Our proposed approach, ch!sc:ribed 
belov, is bas•d on this premise. 

Pro~~SP~ (~ed!!!ed) ~~~le~en~~ti6n A~~roac:h: 

The New D!-rv System provides its users with significantly enha~ced 
on-line capabilities. In addition to on-line inquiry, the new sys:e:'s 
features include C'n-line .data entry, editing and file update fur.ct!cns. 
The or.•line inquiry func:tic~s of the r.ew system include the functions 
supported by the present systeo (thtough the use of DMVl series of inquiry 
t:-61n!;actions) as well as adc!edea~ability to inquire into other infor:at!c-n 
contaired in the -.svsteo data base. e.g., driver testin~ and driver rehabili-

. tation ptogr:1r.1 information. One key benefit Qf the new systec in this a:-ea 
1• the availability of more current and ceeplete data through inqc!:"y aga;.::s: 
the ne~ sysiem data bases. 

The C'riginal system i:tple=entatidn approach called for transferrir.g 
all system f~nctions from the present sy~tem to the ne~ $ystem, one subsy~te~ 
at a time. This transfer al~o included a move frr'm the present D~·1 

- inquiry sere tan~ to the new inquir~· screens. (su;!)orted by ID!AL pro~r;u:~) 
for the users at D~. The outside users of the systttm were ex-pected to co~tir. 
.tn use the rl-'!'.1 1 inquiry tr:snsac:tit-~s. For this J)UT'l)OSe,. tl':e ~~t\'1 tr3t.SClC::inn 
proc:essir.~ pro~raes were :odifit!d tt"· .inquire into. the new sy!=te!!i's data tases. 
This ti:Ou1d stive the users tt-e benefit ~= the ne•..1 !-vcte~ ,.-hile kee~!~2 t!":e c•::r. 
in c~·~rcr.-.s tt":lnSP.J!'Ef't tot~~~. ":"'l:e !"~~:1 tl":.~~:'("t!c:ot ;-r\~cessi:1~ ~-:-~~'!":!:-c .,~r 
CO~~rl i~ Cn~nt 1~r~uaie an~. th~refcrP, ~oul~ not b~ :lffec:ted ~~· li=lt~:~:~c 
of IDEAL. . 
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In the modified appre61ch, we t'ec:cmznend the enntinued use of D!'Nl 
incuiry tr3nsact1ons !or C~n.-line incruiry-or.l~·· u~ers of the syste~ (e.g •• 
ACD personnel) at the DMV offices as well. Th!s approach of!ers the 
follc-wing adv:lntages: 

1. !t will continue to supp,rt the on-line inquiry needs of these users. 

2. It will l)rov_ide. the key benefits of the new system through inauiry 
into thP new systeM's data base!!! containing more complete and cu:-::ent 
inft'rmation. 

.. 3. It will remove a !11 zable number of on-line user!!~ from the IDEAl .. 
envirt'nment until such ti~ne as .ADR furr.ishes ~he solution to the 
technical problems associated ~~th IDEAL. 

This last advantage is critic:31. Inquiry-C'nly DMV users currently 
account for so~e 120 of a total population of·a-pproxim.-tely 270 en-line 
t.e'l"'minals·, as well as 50 - 60~ of the en-line transactions. Shifting these 
users. to nelot DM\71 transactions, and the reb~ out of IDEAL, vill red~c:e the 
:anticipated IDEAL terminal population to 200 - a number ve b@l!eve can be 
'reasonably su'E'por:ed successfully ir-respeac:tive of .the known technical 
problems. · 

We, of cvurse, plan to code, test and imple~ent on a few ter.:inals at 
Dfo!\' the IDEAL prc~rams 1:hich v~ulci suppo:-t the Dl-!Vl-like inquiry func.t1 on 
2!1 included in the ori~inal system design. D~!\'1 in~uiry users at· the D~!V 
office can be mi~rated grad~ally to this IDEAL environment at a later date 
after the resoluticr. etf the technical proble!:'.S. All other on-line func: tio~s 

·supported b~· IDEAL programs will be imple:ented as originally planr.erl. 

In addition, eur mod·i?{eci approach calls for reprogra=i:-:g certain 
selected programs in the new sy!Ctem in CO!OL. This would hP!p resolve tr.e 
!')·stem pe-rfore.anc:e problems associated vith IDE..U. and expeC:ite the 
proce~~i~g (both on-line as 1:ell ~s batch) of key functions supporte~ by. 
these prograt:l~. "'e believe that rept·osr;n;:inlt of these prog:-.:~s ccu? l P.C 
vith computer system and corr:unications net\:ork tunin~ efforts •11! 
enable the projeet teat:l to achiev~ satjsfactnry levels of systec 
perfontance. ·. 

\lhile this ap?roac:h differs sl1Sthtly fTt"m the original approach, it is 
-necessar\• in I)Tder tC' itr.ple~ent the reY ,;~·stf'M with its full !ur.c:!cr.:-.1:.::.· 

and anti~!pated benefits, vithout encounter~n~ ~ ~i~nifica~t delay in it~ 
implementatinn. 

ThE r.: o ci ! : i c ~ ~ t" ~ r o ,, c: h c e ~ c: r i b e: c · i ~ c •: f' i ~ n P. c P. ~ s 1 t a t e d . ;1 :; .l ... " ~ u l t o ~· 
( ~) t e c: h :'" ~ c: :1l p :- c ~ ! c ~::; c? ~ c: ::-u ~ t E' !' r d ·~ ~ t ~ -~ R' ~ s n f t ••· ., T' P :'! t a 1 a: e c .:1 t r .:1 ':'". ,: 

( c ) AD R ' s i :i :~ r. 1 : ! : ,. to i ~ l !. Y .i :i v e s t 1 r." t e .: i' ~ !"' \.!::; o l v e t h c p r r- r. l e ~ ~ c u 1 c i.l .,. 
so as nnt t~ ~£feet the sy~te~ i~plr~~:it~t!cn ~c:hedule adversely. 

-. 
-. 
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Since being notif_ied of these p~obl ems by ADR, the PW syste~ develo?r.:ent 

team h2$ spent :l considerable amount n! tit.le in: 

1. testinr. the pe~f()rmance of IDr .. AL under various systeo c;perating 
conditions, 

2. testi.ng a nu=})er of software patches suppliet! by ADR-, 

3~-- receding and ,;nc:hmark testing •· uu=er ()f syst .. e programs' and 

4. disc:l.\ssing the prnblems as 1:ell as test results vith ADR personn_tl. -

··, The objecti,•es of th:f!l effort have been to ensure a stable operatin~ 
.environment for the nev s~•tem Vf\en it is·impleme~ted, and to minicize t~e 
~isk of a del~y in tht im~lementation of the ne~ sys~em. A result of this 
elftra effort is the implementation of the Dtiver Licensing subsystem on 
January·"/, as planned. 

\le are continuing· to ap,.,ty the extra push to _the prt'~eet h~ maintainin~ 
hi~her than planned staffing levels on all project teams-in the syste: l)~C'­
gl"ar=i:ng arid testing ~hases. Hnwever ~ at this stage.. any- available slack 
tir-e .in .the proj ec:t sch-edul c ·has been usee! Ul' and · th• slow response ti::1e 
on the system developtr.ent computer (which has r~oc:cured. with. the transfer of 
the devel()pmenr back to the smallet computer) and technica! prCiblem=telatec! 

· del3~·s are -he£1-nnin~ to make th-. actual progress of the r-ro~ec:t slip a little 
as compared to the plan. BP.sed on the curT'ent status of the pro;ect \le belie,·E 
that, in spit~ of th~ a~dition3l st~ff assi~~ed to the projec~. it is p~~­
sible that the ·imfllementatiC'n of soce of the system Cf\eponents could slip 
hv 3 - 4 months cor-pared to the current icnlementation plan. If )"Ou approve 
the ~edified im~le~entation apnr~~ch discussed in this letter, we ~~ul~ 
still aim. to be· ready to i~ple~ent a~l rhe core system functicr.s by Jul~· 1, 
1985 as callad for in our a~TePment. The implementation o! tt .. ·~ ~or.-c:·:-E: 
•ubsyster.~ - Security Responsibility and Driver· i.ehabilitation - hc•·ever, 
would }\e delayed frcm Septetr~er 1, 1985 to No,•ember 1, 1985. 

The revised dates listed- above are real!.stic target dates for s'·ste= 
1mplemer.tation. l;e, however, are- continui-ng nur efforts to acc:eletilte t~e 
reznainin~ systee develo~t!lent and testirJ activities S'O as to ePet the 
original $thedule dates. !t is-als~ icportant to rec:ogni~e th~t cont1cui~z 
peer systet: deve lo~T'\ent responst ti.me -~t' an~· new computer hc:rdvare or. so: t~a-:-e 

_ proble~s not cnly c:ould ~ake the sched~le recnv•ry im~ossible ~ut als~ ~~ke 
jt $lio further. SAC ~-~~,e~ent is aware of th!~ etfficulty ~nd is work!~: 
to i~P~rove the respf\nse ti!:e. 1-i·e will kee~ yC'u ac!v1 !,.ri of the ir:pact rtf ~t::­
efforts •nd these related events on the irtp!PmentAt!on schedule cr. ;~ re;:u~:n· 
basis. 

r IJ ci .: r p • '•' e ~ ~ •: ~ ~ p ~ r. t : • ~ I"' ':'- ~ ~ ,. t; c t : : : - ~ \.: ti r s c : ~ : : 0 r t !. ~ ~ .? , ! : :. ~ 
t:i:h ~r.d c~r."tPr.~~utinE fC'-r the ·eechr~c-:"~ prcbl.?!!:S in lntAL. · T~ ~C:C:it1o~ • 

. ~e ~xo~ct r" ~cen~ tn t~e ran~e 0~ ~.ern - ~.~nc ~d~~:icn~l ~ta~f-~~~:s 
t o rtC' d 1 f y • t ~ c t: ~ ·! • u · i rr. ~ l e r.: f: r. f: t ~ ~ s .... c r <. r.· i ~ a c c c r c ~ t" r P. w i t h r ~ c ? r o p o s e ~ 
appr6~c~. This ~rld::icnjl ~i~crr r~~~l~r~ ~.500 -~ 6,ono hcurs !~ h~~r~ 

• 
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expenciec by PW as a·result of the tec:h~ic:al r.-roblems with ADR softvare, 
a fac:t~r clearly -beyond OUT cdritrnl. It ~as not antic:i~ated as part of 
our planned sy~t~6 develop:e~t activit~ and vas not included in eur ~ro-

- jec:t e!ti:ates. TI~refore, I a~ reque~ting addition~] ~om~ensation 
authori:atir~ for this effort of an a~~u~t not excee~1~~ S60~,000 for 
our fees and out~of-pocket exper.ses to be billed at the approved rates 
in eff•ct for thP. project. · -

·'t .•. ******P.·······~******** 

I would be pleased to meet and dise~ss the ~odified apprcac:h in core 
detail with you in the coming days. 

!nurs _very truly, 

{) ' I _j...r .. 
~/ .r~. . . 
c_.-,-~~' ~~~ :-- . ~ 

Raniit ~dvani 
u 

- -:. 

·. 
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ATTACHMn:T "C" 

Additional COBOL/DL ProJrrams Reauired bv DMv 

. . 

SUBSYSTEM: Licensing 

·· . 

Screen: . ALD010.$l . ,·briver Permit Status Display _ 
(Addition of .. this sc:reeu to the "OMVl" lookup capabilities vill a1d ·-. · · · 
·the Telephone Cent•r (6500) in r•sponding to c:all.$ vithou.t requiring 
·full IDEAL screens) • · 

(Note:·. This will be treated as a no.11-c:ore function which may be 
required after July, 1985). 

·. 

Modifv the following: 

1. Add zip.code to all DMVl series screens 

2. Reverse the order of t:he violation transaction chronology on the DMVlV 
and D!-lV lGV lookups • 

(Note: 1. · HodificationJ;_f ftXistingSAC programs to include zip code 
to DMVl screens is being investigated by SAC personnel. lf 
·appropriate, · th~s change will be made by SAC personnel. 

I t.,-e-:i . ' ._ .. I X 
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• • - ATTACID-IENT "r•• 

RESPONSIBILITIES -OF 

TECHNICAL. SUPPORT GROUP IN A COMPUTER INSTALLATION 

. ~ ~· .~ 

A computer in·s·eailation' s technical supper~ responsibilities ·: · 
for all projects underway at the installation include the following: 

--• All inhouse techni~al support responsibility_ for 
the installation's hardware and software-environment, 
including data base, query,_ communications, and 
any special purpose software (e.g., security, per­
formance monitor, network simulation, etc.) • 

. 
• Primary contact with all hardware and software 

vendorso 

• Installation ·and testing of all soft't-1are upgrades/ 
p~tches/fixes provided by vendors. · 

•-_Technical support to arplication developr:lent 
teams during the perioa of system developoent 
activity. This includes: . 

reviewing, analyzing, -and solving harci·.vare _ 
.and software related problems; . 

assignment of ...... file space, movement of 
programs and data files during testing, 
implementation., anci production activities;_ 

full involvement in implementation 
activities, such as setting up on-line 
user tables and file recovery procedures; 

full maintenance and support responsibility 
for system libraries. . -

• Primary Data Base ~~minis~:-at~on (DBA) responsibility 
for all data bases 1n procuct~on. . 

• Full and direct involver.:ent in syste::l pe:-:or=.a:1ce 
tuning activities~ 
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Director R.c;>bert S. Kline 
Division of Motor v·ehicles 
25 South Montgom~ry Street. 
Trenton, New Jersey ·o8666 

Dear Bob: 

153 EAST 53AO STREET 
NEW YORK. NEW YO~K 10022 
212 371· 2000 

August 15, 1985 

As we stated at the conclusion of. our meeting on 
Wednesday, August 7, 1985, it was 11ecessary for us to go back and 
discuss the State's position anQ. the other related matters with 
our executive group._ We have reviewed the State's position 
together with the status of our engagement and contract. The · 

. Price Waterhouse respot'lse to the State's position has been devel­
oped and ·reviewed with. our outside counsel, Cravath, Swaine & 
M9ore. 

Our ass.essment is that the State's position is extreme, and 
furthermore: the .situation has deteriorated to the point where 
Pr~ce Waterhouse, as a professional matter, is compelled to take 
a strong and aggr~ssive positiori of leadership, even if above and 

·beyond contractual commitments, in order to satisfy the desires of 
our client·, ·DHV. 

In summary, our position with respect to engagement status 
is: 

1. Price Waterhouse has made every effort to comply with and in 
fact has complied with the ~ngagement arrangem~nts and 
provisiorts of our contract with the State. · 

• 

l? .. lx 
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2. Specifically with respect t·o the product offerings of ADR, 
the decision to use those products and the IDEAL programming 
language was a decision for which PW and DMV share responsib­
ility .. 

3. DMV agreed earlier this year to a modified implementation 
approach as satisfying our contractual arrangements with the . 
State. This agreement was reached based on mutual agreement 
that ADR would eliminate the performance problems associated · 
with the IDEAL programming language at some reasonable · 
future time. 

Your concern, based-upon subsequent developments, that ADR's 
_present attitude provides no basis for any assurance_ that a future 
release of IDEAL will solve the performance problems underlies· 

' . ' 

the State's current position that acceptance of the ·co~rehensive 
system will only occur if the-presently implemented system is_ 
completely reprogrammed in COBOL. We do no.t dispute this position, 
since we cannot provide you any present assurances _that ADR will 
solve these problems. We also agree there are seriotis existing 
performance problems in the comprehensive sys'tem as now_ implemented. 

_Accordingly, we will work with OTIS and DNV_in converting 
the comprehensive system from IDEAL to COBOL/DL. In view of 
comments that were made at Wednesday's meeting, it is clear the 
State does not believe that a line by line IDEAL to COBOL conversion 

.may necessarily provide the complete solution. Therefore, we intend 
to initiate a technical review of the systems, their design and cur-

. rent operations, with OTIS in order to identify and agree- upon those 
essential changes which go beyond the line by line conversion. As 
a result of this step, specific agreement can be reach~d with the 
State as to scope_and level of effort for the conversion, thus 
providing the basis for establishing the commitments of Pric~ 
Waterhouse, DMV and OTIS to the conversion program. Our preliminary 

'estimates of a line by line, program by program conversion from 
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IDEAL to COBOL/DL indicates efforts. in the range of 25,000 to 
30,000 hours over a period of approximat_ely one year. We are 
prepared to _meet the agreed upon commitments for the conversion 
program at an average hourly rat_e of $25 .. Obviously, this rate 
represents a fraction ()f our "costs; however, we- believe this 
demonstrates our willingness to: proceed and the-strength of our 
professional commitment to_satisfying the State's desires. 

In o~der tomove expeditiously toward final agreement on the 
conversion program·, we. are ~king arrangements. for a series Qf 
review sessions with OTiS and SAC so that agreement may be 
reached on the scope of the conversion effort. At. the conclusion 
of these ·session~~ we will present a project plan for delivery of 
the DMV comprehensive system programmed in COBOL which will 

. . . 

specify clearly the roles and responsibilities of Price-Waterhouse, 
_OTIS and DMV inthis project. It is essential that we reach 
agreement on specific management roles and project responsibilities 
in order to avoid any future disagreements on our performance or 
performance of the other parties. 

With respect to the positi6n that the State ~ill not issue 
· the check which was promised to us in early July, our counsel 
has advised us that under the_specifications of Paragraph 2 of 
our contr~ct wi-~h the State, we are entitled to monthly payments 
fo·r services irrespective of any unresolved contention by the 
St~te of non-compliance on our part.· They also advised us that 
your refusal to issue this check is a substantial breach of our 
contract. 
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We are prepared to move ahead with this conversion effort on 
a m~tually acceptable and cooperative basis and to continue to 
support the current implementation efforts. We believe that it 
is· absolutely essential for the parties to put any difficulties 
which we may have had behind us and focus our entire efforts on 
completing the project to your satisfaction. 

Sincerely, 

_ _Thc~e _· _ 
wterhot_lS~ 

/{(..X 

illiarns 
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DEPARTMENT OF LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL. 

IRWIN I. KIMMELMAN 
ATTORNEY GENERAL-

Price Waterhouse 
153 East 53rd Street 

CNCJI1 
RICHARD J. HUGHES JUSTICE COMPLEX 

TRINTON.a5 

Tel. _(609)- 292-4965 

August 26, 1985 

New York, New York 10022 

Ar.t'Em'ION: J. F. WILLIAMS 

Dear Mr. Williams : 

MICHA&L_ A. C~LE 
FIRST ASS.ISTANT ATTORNEY GENER~ 

DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF L-AW 

. 'l!he Comprehensive on .... line Driver/owner Information and­
Management System designed ~d implemented by Price Waterhouse for 
the Division of Motor Vehicles under its November 9, 1983 contract 
with the State wasbrought on-line on or about July 1, 1985, and as 
you know the operation of the system-has revealed that it has major 
deficiencies. The new system simply .will not handle the workload 
of_the Division, cannot process-known backlogs, and daily generates 
additional backlogs in the processing of information. It cannot 
support the requisite _number of - terminals necessary for the 
Division• s daily . workload. The effect of· these deficiencies is 
devastating for tlle Division and the public. There are backlogs of 
transactions exceeding 1.4 million. There are delays in signing on 
to the system· each day and response time . is slow in obtaining 
information -from the system. As a result, the data base cannot ·oe 
kept current. You are already familiar with these problems, from 
our ·complaints and reports and from your own observations. 

. . . 

The· State of New_Jersey.must have the problems with the 
Comprehensive System solved ~d promptly, and the purpose of this 
letter is to make our position known. If Pri~e Waterhouse does not 
undertake in accordance with its contract to correct the deficien­
cies,· the State. will make independent arrangements to do so and 
will hold Price waterhouse accountable under its contract for the 
State's costs and damages. The State also takes the position that 
there is a major design deficiency in the system as designed by 
_Price Waterhouse, namely the utilization of the IDEAL programming 
language, -and -that this deficiency must . be elim.inated. Price 
Waterhouse as the designer of the Comprehensive system selected t..,_e 

.\'ew Jersey Is An Equal Opportunitv Employer 
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IDEAL language and_. is responsible for this design deficiency in ·the 
system.- You on _the other hand have recently taken the position 
that Price Waterhouse has fulfilled· its conuact despite the 
deficiencies, and that you are not ~esponsible for your decision ·to 
use the IDEAL language. Your position is not in accordance with 
the contraet .or the facts. · 

There can be no . doubt that the system as it presently 
.operates is inadequate and is not in accordance with the require­
ments ·of your ·contract with the State. In your July 12, 1983 
proposal which was incorporated. into the contract you undertook to 
design and implement a quality "State of the Art" on-line infor­
mation and management system which the Division needed to meet its 
complex data processing and information requirements, and you 
undertook to utilize "proven project management techniques, system 
developments methods and administrative policies." You also under­
took in your proposal to "utilize a sophisticated data base manage­
ment system that will facilitate efficient data processing · and 
updating, eliminate redundant data and provide qata access capabil­
ities to a series of on-line computer terminals." 

The system as delivered by you does not conform to your 
proposal and the contract, . and is grossly inadequate. It cannot 
even handle half . of the Division's computer terminals. The pro-

. cessing of information ·which should .. take one day takes seven days. 
When individual terminals are siqned on each ~ay it sometimes takes 
10 minutes and sometimes an hour. When information is requested it 
sometimes takes 3 seconds, but sometimes 30 seconds and sometimes 3 
minutes. The backlog has reached 1. 4 million transactions. The 
Division has been forced to pay approximately $160, 000 per month in . 
overtime to process information at night, because the system cannot 
perform all the required functions simultaneously during normal 
working hours. These are but examples of symptoms of a grossly 
deficient system which simply does not have adequate programming 
capacity to handle the basic volume of data processing required by 
the Division of-Motor Vehicles. You have not attempted to deny the 
problems now being encountered. Nor could you in view ·of th.eir 
magnitude and seriousness. 

You have already acknowledged that the system as designed 
by you is deficient- and that a major cause of the deficiency is the 
IDEAL program language selected by you. For example, in a letter 
dated January 3, 1984 you said in discussing the problem ·and pro­
posed solutions, "the only significant limitation reqardinq state­
of-the-art technology which represents an initial compromise ·will 
be the numbers and timing of implementing additional on-line termi .... 
nals with update capability beyond those initially required for 
core and non-core functions within the scope of project." You thus 
conceded that for some period the system could not handle all of 
the Division 1 s terminals. Toward· the end of the same letter you 
said that many of the problems which had begun to· surface at that 
time I which you called ILchallenging I " were nrelated to ADR 1 s 
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software and support· capabilities" ..;._ meaning the IDEAL language 
selected by you. . . Thus you ·acknowledged that the IDEAL language was 
a ~ignificant proble1D. 

. . . ·In a letter dated January 8, 1985_ proposing implementa-
. tion alternatives because of problems· then becoming apparent, you 
confirmed that. you had adv.ised the Division uof the technical 
difficulties and limitation& experienced by the project team in the 
use" of the · IDEAL programming · software. · You also said in that 
letter· that two of the technical problems were ''slow response times 

. for · on .... line .· users of the system ... (resulting, from slower · internal 
routines ·of IDEAL as compared with some of the more mature· pro­
gt:amming languages . like COBOL . ·or lower-level .lanquaqes such as 

.Assemblers),".and limitations on the number of active on-line users 
which could be suppo:-ted by the IDEAL language. These are prec:ise­

. ly the problems which are now • being experienced. Earlier, when 
· . qUestions were raised · concerning . your decision to use the IDEAL . 

language rather than the. more "mature" ··coBOL lanquaqe, you assured · 
the Division that the· IDEAL ·language would work and stated what 
appears to ·be your reason for selecting it. In a letter dated 
March 30, 1984 you acknowledged concerns and defici·encies relating 
to the IDEAL language and that they .·were critical to the success of 
the project, . but said that you decided to use it despite these 
problellls. . You said in part 'in that letter: 

ADR' s DATACOM/DB, including its family of 
related so!tware products, had been •valuated 
extensively by SAC and the DATACOM/DB had been 
selected and implementedprior to the commence­
ment of the DMV project. PW as a condition to 

.acceptir19 the DMV contract, reserved the right 
to select another data base system, if in their 
judgtnent, DATACOM/DB and the support software 
could not do the job. . I think it is of some 
importance to keep· in mind, this condition was 
more a matter of principle relating to the 
issue of responsibility and control rather than 
·any immediate reservations about the DATACOM/DB 
system' s technical capabilities· to · meet the 
_processing requirements . of the DMV comprehen= 
sive on•line system. PW made its own evalua­
tion of DATACOM/DB and ADR, the vendor and 
concluded, all factors considered; the best· 
business decision wa_s to use DATACOM/DB, al-. 

, ready· in place, as well as some of the other 
tools in ADR' s family of software prod.ucts 
which were planned for future installation by . 
SAC. . . 

One of.the tools then listed in the letter was the IDEAL language. 
You later said in the same letter: 



Auqus,; ~c,. _..~e;, 

Page 4 

The use· of IDEAL as the programming language is 
most ·important. from the standpoint of signifi­
cant productivity gains anticipated during .the 
coding and testing phases of the system devel­
opment process .. At this time, PW is .satisfied, 
the uncertainties associated wi t.h t.he use of . 
IDEAL represent an acceptable risk when meas= 
ured against the significance of the potential 
benefits. · 

The quoted language s·eems clearly to say that you decided to use 
the less 11mature 11 IDEAL language because you would save money in 
·performing · your contract, and in the letter you persuaded the 
Division to .accept your decision by representing that you had fully 
evaluated the IDEAL lanquage and by assuring the Division that it 
would perform adequately. · 

Just last week you again expressed aqreement with the 
conclusion that there are serious problems with the system, and you 
also agreed that the system must be programmed in COBOL language to 
cor.rect the problems. In a letter to the Division dated August 15, 
1985 you said: 

Your concern, based upon subsequent developc::o 
ments, that ADR' s present attitude provides no 
basis for any assurance that a future release 
of IDEAL will solve the performance. problems 
underlies the Staters current position that 
acceptance of the comprehensive system will 
only occur if the presently implemented system 
is completely reprogrammed in COBOL. We do not 
dispute this position, since we cannot provide 
you any present assurances that ADR will solve 
these problems. We also agree there are seri­
ous existing performance problems in the com= 
prehensive system as now implemented. · 

In the present circumstances we believe that we - must 
insist that Price Waterhouse reprogram the system in COBOL language 

. and do so on·an expedited basis. The Division must insure that its 
data management system functions adequately on a current basis so 
that it can adequately serve the public. The system since ·it went 
on line in July has operated in a seriously deficient manner. The 
question of your selection of the IDEAL lanquage was raised long 
ago, and you insisted on using it as was your prerogative and 
responsibility under the contract and gave assurances that it would 
work. The present major deficiencies in the system are precisely 
the type which were anticipated·from the use of the IDEAL language. 
Finally, you have conceded that there are major deficiencies in the 
system, that they are caused by yo~r use of the IDEAL language, and 
that that language must be replaced if the system is to function 
properly. In the face of this evidence including your own admis-

17tx 
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sions we have no choice but to require you to replace the IDEAL _ 
language in the s-ystem •. Any other solution i$ a waste of time, and 
delays spent pursuing· inadequate r~edies further threatens the 
Division's ability to ·serve the public .. _ . 

. . _ Your position as · to_ the responsibility for and the 
·:resolution of the problems. in 'the •ystem as reflected in a letter 
from you dated August 15, 1985 and in a subsequent meeting follow­

. ing our complaints is also. _unacceptable. -On August 7, · 1985 we 
called a meetinq . to reemphasize our ._ .concerns, · ar1d thereafter 
received_ the August 15, 1983 .-letter.. In 'that letter you said the 

. State's position was utreme · -- presumably referring to · our request 
that you undertake to remedy the· problem; in the system and our 
indication that ·we __ wou.la· not pay yo~r ·outstanding invoices because 
of the_ problems and the absence of a proposed solution by you~ You 
said this compelled you to. "take a stroilq and aggressive_ p·osition 
of leadership. " You ·then said that your position was that l) you 
complied with . the contract, 2) -· that the Division shares in_. the 
responsibility ·for selecting the , IDEAL language, and 3) that the 
Division agreed to. a modified implementation .approach as satisfying· 
your contract with the understanding that ADR, the manufacturer of 
the IDEAL lanquaqe, · would remedy the performance pro):)lems at some 
futUre timeo Thus. you _apparently contend th-.t the Division must 

.accept your grossly deficient system bu~ pay you the full contract 
price. You then offered to remedy the_ system by converting it to 
COBOL language -- provided the State paid yo~ extra money over and 
above .the contract price for. implementing the fix necessitated by 
the deficiency in your design· -of the system. In. a subseqUent 
meeting on August 17, 1985 you said you would not charge the State 
to fix the system, but. said the State must determine what actions 
were needed to fix the system. 

Price Waterhouse's position is ridiculous and unconscion­
able, and in our view it is not acting in good faith in this mat­
ter. . Under the contract the State ·is entitled to a properly 
functioning system for "an amQunt not to exceed $6,500,000 11 -- the 
c:ontr_act price 1 plus agreed \lpon changes and exuas. You are not 
entitled to extras for remedying defects in the system as designed 
and implemented by you under-the contract. You have not complied 
with· ·the contract because the sy$tem does not function properly as 
reqtiired by the contract, your proposal, ·the system requirements 

.·definition study· and the state. of the art. Under the contract you 
as the expert designing the: system--- not the Div~sion .... =were to 

. select the langu~gel and as is obvio·us from your March 30, 1984 
letter, you insisted on your right under the contract to use the 
IDEAL language even after we expressed concerns. Thus the decision 
was yours, and the Division does not have a shared responsibility 
as you claim. ·Moreover, the Division did not agree to modify your 
contract in any ·way which would effect the requirement that your 
system function properly, or even. the time for· performance except 
in two minor respects. ·The Division only agreed to a staged imple­
mentation.. This is apparent, from your January 8 1 198 .. 5 letter which 
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requested the-modifications because of the problems attributable to 
the IDEAL l~quage, our January 28, 1985 letter response, and your 
March 15, 1985 follow-up letter which· memorialized our ultimate 
agreement. Your suggestion that the Division must look to ADR to 
solve the present problems is also ridiculous. 'Under.the.contract 
you are responsible for the · . design and implementation of the 
system. Thus· the ·Division looks to you for its .deficiencies. 
Moreover, your present position ignores the fact that the problem 
with the IDEAL language is that it is not by design suitable for 
this system. You are the party which selected this language for 
this system and you· are the party which ignored concerns premised 
on suggestions that the language might not be sui table. Finally, 
you are responsible for designing and implementing the system and 
are the expert. It is for you -- not the Division ..... to deliver a 
proper system and to determine what is necessary to make the system 
work. · 

For the foregoing reasons, the State must call upon you 
to commit to remedy the system and to put it into prope~ working 
order in accordance with the contract and at your expense, and in 
the circumstances- to replace the IDEAL lanquaqe with COBOL lan­
guage. Moreover, becaus·e time is of the essence, we m~st ask you 
to make a written commitment no later than Friday~ August 31, 1985 
and to complete all necessary remedial work expeditiously. 
Finally, the State will not pay outstanding Price Waterhouse 
invoices until the system is brought into· compliance with the · 
contract or until we are adequately assured . that it will be 
corrected expeditiously. If Price Waterhouse fails to remedy the 

· system as required, the State will look to others to repair it and 
will hold Price Waterhouse accountable for the State's costs in 
doing so, and also all damages suffered by the State. The State 
will also hold Price Waterhouse's contract balance and apply it to 

. the State • s claims in that event. Please favor us with your 
response within the time frame requested· so that the State can make 
a prompt decision as to what actions must be taken to put the 
system in good and acceptable working order. 

MRC: gp 

cc: William J. Driscoll 

Very truly yours , . 

IRWIN I. KIMMELMAN 
Al'l'ORNEY GENERAL OF NEW J'ERSEY 

,-.....,.,. .. - · . . { ·-~ __ ,. 
-·~ ..... ~ \ ' . -- ( ·... . 

By .• · t I ., I \ 
1 ~ - ' • . ' . •'-- ...... ............_·.... . . - . - -~' 

Ml.chael R: Cole 
First Assistant Attorney General 

172x 



' ~.). ..· 

.· l$ce 
.· ~ \ citerliouse 

Honorable Michael R. Cole 
First Assistant Attorney General 

. Office of the Attorney General 
Richard J. Hughes Justice Complex 
CN 081 
Trenton~ N. J. 08625 

Dear Mr. Cole: 

. 153 EAST 53RO STREET 
NEW YoRK. NEW YORK 10022 
212 371~2000 

August 30, 1985 

,... ...... 
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. We have received your letier of August 26, 1985 in which you 
reiterate th~ State's position with respect to Price Waterhouse's 
performance and responsibilities under its contract with the 
Division of Motor Vehicles. Our letter of August 15, 1985 to the 
State included a ~rice Waterhouse position on these same issues, 
which you bave characterized as "ridiculous and unconscionable, 
and in our view (the State;s) it is not acting· in good faith in 
this matter." We believe this charaeterizati6n is not justified 

· under the circumstances inasmuch as Price Waterh~use has made 
every effort to comply with the provisions ·of our contrac.t with 
the Di~ision and we will continue to do so in the future. 

With respect to responsibility for the deficiencies noted. by 
the State in system performance, the State has taken the position 
that Price Waterhouse is unilaterally responsible. The existing 
contract ho~ever do$s not hold Price Waterhouse unilaterally 
responsible for all aspects of the performance of the system• 

. Not~ithstanding otir differences in po~ition 6n the issues of 
.contract performance, to continue to engage in protracted 
discussions to reconcile these differences as a prerequisite for 
rapidly moving ahead with a constructive solution, i.e., a 
comprehensive system which meets the State's expectations, is 
counter-productive. 

7 :; / _/ ~· 
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Price Waterhouse during the past two weeks has had meetings 
with OTIS/SAC senior management and project management people in 
order to establish the framework for a cooperative ongoing 
working relationship aimed at providing the desired technieal 
solutions. These meetings have been positive· first steps to 
working out an effective and productive arrangement with OTIS. 

Over the near term, Price Waterhouse is working closely with 
OTIS to establish immediate priorities as to reprogramming and/or 
redesign tasks which are based on the results of analysis of 
system performance currently underway by OTIS or Price 
Waterhouse. In addition, Price Waterhouse will continue to 
provide application knowledge as a participant in any other 
efforts to improve system performance. The receding and testing 
of programs which have been assigned the highest priority is 
already underway. 

Longer term, beyond 2-3 months, Price Waterhouse would 
operate more independ~ntly of OTIS under a mutually developed 
long term strategy and work plan. This document will provide the 
definition of exactly what has to be done as well as clearly 
sp~cifyi~g the OTIS/Price Waterhouse working relationship and 
their respective responsibilities and the res~onsibilities of 
DMV. OTIS is in agreement with Price Waterhouse that this 
d6cument can be developed within the next two months. 

Meaningful strides have been made during the past two weeks· 
to establish the type of cooperative working relationship 
necessary to move ahead with a technical recovery program. 
However, your letter makes it obvious even this significant 
progress will not satisfy the State's present demands· for a 
written commitment, quoting your letter, "to remedy the system 
and to put it into proper working order in accordance with the 
contract and at your (Price Waterhouse) expense, and in the 

·circumstances to replace the IDEAL language with COBOL language". 

- We have previously registered o~r concern with Price 
Waterhouse being asked to make an.open-ended commitment which 
might go beyond our contractual commitments. The uncertainties 
associated with the open-ended commitment are two-fold: 



-. 3 -. 

· 1~ The unspecified scope, schedule, and level of resources 
which will be required to •remedy the 
system •• :.expeditiously·~ and · 

2. The potential-for material system design changes which might 
be considered during the ~our$e of ·developing .the long-

. term strategy and workplan _and in fact may go well beyond 
. the objective·s o~ •remedial work• and •repair." · · 

Notwithstanding the first uncertaint·y, we commit to. •remedy 
the system •••• expeditiously," within the terms and conditions of 

·our existing con-tract wi tih the Division. · Under this commitment, 
we are prepared to replace the IDEAL language w.1th_ COBOL ~a~g~ag_e 
at our expens_e. 

With respect to the second uncertainty, we wish to avoid 
ongbing counter-productive debate regarding proposed system 
·design changes as to whether they be categorized as "remedial 
work" and "repair" versus "changes and extras." Here again, we 
would ~xpect to rely in good faith on existing contract 
provisions which provide for compensation for "agreed upon 
chartges and extras." 

CC: Robert s. Kline 
Acting Director 
Division of Motor Vehicle~ 

Yours very truly, 

ouse.· 
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DEPARTMENT OF LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY 

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
CNG81 MICHAEL. R. COLE 

'IN I. KIMMELMAN 
:ORNEV GENERAl.. 

RICHARD J. HUGHES JUSTICE COMPLEX 
TRENTON 08&25 

FIRST ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF L.AW 

Tel. _(609) 292-4965 

September 5, 1985 

Price Watarhouse 
153 East 53rd Street 
New York, New York 10022 

Attn: J. F. Williams 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

Thank you for your letter. of August 30, 1985 in 
response to ours of August 26, 1985. We appreciate your 
commitment, expressed toward the end of your letter, to 
remedy the problems· in our Comprehensive On-line Driver( 
Owner Information and Management System expeditiously within 
the terms and conditions of your contract with the Divison 
of !-lotor Vehicles at your expense, and your eonunitment that 
the remedial work will include replacing the IDEAL language 
with COBOL language as well as any redesign work necessary 
to m~ke the system function irt accordance with the contract. 

You indicate that in the near'future you will be 
discussing with OTIS steps to be taken on a short term .basis 
to remedy the problems in the system, and that for the 
longer term you will develop a strategy and work plan ,in · 
about 2 or .3 months which outlines the work required and the 
relationship and responsibilities of the parties in connec­
tion with the long term solution. We assume that you wish 
to have input from OTIS because they are to operat~ _the 
system on behalf of the State and from that vantage are in a 
position to observe the problems in the actual operation of 
the system. However, we understand your commitment to be 
th~t Price lvaterhouse will be responsible for identifying 

, the causes of the current problems in the system and the 
steps needed to remedy them, and then to effect the neces­
sary remedial work at your expense. OTIS will, of· course, 
cooperate in the effort by making such information as it has 

. available to you, but your contra·ct requires you to develop 
and deliver a properly functioning system, and in the 
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.. present setting· to identify ··and. iltlpl~ment the steps needed 

./ .
• ·.•····.·····.· .. ·• .. ·.···· .. ·· to redesign the system so that it will meet the Division's requirements and needs. With this in mind, we accept your 

commitment a.nd arf:! prepared. to rely upon Price Waterhouse to 
deliver a properly working system in accord.ance with its 
contract. · 

·. . . ' . - .· . . .· . . . . . 

. . You me.ntion in your ·letter the po$sibility that work 
underta~en on the system may be.additional work rather than 
remedial work to be performed at Price· Waterhouse'$ own 
expense. As we indicated in OUJ:' August 26, 1985 letter the 
~vid~nce available to us· indicates that the cause of the 

.present·problems in the system is a.desiqn deficiency for 
which Price Waterhouse is responsible. ·we are not requesting 
any cha.nges in the system as. called for in.the.original con­
tract and thus believe that none of the work required 
justifies extra compensation.beyond that provided for in 
your contract. Nor did we request an open ended commitment 

· by you. Rather, we asked you to take such steps as are 
necessary to make the system conform to the contract. Thus 
the unde~taking is defined and limited by the terms of your· 
contract. · 

!tis important for·us to know when you intend to 
complete the necessary ~emedia~ work and we assume thi$ will 
be. included in your work plan which will be finalized in two 
to three months. As you know; the contrac·t provides for 
liquidated damages for delays in ·the completion and delivery 
of the system.' We hope not to be.in a-pOsition in which we 
feel obliged to pursue liquidated damages, and.hope that the 
time f'rames _set forth in your remedial work plan are such 
that we will ·not feel obliged to pu~s~e such remedies as 
ar~ available in.the contract based on the completion ~ates 
specified in the contract~ We wil2 also appreciate your 
setting a deadline for·. the completion of your remedial work 
plan, and advising us of the deadline as soon as po$sible. 

The State appreciates the willingness of Price 
Waterhouse to stand behind. its name and contract and to 
identify and remedy the deficienci~s in our system. We also 

·look forward to a successful re~ationship and the develop­
ment of our comprehensive system into an effective and 
·efficient on-line information system which will enable the 
Division to better serve the public. 

MRC/tc 
cc: William J~ Driscoll 

Very truly yours, 

IRWIN I. KIMMELMAN 
- Attorney General of New Jersey 

,.· ,-.~c· r: 
By _cffi\:>k~x *'· ~-"--­

Michael R. Cole 
First Assistant Attorney General 






