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General Instructions 
Part 2 of the Financial Management Shared Service Provider (FSSP) Application is only to be completed by 
Applicants who passed Part 1. Applicants should follow the instructions for each section and submit their 
response to elizabeth.angerman@fms.treas.gov by COB January 17, 2014. Applicants must respond to each 
question and have their completed Application signed by the Executive Department CFO and proposed/current 
FSSP Director. Applicants should anticipate that their responses will be made public unless the information is 
properly designated as classified or has other disclosure restrictions. 
 
 
Overview of the Evaluation Process 
An Evaluation Committee comprised of an agency representative, a representative from the CIO community, a 
subject matter expert in shared services and financial operations, a representative from FIT, and a representative 
from the Office of Management and Budget’s (OMB) Office of Federal Financial Management will evaluate the 
responses to Part 2 of the FSSP Application.1 The Evaluation Committee will make final recommendations to 
Norman Dong, OMB Deputy Controller, and Richard Gregg, Treasury’s Fiscal Assistant Secretary, who will 
make the final decision on whether the applicant will be designated a FSSP. FSSP designations are expected to 
be made before the end of Q2 of FY 2014.2 
 
Section I. Background Information 
Respond to the “Information Requested” section. Provide any applicable supporting documentation or reference 
materials in the form of an attachment (web links will not be reviewed). Written responses are limited to two one-sided 
pages with 12-point Times New Roman font per question. Responses to this section will not be scored; however, the 
responses will contribute to the scoring of responses to Section II – Evaluation. 
 
Information Requested: 

1.  Name of Applicant’s Executive Department and Federal Agency. 
 

a. Department of Transportation (DOT) – Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) – Enterprise Services 
Center (ESC) 

 
2. The Applicant's organizational chart including the names and positions of key personnel for the services being 

proposed. 
 

a. (See attached file:Sec 1 Q2 - ESC Organizational Chart.ppt) 
 

3. Supplemental Forms A-E. 
 

                                                 
1 The responses to the Background Information questions will not be scored individually, but will provide supplemental 
information to help the Evaluation Committee score the responses to the Evaluation Section.  Each Evaluation Section 
question will be worth a total of 100 points. The customer references will also be worth a total of 100 points.  The 
Evaluation Committee will review the written responses, provide an initial score, and note areas of risk, deficiency, and 
concern. The Applicant will be expected to respond to identified areas of risk, deficiency, and concern in an Oral 
Presentation.  The initial Evaluation Section scores will then be adjusted accordingly. Lastly, the Evaluation Committee 
will apply a best-value methodology when making its final decision. For this effort best-value to the government involves 
a consideration of the overall financial management system environment, immediate agency modernization needs, the 
envisioned end-state for shared services, and the amount of investment in infrastructure currently in place.  
2 An appeals process has been established for any Applicant that chooses to contest the decision. 
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4. As applicable, a summary of the Applicant’s Exhibit 300 submissions related to upcoming Development, 
Modernization and Enhancement (DME)3 expenditures to its financial management system(s), including its 
financial system. 
 

a. DOT is modernizing their current financial management system to better meet financial system standards, 
transparency requirements, and utilize the improved functionality provided by Delphi R12. The new 
Oracle Federal Financials Release 12 (Delphi R12) adds a new level of complexity to storage and data 
processing as well. This will be the first Oracle version that provides real time integration for double entry 
- federalized accounting generating budgetary and proprietary entries simultaneously. This new 
functionality is required for meeting all of DOT's requirements and needs surrounding accurate financial 
statement and managerial reporting. 

 
(See attached file:  Sec 1 Q4 – Modernization of Current ESC Delphi System.docx) 

 
5. In accordance with FIPS 199, state what security categorization is applied to the Applicant’s financial 

management system? 
 

a. ESC’s financial management system and procurement system are categorized as MODERATE systems. 
 

6. A list of findings, equivalent to a material weakness, significant deficiency or reportable condition, within the past 
year resulting from financial statement audits, SSAE 16 Type II audits, other audits, or internal control reviews 
related to the financial operations and systems under the applicant's control and responsibility? For each finding, 
include the date of the original finding(s), corrective action plan(s), current status of the corrective action plan(s), 
and customer(s) (as applicable) to which each finding was applicable.  

 
a. During the FY13 ESC SSAE16 Audit Engagement, ESC did not receive any material weaknesses or 

significant deficiencies; however we did receive multiple "Notification of Finding and Recommendations 
(NFRs)".   
 
 

b. 2013 Financial Audit Opinions and Findings for ESC Customers 
 

DOT – Unmodified Opinion, no material weaknesses, 3 Significant Deficiencies  
1 of the 3 Significant Deficiencies included ESC in the Corrective Action Plan (CAP) 
FTA – PO to GL reconciliation 
CAP - Completed 
 
FAA -   Unmodified Opinion, No Material Weakness, 1 Significant Deficiency involved ESC. Recording of 
Overflight Fee Revenue 
CAP - Completed 
 
CFTC - Unmodified Opinion, No Material Weakness, No Significant Deficiencies 
 
IMLS – Unmodified Opinion, No Material Weakness, No Significant Deficiencies 
 
GAO – Unmodified Opinion, No Material Weakness, No Significant Deficiencies 
 
CPSC –Unmodified Opinion, 1 Material Weakness not involving ESC, No Significant Deficiencies  
 
SEC - Unmodified Opinion, No Material Weakness, 1 Significant Deficiencies in Information Security but 
not involving ESC 

                                                 
3 Defined in OMB’s ““Guidance on Exhibit 53 and 300”. 
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7. A list of quality assurance processes, standards or certifications that the Applicant has received (e.g., International 
Standard for Organization, Information Technology Infrastructure Library, Certified Information Systems 
Security Professional, Project Management Professionals, Lean Six Sigma Certified Individuals). 
 

a. The ESC is International Standards Organization (ISO) 9001:2008 certified and uses Lean Six Sigma 
disciplines to review and improve processes.  In addition, the ESC Data Center is ISO (International 
Electrotechnical Commission (IEC) 20000-1:2011 certified.  The ESC provides effective support that 
meets or exceeds the service levels defined within ESC SLAs utilizing processes that align with the ISO 
9001:2008 and ISO/IEC 20000-1:2011 standards.  These quality processes provide a management system, 
including policies and a framework, to enable the effective management and implementation of IT and 
financial services and a basis for Continual Service Improvement.   
 
In addition, numerous ESC staff responsible for managing projects and processes are Project Manager 
Professional (PMP) certified and continue to pursue yearly certification through continuing education.    
The OMB designated Information Systems Security Shared Service within ESC has a number of 
managers and technical staff who have achieved Certified Information Systems Security Professional 
(CISSP) certification. 

 
8. A describe of the Applicant’s current ability to track a common Award ID among the grant, procurement, loan 

and financial management systems (as applicable). 
 

a. (See attached file: Sec 1 Q8 –Common Tracking between Procurement and Financial Systems.docx) 
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Supplemental Form A: Transaction Volume 
 
For each of the service offerings listed in the table below, provide the accounting transaction volumes based upon actual 
transaction volume for FY13.  For definitions of the categories of transactions, reference Appendix B, Financial 
Management Products & Services Catalog.  Use the space for comments to provide any necessary notes or explanations 
of the data. 
 
 

Number of Transactions (in thousands) 

FY13 Units 
Accounts Payable     
  Accounts Payable 341 # of obligations 
  Accounts Payable 573 # of invoice payments (at the invoice level) 
Accounts Receivables 90 # of receivables 
Intra-Governmental     
  Intra-Governmental 8 # of billings 
  Intra-Governmental 20 # of collections 
Travel Accounting 231 # of travel reimbursements  
Charge Card 
Accounting 

10 # of credit card charges 

 
COMMENTS: 

 
# of Obligations includes the total number of obligations that are created for Travel Authorizations since that was not listed 
separately. 
 
There are over 300K total lines of accounting distribution for credit card charges but with only 10K in unique invoice 
numbers. 
 
Intra-Governmental # of collections has over 130K of accounting distribution lines due to large IPAC’s that are broken 
down by program office charges but unique IPAC # for collections is 20K 
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Supplemental Form B: FTE Employment 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: Provide FTE data by the groupings and definitions listed in Appendix B, Financial Management 
Products & Services Catalog, for FY13.  Applicants should include the FTEs necessary to run the overall service offering 
in the Management & Administrative (overhead) category. In the comments, provide any necessary notes or explanations 
of the data. 
 

 
FY13 

Government FTEs No. of Contractors 
Financial Management Services 376 217 

Technology Hosting and Administration 82 28 

Application Management Services 90 40 

Systems Implementation Services 43 24 

Management & Administrative (overhead) 23 0 

TOTAL 614 309 
 
COMMENTS: 

 
Counts listed here for Financial Management Services, Technology Hosting and Admin, Application Management 
Services, and Management & Administrative (overhead) reflect O&M services provided to DOT & NON-DOT 
customers. Counts for Systems Implementation Services represent work related to the effort to upgrade Delphi 11.5.10 to 
Delphi R12. 
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Supplemental Form C: Current Customers 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: Using the table below (and additional pages if necessary), provide a list of all of your current 
customers4.  Include those whom you are currently delivering services to, as well as those whom you are in the process of 
“SSP Discovery” or implementing. The Evaluation Committee will identify three (3) customers to contact as references. 
 
 

Agency 
Bureau /  Component 
/ Commission / Board  

What calendar year 
did this organization 
become a customer? 

What services from are 
you currently delivering to 
this customer? If you are 
providing all of the 
services in a grouping just 
list the grouping here.  

List the customer point of 
contact, including name, 
organization, title, email 
and phone number 

Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission 
(CFTC) 

 2006 

 Budget Execution, 
General Ledger 
Accounting, Financial 
Reporting 

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration 

 Application 
Management Services 

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 

 

Consumer Product 
Safety Commission 
(CPSC) 

 2010 

 Financial 
Management Services 
(no cost accounting)  

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration  

 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 

 

Government 
Accountability Office 
(GAO) 

 2008 

 Financial 
Management Services 
(no cost accounting)  

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration  

 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 

 

Institute of Museum 
and Library Services 
(IMLS) 

 2005 

 Financial 
Management Services 
(no cost accounting)  

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration  

 

                                                 
4 Previously designated FMLoB providers should limit this list to their financial management customers. Federal agencies 
interested in becoming a financial management shared service provider should include the bureaus and/or components 
within their agency to whom the Applicant currently provides financial management services.   
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 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 

National Credit 
Union 
Administration 
(NCUA) 

 2011 

 Financial 
Management Services  

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration  

 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 

 

National Endowment 
for the Arts (NEA) 

 2004 

 Financial 
Management Services  

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration  

 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 

 

Office of Personnel 
Management (OPM) 

 2013 

 General Ledger 
Accounting, Accounts 
Payable, Charge Card 
Services, Audit 
Support 

 Network Services 
 Project Management 

Support, 
Requirements 
Analysis, Business 
Process Management, 
Testing, Training 
Services 

 

Securities and 
Exchange 
Commission (SEC) 

 2012 

 Financial 
Management Services 
(no cost accounting 
and grants accounting) 

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration  

 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 

 

Department of 
Transportation (DOT) 

Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) 

2003 

 Financial 
Management Services  

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration 

 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
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Services 

Department of 
Transportation (DOT) 

Federal Highway 
Administration 
(FHWA) 

2003 

 Financial 
Management Services  

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration  

 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 

 

Department of 
Transportation (DOT) 

Federal Motor 
Carrier Safety 
Administration 
(FMCSA) 

2003 

 Financial 
Management Services  

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration  

 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 

 

Department of 
Transportation (DOT) 

Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA) 

2000  Financial 
Management Services  

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration  

 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 

 

Department of 
Transportation (DOT) 

Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) 

2002  Financial 
Management Services  

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration  

 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 

 

Department of 
Transportation (DOT) 

Maritime 
Administration 
(MARAD) 

2003  Financial 
Management Services  

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration  

 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 

 

Department of 
Transportation (DOT) 

National Highway 
Traffic Safety 
Administration 
(NHTSA) 

2002  Financial 
Management Services  

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration  

 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 
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Department of 
Transportation (DOT) 

Office of Inspector 
General (OIG) 

2000  Financial 
Management Services  

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration  

 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 

 

Department of 
Transportation (DOT) 

Office of the 
Secretary of 
Transportation (OST) 

2001  Financial 
Management Services  

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration  

 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 

 

Department of 
Transportation (DOT) 

Pipeline and 
Hazardous Materials 
Safety 
Administration 
(PHMSA) 

2005  Financial 
Management Services  

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration  

 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 

202‐366‐7185 

Department of 
Transportation (DOT) 

Research and 
Innovative 
Technology 
Administration 
(RITA) 

2005  Financial 
Management Services  

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration  

 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 

 

Department of 
Transportation (DOT) 

Surface 
Transportation Board 
(STB) 

2001  Financial 
Management Services  

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration  

 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 

 

Department of 
Transportation (DOT) 

VOLPE National 
Transportation 
Systems Center 
(VOLPE) 

2003  Financial 
Management Services  

 Technology Hosting 
and Administration  

 Application 
Management Services  

 Systems 
Implementation 
Services 

 

Department of  Working Capital  2001  Financial  



Financial Management Federal Shared Services Provider Application 
Version 1.0 

December 2013 
 

12 

Transportation (DOT) Fund (WCF)  Management Services  
 Technology Hosting 

and Administration  
 Application 

Management Services  
 Systems 

Implementation 
Services 

 
Supplemental Form D: Cost Summary 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: Provide a cost summary of your financial management services5 for FY11, FY12 and FY13 by 
completing the following table.  All costs should reflect government and contractor actuals (Object Class 25 – Other 
Contractual Services) and are to be provided in millions of dollars; rounding to two decimal places (precision to 
thousands of dollars) is recommended.  The definitions of Planning, DME and O&M costs, reference the OMB’s 
“Guidance on Exhibit 53 and 300.”  You may use space for comments or an additional page (one-sided, 12 point font) to 
provide any necessary notes or explanations of the data. 
 

 
Summary of Financial Management  

Services Costs (in millions) 
FY11 FY12 FY13 

Planning costs: $0.000 $0.845 $2.051 
DME Costs: $0.000 $4.300 $15.253 
O&M Costs: $23.456 $26.093 $28.320 
Operational Costs: $46.566 $48.140 $49.610 
Total Costs: $70.022 $79.378 $95.234 
 
Planning refers to preparing, developing, or acquiring the information used to design the asset; assess the benefits, risks, 
and risk-adjusted costs of alternative solutions; and establish realistic cost, schedule, and performance goals for the 
selected alternative, before either proceeding to full acquisition of the capital project or useful component or terminating 
the project. Planning must progress to the point where the agency is ready to commit to achieving specific goals for the 
completion of the acquisition before proceeding to the acquisition phase. Information gathering activities to support 
planning may include market research of available solutions, architectural drawings, geological studies, engineering and 
design studies, and prototypes. Planning may be general to the overall investment or may be specific to a useful 
component. 
 
DME refers to costs for projects and activities leading to new IT assets/systems and projects and activities that change or 
modify existing IT assets to: substantively improve capability or performance, implement legislative or regulatory 
requirements, or meet an agency leadership request. As part of DME, capital costs can include hardware, software 
development and acquisition costs, commercial off-the-shelf acquisition costs, government labor costs, and contracted 
labor costs for planning, development, acquisition, system integration, and direct project management and overhead 
support. 
 
Operations and Maintenance (O&M) refers to the phase of the life cycle in which the financial management systems are 
in operations and produces the same product or provides a repetitive service. Also commonly referred to as steady state. 
 
Operational Costs refers to the cost of performing the mandatory service offerings listed in Appendix B: Financial 
Management Products & Services Catalog. 
                                                 
5 Previously designated FMLoB providers should provide a cost summary inclusive of their customers. Federal agencies 
interested in becoming a financial management shared service provider should provide a cost summary inclusive of the 
services they currently provide to their agency (e.g., other bureaus) and any external customers.  
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COMMENTS: 

 
These costs in Planning, DME, & O&M reflect OMB 53 & 300 submissions and do not include amounts for 
accounting. These are only system related costs due to the fact that OMB reporting is for the IT investment only. 
Accounting costs are located the operational cost section. 
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Supplemental Form E: Financial Management Systems 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: Using the embedded Excel document, provide details on each financial management system that the 
prospective SSP is using to meet its mandatory financial management requirements. 
 

Financial 
Management Systems
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Section II. Evaluation  
 
Respond to each of the below questions. Provide the applicable supporting documentation or reference materials in the 
form of an attachment (web links will not be reviewed). Written responses are limited to five one-sided pages with 12-
point Times New Roman font per question.  
 
Responses will be scored based upon the evaluation factors listed below each question. Responses to Section I of the 
application will be used to further support the scoring. 

 
1. Describe the Applicant’s model for offering services to customers (e.g., bundling transaction processing with 

system support, requiring that particular mixed systems be adopted in addition to the financial system). 
 

a. (See attached file: Sec 2 Q1 - ESC Service Offerings.docx) 
 

2. Describe the Applicant's current financial system environment. In particular, describe: the architecture of the 
Applicant’s financial management system and its components, including the application, database, computing 
platform, storage, network, and interfaces; how it is designed to virtually partition its data and configuration for 
each customer (multi-tenancy); how it is set up to ensure continuity of service and recovery from disasters; and 
what the peak throughput is at the application, database, server, network, and storage layers. 
 

a. (See attached file: Sec 2 Q2 - ESC Current Financial System Environment.docx) 
 

3. Describe the Applicant’s (prospective) process for on-boarding new customers (e.g., Discovery) and how a 
common solution limiting agency preferences over legitimately unique agency requirements is achieved. As part 
of the description, address the Applicant’s approach to situations in which the prospective customer’s software 
needs are more extensive than what is currently offered by the Applicant (e.g., prospective customer has more 
bona fide requirements than the Applicant’s offering). 
 

a. (See attached file: Sec 2 Q3 - ESC On-Boarding Process.docx) 

 
4. Describe the existing or proposed governance practices/framework between the Applicant, the Applicant’s 

Executive Department, and the (prospective) financial management customers. The response should address the 
following elements in relation to the governance practices/framework: 
 

a. (See attached file: Sec 2 Q4 - ESC Governance Framework.docx) 

 
5. Describe the Applicant's results from implementing its most recent financial management system offering. As part 

of the description, provide information on the following:  
 

a. (See attached file: Sec2 Q5 - ESC Recent FM Implementation.docx) 
 

6. Describe the Applicant’s experience and performance in migrating federal agencies, bureaus, commissions, and/or 
boards external to its own Executive Department to its shared offering(s) (e.g., financial management, payroll, 
travel). If the applicant is a previously designated FMLoB provider, examples from implementing financial 
management offerings should be included in the response. As part of the description, provide information on the 
following: 
  

a. (See attached file: Sec 2 Q6 – ESC Experience in On-Boarding External DOT Customers.docx) 
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7. Describe the Applicant's financial management business plan, including key goals to be reached by the five and
ten year points. The response should address what customers the Applicant envisions taking on, what additional
support, if any, the Applicant will need to take on those customers, and what kinds of investments the Applicant
will make to remain technologically current and competitive.

8. Describe how the Applicant’s revolving fund is or will be used to support the Applicant’s ongoing operations and
capital investments. Include the fund’s operating reserve balance for the last three fiscal years in the response.

a. (See attached file: Sec 2 Q8 - ESC Franchise Fund Explanation.docx)
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Part 2, Section II, Question 1 – ESC Service Offerings 

ESC offers a full array of financial management services using our Oracle Federal Financials 
eBusiness Suite application that we refer to as Delphi.  This solution can be further enhanced with the 
use of our integrated procurement solution ESC PRISM.  Twenty-one of ESC’s current customers 
operate on a single production instance of Delphi which allows customers to leverage ESC’s existing 
investment in the application as well as costs for system enhancements, patching and the underlying 
infrastructure to include security costs.  A recent example of ESC customers benefiting from the 
sharing of costs is the major system upgrade for Delphi to Release 12 of the Oracle eBusiness Suite 
that is scheduled to be completed in May 2014.  The same concept would be applicable to our ESC 
PRISM solution.  ESC currently maintains a single production instance of ESC PRISM for customers 
using the ESC procurement solution. However, in cases where the prospective customer is a large 
cabinet level agency with multiple bureaus and more than 500 users, ESC would perform an evaluation 
to determine if placing that customer on the existing single production instance of Delphi and/or ESC 
PRISM would be feasible and not jeopardize performance for either the new or existing ESC 
customers. 

ESC prefers to implement new customers on our existing production instance of Delphi and 
compliment that with providing full accounting transactional processing services.  This provides 
economies of scale to our customers not only from the systems side as mentioned above, but 
centralization of transaction processing at ESC also delivers the following benefits to customers: 

 Training Savings 

 Enforcement of Standardized Processing 

 Separation of Duties 

 Interest Savings (ESC has an excellent track record for timely payment of invoices) 

 ESC can adjust staffing levels quickly if needed for increased transaction volumes 
during peak or seasonal times 

When customers utilize ESC for transaction processing services they benefit from proven standardized 
business processes and can focus on financial analysis rather than transaction processing.  ESC’s 
documented standard processes achieve greater efficiencies and promote accuracy and consistency. 
However, we realize customers have varying needs and due to staffing/contract issues or other 
circumstances, it is not always feasible for customers to migrate to a financial system plus full 
accounting services model at the outset of implementation.  Some current ESC customers chose to 
gradually move specific areas of transaction processing   (i.e. accounts payable) to ESC and others 
chose to move all transaction processing to ESC simultaneously. Therefore, ESC offers new customers 
options with respect to the elements of the financial solution they desire to implement to meet the 
customer’s need. 
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 Financial Management System (Delphi) Only – Customer continues to perform 
transaction processing (except for certain functions that we require ESC to perform 
because of the shared environment and potential impact to all ESC customers) 

o Functions that ESC must perform include: 
 Month-end and Year-End Processing 
 Payment Batch Processing 
 Treasury Confirmations 
 Setups for Customer and Supplier tables 
 Global system setup for Delphi and ESC PRISM 
 IRS Form 1099 reporting 
 Submission of FMS-224 to Treasury 

 Financial Management System (Delphi) and Procurement System (ESC PRISM) 
only 

 Financial Management and Procurement Systems (Delphi and ESC PRISM) with 
full or partial Accounting Transaction Processing 

 Financial Management System (Delphi) with full or partial Accounting 
Transaction Processing 

 In certain cases ESC could provide Accounting transaction processing on the 
customer’s existing financial management system (we currently do this for one 
customer) 

For any financial management implementation, ESC’s business model is to implement all core 
financials in one implementation.  The ESC Delphi system provides a robust Financial Statements 
Solution (FSS) process that is unique to Delphi.  The FSS is an integrated solution in that it requires 
information from both the accounts payable and accounts receivable modules in order to report on 
trading partner information.  ESC prefers to put forth the effort upfront to implement the core 
financials instead of developing a work around to accommodate phased in applications.  Therefore, 
ESC would not entertain an implementation plan to bring new customers on Oracle eBusiness suite 
modules individually such as General Ledger (GL) or Accounts Payable (AP) only. 
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Part 2, Section II, Question 4 – ESC Governance Framework 

 

The Department of Transportation (DOT) and Enterprise Services Center (ESC) Hierarchy of 
Governance 

The following narrative has recently been developed in contemplation of ESC participating in the 
government wide Federal Shared Service Provider Initiative.  We are now at the stage of socializing 
this new framework with our current ESC customers.  This document provides a high level description 
of the proposed DOT/ESC governance framework and establishes the context for addressing the 
specific requirements for the FMLOB FSSP application.  The questions to be addressed by the 
applicant relating to governance are answered at the end of this document.  Please note this is the 
proposed governance structure at the time of application.  This process is subject to change as we 
work with DOT, our customers, FIT and the CFO Council.  

Governance Components 

Figure 1 below depicts the components of the DOT/ESC governance structure.   The DOT as system 
owner and the ESC as service provider provide the policy guidance and processes that meet OMB’s 
intent for shared services.    Change triggers are those stakeholder requirements that can initiate a 
request for change.  Major change agents include projects, treasury mandates, policy guidance, repair 
and maintenance to the system, and business improvement initiatives.   

Major Components of Financial SSP Governance 
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Figure 1 – SSP Governance Components 

 (1) EXECUTIVE STEERING COMMITTEE (EXCOM) 

Purpose -The Financial SSP Executive Steering Committee (EXCOM) provides senior guidance and 
concurrence on major capital investment and business/mission process changes that have potential 
impacts upon long term budgets and regulatory mandates.  In addition, the EXCOM provides a forum 
for customers utilizing ESC financial services, such as transaction processing, to discuss issues of 
common interest with other major customers and ESC management.   

Objectives of the EXCOM areas are listed below:  
Represent strategic issues for the financial management customers in support of the ESC SSP 

 Articulate a unified executive level vision, scope, and objectives for federal financial 
management 

 Review and prioritize the yearly budget allocated to the SSP on behalf of the customers  
 The EXCOM is comprised of: 

 The Deputy Chief Financial Officer (CFO) of the Department of Transportation (DOT) acting 
as the System Owner and Chair of the EXCOM 

 The Director of the Enterprise Services Center (ESC) acting as co-Chair of the EXCOM 

 A designated senior executive from one of the DOT Operating Administrations (OAs) as 
Representative for the DOT (intent is for System Owner role to not come into conflict with 
customer role) 

 Senior executive of any Cabinet Level Departments 

 An elected representative from the other (non-cabinet) level customers of the shared service 

 A representative from the Department of the Treasury as advisory member 

 A representative from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) as advisory member    
 

(2) The Working Group (WG) (customer, system owner, and ESC management) 

Purpose - The Working Group (WG) level ensures all changes to business processes are vetted for 
global applicability and mission-essentiality.   Those processes that do not bring full global benefit but 
are mission required will be provided at a fully burdened cost that is allocated separately to the 
requesting customer(s).   

The purpose of the group is to perform the following key functions: 

 Identify and prioritize any major enhancements to Delphi 

 Pursue standardization of the service in all areas where feasible 



 

Page 3 of 5 

 NOTE: In those cases where mission or business requirements for individual agencies cannot 
be met with standard services, the fully burdened cost of implementing and sustaining the non-
standard process and/or technology will be allocated fully to the requestor(s). 

 Attempt to resolve all conflicts among peers before escalating to the EXCOM 

 Facilitate communication among all customers/stakeholders 

 Review, approve, and maintain a 24 month ‘road map’ of the enhancement schedule, with a 
priority assessment of all enhancements as a basis for scheduling each enhancement into a 
future Delphi release.     

The inclusion of customers/stakeholders on the WG is appropriate because at this threshold, requested 
changes may require business process changes or are changes that are being proposed by a customer, 
who can explain the rationale for the requested change 

The working group provides an avenue for customers and service provider to share experiences and 
processes in pursuit of standardized processes and to prevent ‘reinventing the wheel’. 

WG is comprised of one designated member, and one designated alternate, from the following 
organizations: 

 Office of Financial Management (B-30) Chair 

 Enterprise Service Center (ESC) Business Analysis Manager Advisory 

 Enterprise Service Center (ESC) Information Technology Manager Advisory 

 ESC Operational Accounting (AMK-300) (largest system user/customer as representative for 
ESC accounting customers), voting 

 Cabinet Level Departmental Representative for DOT to represent Operating Administration 
(OA) interests, voting 

 Cabinet Level Departmental Representative for any Executive Branch Departments that are 
brought onto the SSP 

 Elected Representative for non-Cabinet Level Departmental entities, votes equaling the number 
of Cabinet Level Representatives, voting 

WG Member Responsibilities 

 Represent his/her organization’s requirements and perspective  

 Make decisions on his/her organization’s behalf  

 Regularly attend WG sessions informed of the issues and prepared to participate  

 Communicate discussions and decisions made at the WG with stakeholders within his/her 
organization 

 Prepare their organization for each release 

 Secure resources for appropriate representation on working groups  

 Work respectfully with other members of the WG 
(3) ESC Change Control Committee (ESC) 
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At the local change management level, ESC protects the integrity of the service offering, including the 
availability, performance, security warranty, supportability, and long term sustainment capability of 
Delphi. The delegated change at this level is for operations and maintenance actions, ‘break fix’ 
actions, and service request fulfillment for internal and external users of the system 

The ESC is authorized to approve changes in following categories:  

 Product sustainment (patching, releases, break-fix changes, tuning activities, support product 
upgrades) 

 Modifications to the service offering that have no major functional or technical impact to the 
existing system, such as: 

 Operations and maintenance (O&M) actions that are part of the service provider’s normal 
support such as tuning actions within the application, infrastructure or communications 
components, disaster recovery (DR) support actions, addition of capacity where no service 
disruption occurs, etc. 

 ‘Break-fix’ issues that arise from the application itself (Oracle E-Business Suite) 

 Security/application patching 

 Internal process improvements at the technology level that do not impact the customer cost.    
Changes that exceed the authority for the ESC will be transferred to the appropriate higher level 
authority. 

1. Role of the Customer – As shown above, the ESC and DOT shared service governance model that 
has been approved by the System Owner is based upon the concept of customer, system owner, service 
provider, and stakeholder participation.  The model acknowledges that every customer’s mission is 
equally important, but also recognizes that, because of their size, some customers make a greater 
contribution to the cost of the shared service.  Participants within the governance structure therefore 
have influence that reflects in their contribution to the cost of the shared service but does not sacrifice 
the benefits of standardization and economy of scale.   This approach is a balancing act between the 
OMB Shared Services intent to pursue standardization using rigorous change management processes 
while recognizing the unique mission needs of individual customers.    The Shared Services Provider 
and the customer community have a common goal of providing governance that ensures 
standardization without forcing suboptimal solutions for those unique mission needs.    

2. Internal Customer vs External Customer – The ESC provides two primary financial services to 
the federal sector: the Oracle Federal Financial management system and full government accounting 
services.   For purposes of this discussion, the ESC accounting operations group is an INTERNAL 
customer of the service, and the external customer group is comprised of the operating administrations 
(OAs) within DOT and the other agencies and entities that have contracted with DOT/ESC for 
financial support. The processes used by all customers (internal and external) are consistent, with the 
distinction that ESC accounting operations is the de facto proxy for those customers for whom they 
provide end to end services --- in other words ESC accounting is the advocate for customer 
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requirements as well as being a part of the ESC business offering.  The governance model provides all 
customers (internal and external) opportunities to influence decisions that are made concerning the 
service offering. 

3. Scope of the Applicant’s governance decision-making authority versus the scope of the parent 
organization’s decision-making authority – As depicted in the preceding description of the 
DOT/ESC governance framework (pages 1-4 of this section), the authorities are hierarchical and 
appropriately delegated to each governance level.   The applicant (ESC) has the responsibility to 
sustain the service using I.T. and business best practices within political and financial thresholds that 
are the purview of the parent organization’s budgetary or regulatory discretion.    

4. How changes to customer pricing are made – There are two primary components of customer 
pricing for O&M.  Those components are system support and financial operations (accounting 
services).  Changes to customer pricing for financial operations are based on historical actual costs 
collected through ESC’s cost accounting processes.  There are two primary drivers of changes to 
customer pricing for system support.  They are changes to the cost of maintaining the global system 
configuration and customer unique changes/new requirements.  When the costs of maintaining the 
global configuration change, that change is spread across all customers on a percentage basis using a 
formula that assigns costs proportionally based on relative size of customers.  Unique customer 
requirements are charged to the requiring customer.  See responses to questions 5 and 6, immediately 
below, for additional information on changes to customer pricing. 

5. Approach to handling customization and change requests – as depicted in the governance 
framework, ESC uses best practice change management and configuration management processes in 
the sustainment, modernization, and enhancement of the commercial Oracle Enterprise Business Suite.   
Local service provider (ESC) change requests that are within the thresholds described in the 
governance framework are typically handled within the O&M agreements with customers, and 
therefore are accomplished without customer costs beyond the pre-negotiated support.    Customization 
that could affect the costs of implementation beyond standard O&M are paid as fee reimbursable 
actions and are the purview of the customer and service provider working group decision authority.  
Mission or business-essential customizations that do not contribute to standardization are fully 
burdened and passed to the requesting customer(s) and are not charged to the global, standard service. 

6. Approach to making new investments – Investment decisions are the purview of all 3 levels of 
governance, and are escalated within the thresholds described in the framework.    ESC can make local 
investments to improve performance, modernize infrastructure, and create better business processes, 
etc. if there are positive or neutral effects on customer costs or service.   If investments require rate 
adjustments or pricing changes, then the governance model escalates the discussion and approval to 
customer and executive level for consideration and concurrence.  
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Part 2, Section II, Question 5 – ESC Recent Financial Management Implementation 

ESC’s most recent financial management implementation was for the US Securities and Exchange 
Commission (SEC). 

Scope of Implementation:   Original scope was for Delphi and ESC PRISM only. SEC was not 
certain what, if any, accounting transaction processing services they would want ESC to perform.  
Well into the implementation phase SEC decided to have ESC perform full accounting services which 
included General Ledger, Accounts Payable, Accounts Receivable, Reconciliation and Analysis, Fund 
Balance with Treasury, Fixed Assets and Travel. 

SEC did have some unique business requirements that necessitated customization.  Those business 
needs were not part of ESC’s standard service offering or the Delphi global build.  This included a new 
interface to Bureau of Public Debt for investments, an automated interface with Department of 
Interior’s FPPS system for employee changes (hire, retire, resign), a new travel interface since SEC 
had a contract with another eTravel system provider, additional Discoverer reports, and business 
process changes for filing fees and discouragements. 

SEC also had a need to convert from their legacy financial system to the Delphi solution by April 
2012.  However, a portion of the unique requirements and additional reports could not be 
accommodated within the short timeframe they needed to migrate from their legacy system.  
Therefore, the implementation phase was split into two phases. 

  

Original Planned Schedule:  Go live for phase 1 of the implementation was scheduled for April 2012, 
but conversion did not occur until May 2012.  Official project schedule close date for implementation 
was 6/1/2012 (to include stabilization and project closeout).  Planned closeout for phase 2 
implementation was October 2012.   

Final Schedule:  The final close date for phase 1 implementation date was 7/31/2012.  Final close out 
for phase 2 of implementation phase was 12/31/2012. 

Number of re-baselines:   There was no true re-base of the schedule. 

Justification for cost or schedule variance:   

The schedule variance for phase 1 of the implementation was due to adding an extra mock data 
conversion and additional testing time.  Schedule variance for Phase 2 of the implementation was due 
to changes in the customer’s requirements for the enhancements and additional reports requested. 
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Part 2, Section II, Question 8 – ESC Franchise Fund Explanation 

 

Business sensitive portions of this response were redacted.  

 

ESC operates under FAA’s Administrative Services Franchise Fund.  The Franchise Fund also 

encompasses other FAA organizations outside of the Enterprise Services Center.  A Franchise Fund 

Council is responsible for oversight of the Franchise Fund and ESC reports plans and expenditures for 

retained earnings and operating reserve to the Franchise Fund Council on a quarterly basis.   

The Franchise Fund allows for a retained earnings carryover of an amount not to exceed 4% of the 

total annual income of the fund for the acquisition of capital equipment and for the improvement and 

implementation of financial management, Automated Data Processing (ADP) software and support 

systems.   

It also allows for Operating Reserve to help franchise activities establish a funding base to sustain or 

expand operating capacity during times of fluctuating workloads, unanticipated expenditures, 

temporary suspension or reduction of revenue streams from other customers or expanded operations.  

Operating reserve cannot exceed 4% of the highest year of offsetting collections.   

ESC regularly utilizes retained earnings for capital improvements to the financial management system 

and the infrastructure supporting it as well as other mixed systems.  Examples of this include a major 

upgrade to the data center operated by ESC as well as purchase of services and/or software modules to 

improve financial management or the ESC infrastructure.   




