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artnership is a term used liberally today by a myriad
of entities as they join forces to solve problems. True

partnerships in cross-governmental projects can present
unique challenges, especially as the number of stakeholders
increases and the projects become more complex. This was
the scenario faced by the Wyoming Department of Revenue
(WDOR), twenty three independently elected county assessors,
and Colorado CustomWare, Inc. (CCI) as they prepared to
embark on a journey that would result in a new CAMA system
for all twenty three counties and the WDOR, and be achieved
on time and within budget.

That’s how the story ends—however, it took lots of hard work
and collaboration to get there.

History

Due to a 1984 Supreme Court decision that overturned the
property tax system in the state of Wyoming, state legislation
mandated that all properties be valued at fair market value,
as opposed to a previous mandate that all values be based on
estimated cost. Subsequently, the Wyoming State Legislature,
through special funding, financed the purchase of a central-
ized mainframe CAMA system.

Over time, two distinct mainframe CAMA systems evolved.
In addition, numerous county-based systems emerged across
the state to perform assessment functions that were neither
anticipated nor fulfilled by the state mainframe systems. Main-

tenance of the mainframe systems also became problematic, as
the pool of mainframe programmers progressively dwindled.

The Need Becomes Evident

In order to gain more perspective on the scope of the issue,
the WDOR contracted with an independent consultant team,
Almy, Gloudemans, Jacobs and Denne (AGJD) to review the
existing CAMA systems.

The scope and immediacy of the problem and the need for
action can be best summed up by the 1999 AGJD study.

Although the existing systems are not currently in crisis stage, they
are severely outmoded and expose the state to risks of system failure
and to bringing discredit on the property tax administration of
the state for failure to perform standard, expected functions in
adequate ways.

Based on the strong concerns expressed in the AG]D report,
and the WDOR’s own internal concerns about the long-term
viability of the legacy systems, the WDOR initiated the process
of acquiring a replacement system.

Moving Forward

According to Wyoming statute, the Department of Revenue is
required to prescribe and provide the valuation systems for each
of the county assessors. The WDOR formed a project commit-
tee, which comprised representatives from the Department of
Revenue’s Property Tax Division (then known as the Ad Valorem
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Division), the Wyoming County Assessor’s
Association, and the State Board of Equal-
ization. The make-up of the committee
ensured end-user “buy-in” and increased
the chances for success.

The primary purpose of the CAMA
Project Committee was to create an
overall plan for the replacement of the
legacy CAMA systems with a single sys-
tem. The committee was required to act
as a sounding board for both the WDOR
and assessors throughout the state. The
committee conducted research, partici-
pated in on-site visits to other jurisdic-
tions, and participated in the creation of
both Request for Information (RFI) and
Request for Proposal (RFP) forms.

The state-wide scope of implementation
presented several complexities that had to
be taken into consideration. Any solution
that was ultimately put into place had to
be deployed to all twenty-three county
assessors’ offices throughout Wyoming.
Once deployed, the selected solution had
to be maintainable by not only the largest
and most sophisticated counties, but also
the smaller offices with fewer resources.
The CAMA Project Committee was instru-
mental in identifying the needs of county
assessors on a statewide basis.

For more than ayear, the CAMA Project
Committee went about the review and
selection process. After much delibera-
tion, the selection was narrowed down to
three CAMA vendors. Ultimately, the com-
mittee and the general body of county
assessors agreed on a vendor. After nearly
six months of work in the pilot county, it
became evident to the WDOR that the
implementation was not going to succeed.
As aresult the contract with the first ven-
dor was terminated by the WDOR.

Building Trust and Accepting
Change—A Second Time Around

Canceling a contract with a vendor that
was originally well received was a signifi-
cant setback, both in terms of lost time
and lost confidence in the process. As
soon as it was contractually possible, the
WDOR was quick to share with stakehold-
ers more about the circumstances behind
the termination. The WDOR then rein-
stituted the CAMA Project Committee so
they could select a new candidate from
the selection group. Ultimately, the com-
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mittee selected Colorado CustomWare,
Inc (CCI) as the successful bidder.

The total bid price from each vendor
was kept confidential from the commit-
tee until after the desired CAMA system
was selected. This ensured that the right
company and the right software were
selected based on needs and not based
solely on the total dollar amount. CCI’s
RealWare software provided a feature-
rich software suite that contained the
majority of what the committee was
looking for. The bid also fell within state
requirements for the project.

Factors Contributing to the
Completion of a Project on
Time and within Budget

1. Be business driven not money
driven and make choices based
on functionality, not final cost. If
a deal is too good to be true, it
probably is.

2. Make sure you have a “driver” to
keep the project on track and be
a champion for its success.

3. Develop clear communications
channels.

4. Think in terms of scalability
for success today and in the
future. You want to partner with
someone who will grow with you
in terms of technology, and future
requirements.

5. Build a solid missions statement
and outline a project plan.

Preparing For the Project:
Preparation for any large project can
be daunting and filled with potential
pitfalls for sponsors and stakeholders
alike. Preparing to convert twenty-three
counties that were using three different
legacy systems, with installations spread
over 18 months and hundreds of miles,
can be downright terrifying! In an effort
to proactively manage change, CCI was
instrumental in helping to develop the
project strategy and was willing to hire a
project manager specifically for the Wyo-
ming project. Moreover, CCI allowed the
WDOR CAMA project manager to help
select the individual for the position and
ensure a good fit.

Very early on, it became apparent that
a repeatable [by county] process involv-
ing conversion, installation, training,
replication, and support would be vital to
success. It was a given that no one could
predict all possible scenarios or factors
for every county involved and thata gen-
eral approach would be required. Defin-
ing that general plan and how it would
play out became the basis for the project
plan that was ultimately adopted.

When it came time to start the gritty
work of data mapping and standards
conversion, the committees were once
again weighted in favor of the coun-
ties. CCI staff, Wyoming DOR staff, and
County Assessors worked together to
make hundreds of important choices.
The first hurdle was how to best create
conversion standards that would allow
the two main legacy systems (11 counties
on each) to share a common conversion
process that was repeatable. This enabled
deadlines and budgets to be met, while
ensuring that the scope of the project
remained unchanged.

Conversion standards were created
for the major categories of data and in-
cluded: administrative (land, oil & gas,
mobile homes), agricultural property,
personal property, residential property,
commercial property, outbuildings, state
assessed, and GIS.

Assessors spanning both systems were
enlisted to sit on these committees and
they were charged with establishing stan-
dards for the entire statewide concern.
There were also checks and balances with
the state, ensuring that the consequences
of the decisions would benefit the majority
of the stakeholders. The end result was a
comprehensive list of standards that could
be applied to all counties and included
file layouts for external data not currently
held within the state mainframe.

Beginning with the “beta” counties,
these standards served as the basis for the
conversion process and as a barometer
for each county’s effort at pre-conver-
sion data cleanup. Jurisdictions were
encouraged to be proactive with their
data and attempt to complete as much
cleanup as possible prior to conversion.
This philosophy was largely embraced by
the counties and substantially reduced
the negative outcomes inherent in most



broad-brush conversions. The collabora-
tion of efforts in this aspect of the project
reaped huge benefits.

Executing the Project

With the basic conversion standards in
place and two beta counties on board, the
firstimplementations began in April 2005.
As a part of the contract, CCI provided
new hardware for the two counties. It took
three days to complete the installation in
both locations. During this time, the staffs
from both counties were off site complet-
ing five days of hands-on classroom train-
ing. This concurrent training increased
productivity and minimized downtime.

The first two days of training were held
afew weeks earlier to help them familiar-
ize themselves with the new interface. CCI
performed a test conversion before this
initial training that allowed each county
to use its own data to train with. This
unique approach provided vital feedback
to the CCI conversion team about how
the plan was working. Based on the feed-
back, CCI made small adjustments to the
program before the go-live date.

The mobile classroom, provided by the
vendor, allowed the county staffs to get
away from their offices and concentrate
on learning the new skills needed to oper-
ate in a very different environment. For
years the tasks required to keep their old
systems running had fallen mostly to the
staff at the WDOR. Now the application
would reside in each of their respective
server rooms. To the assessors’ credit
most were anxious to begin the journey.
Anticipating and managing the change
process was a key component to a smooth
transition.

The last two days of “go-live” took place
back at the desks in the Assessors’ offices
with trainers and DOR staffers in place
for questions and additional training.
Staff members began digging into the
piles of paperwork that had accumu-
lated since the legacy system had been
cut off a few weeks previously. Assessors
and power users were trained on how to
contact and utilize CCI support. This was
the first step in transitioning them from
relying on the project team to using CCI
support staff. This transition proved to
be a bigger challenge than any of us had
originally thought because the counties

had worked so closely with the project
team for many months. Itis always easier
to access familiar communication chan-
nels with people you know and trust.
However, as trust was established with
CC(I trainers and customer support staff
they finally became the front line for
support issues.

While the beta counties edged their
way towards the support desk, the project
team began the process all over again
elsewhere. Guided by the plan in place,
and using lessons learned from the ini-
tial installs, the next two counties were
brought into the planning stage. The
process became more hardened and
it also became more repeatable, with
fewer and fewer surprises for everyone
involved. In June of 2005, just a few weeks
after the beta go-live, the next two coun-
ties were successfully installed.

Due to a request to move up one
county in the implementation schedule,
the project team agreed to add one more
jurisdiction to the third round of installs
taking three more counties live in August
of 2005. Because this experimental com-
pression of the project schedule worked,
it prompted CCI to compress the rest of
the schedule too. CCI would now add
three new counties roughly every six to
seven weeks through January of 2006
for a total of fifteen in just nine months!
The schedule was aggressive and travel
demands were taxing but it allowed for
much less time spent on a system that was
well overdue for replacement.

One very positive aspect of the deepen-
ing pool of CCl-based counties was the
opportunity for the assessors to help each
other through the conversion and other
inherent changes. Almost overnight, a
Wyoming-based users group developed to
augment the support provided by CCI staff
and WDOR staff. Experienced assessors
and their staffs consulted and counseled
both existing and soon-to-be users on how
best to use the new system. This peer-to-
peer transformation helped manage ex-
pectations and mitigate uncertainties.

The Good, the Bad, and Lessons

Learned
It would be easy to say that everything
went exactly according to plan; of course

no one would believe that was the truth.
Any project of this size, complexity, and
scope has its successes and its fair share
of challenges. The bottom line is that by
the middle of July 2006 all twenty-three
Wyoming counties will be up and run-
ning on their new software. In less than
seventeen months, teams from CCI and
WDOR will have accomplished some-
thing rarely seen, a successful, on-time,
on-budget, statewide deployment. The
reason for the success was a true part-
nership between all twenty-three county
entities, the WDOR, and CCI.

It has often been stated that a good
plan today is worth more than a perfect
plan tomorrow. This project proves that
a plan that is followed and repeatable is
worth more than a perfect plan anytime.
We will now embark on the next phase
to ensure that each assessor in Wyoming
continues to have the tools necessary to
provide fair and equitable values to their
taxpayers. l

As a project manager, Ko Clifton coor-
dinates activities with new CCI custom-
ers. Ko’s key focus is to ensure that the
initial conversion process, from the
customers’ legacy system to the instal-
lation and configuration of RealWare
is a success. This includes conversion
of existing data, customization to meet
state as well as jurisdiction-specific re-
quirements, coordination of training,
and schedule projection to ensure that
timelines are met and implementation
is successful. In addition, customer
satisfaction is always a focal point.
Ko has over 12-years experience with
computers and network systems.
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