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Executive Summary

(
The Critical Assessment of King County’s (the County) Financial Systems Replacement Program (FSRP) is one of three deliverables to be provided to the County by the Project Assessment and Implementation Planning project. Future deliverables will include:

· A Business Case for a recommended alternative for moving forward.

· An Implementation Plan for the recommended alternative.

The purpose of the Critical Assessment is to diagnose the state of the FSRP and to identify those factors that attributed to the delays and budget overruns, as well as to determine alternatives for program continuation and to provide a recommended go-forward alternative.

A.
History

During the early 1990s, the County began to struggle with their legacy of older financial systems implemented during the 1970s. The County’s systems problem was compounded in 1994 by the Metro-King County merger which resulted in the County facing the operation and maintenance of two core financial systems supporting two different core financial business processes, and two payroll/human resources systems supporting two different Payroll/HR business processes.

Early in 1997, the King County Finance Department (Finance Department) attempted to resolve the County’s financial systems situation. The FSRP acquired PeopleSoft HRMS software in late 1997 to replace the County’s Payroll/HR systems, and SAP R/3 software in late 1998 to replace the County’s core financial systems, and the implementation projects commenced.

As the implementations progressed, obstacles to success began to be encountered. As the challenges increased over time, project resources became stressed and target dates slipped, eventually leading to suspension of the program in the spring of 2000.

A County Request for Proposal (RFP) was issued in October 2000 to acquire the services of an independent consultant to review the FSRP program and to recommend and plan a go-forward strategy, resulting in the Dye Management Group/IBM team being selected to assist the County.

B.
Application Implementation Status

Analysis of the findings from our technical assessment led to the determination of the current implementation status of the FSRP. 

1. Payroll/HR Phase 1

The PeopleSoft implementation has been in production for over 18 months and is serving approximately 5,000 County employees. The Operations & Maintenance team reports the PeopleSoft application is stable and functioning.

It appears there is considerable work required to bring the Payroll/HR Phase 1 system implementation into what we consider a smooth, efficient and predictable operational status. This conclusion is based on interviews with end-users, stabilization, and operations and maintenance team members, as well as on the documentation review conducted by our PeopleSoft subject matter specialists.

The only PeopleSoft Human Resource modules that have been implemented are those necessary to support the payroll function. PeopleSoft HRMS is a powerful human resource management tool that includes a payroll module. To receive the long-term benefits from a PeopleSoft HRMS installation, the human resource modules (i.e., Position Management, Applicant Tracking, Training Tracking, etc.) must be activated.

2. Payroll/HR Phase 2

It is difficult to quantitatively ascertain the amount of work required for the Phase 2 (County-wide) implementation due to incomplete, outdated or missing documentation and information. We believe that to finish Phase 2 implementation in a way that positions it for success requires an in-depth validation of work done to-date and the development of up-to-date comprehensive project plans for the rework and additional project work needed for Phase 2.

Based on the review by PeopleSoft subject matter specialists on the assessment team, the project plan developed for the Phase 2 implementation is nearly a year out of date and some of its estimates appear to be unrealistically optimistic – it requires significant validation and rework. Challenges with the Phase 1 implementation caused by the lack of a systems integrator (such as BrightStar on Core Financials) using a sound methodology will impact Phase 2 implementation. Critical, incomplete and/or missing documentation from Phase 1 (for example, fit/gap analysis results) to use as a baseline for moving forward leads us to conclude that significant effort will be required. In summary, there is significant preparation, planning, validation, rework and new effort required for the Payroll/HR project Phase 2.

3. Core Financials

It appears that a considerable amount of the work completed to date is solid and could provide a good basis for moving forward this portion of the total FSRP. The primary remaining tasks with respect to the software, itself, center upon the completion of integration testing, data cleansing and migrations, and user training. However, documented lack of progress on business process and policy change will be a significant limiting factor if the project moves forward.

C.
Organizational Barriers to Program Continuance and Success

Analysis of the findings from our organizational assessment led to the identification of organizational barriers to success that the FSRP encountered in the past, that remain barriers to its future success.

· Program challenges were not addressed with a spirit of teamwork among Executive, Legislative and Judicial senior leadership.

· The magnitude of business process change required by the implementations was significantly greater than expected by user departments.

· The County did not have the experience to manage the implementation of an enterprise-wide system.

· The Program Management Office (PMO) was not provided the authority necessary to actively direct and manage the program.

· The program Steering Committee was not as effective as it could have been.

· The County failed to understand the magnitude of the organizational impact of the FSRP.
· The program lacked independent, outside oversight on the Executive side.

· Key program initiatives stalled for lack of timely resolution of policy issues.

· The program lacked a well-conceived, structured, comprehensive business change management process reinforced by a visible and active senior-level commitment.

· The program had relatively low visibility given the major impact it was expected to have on the County.

· Key announcements and decisions were not clearly communicated well in advance.

· Program and project work plans did not carry resource loading at a detail level and the resource loading was not maintained consistently throughout the program.

· The program’s issue resolution process was not strictly followed.

· Sufficient technical knowledge transfer from consultants did not take place to allow the County to assume Operations & Maintenance activities uneventfully.

· Program momentum has been lost, as well as familiarity with the software applications gained during the program.

· Departmental stakeholder confidence has been shaken due to the program providing far less than what they were offered, among other disappointments such as loss of current system functionality.

D.
Technical Barriers to Program Continuance and Success

Analysis of the findings from our technical assessment led to the identification of technical barriers to success encountered by the FSRP in the past, that remain barriers to its future success.

4. Payroll/HR

· There are over 200 identified issues outstanding with the PeopleSoft implementation.

· Technical, support and functional staffing is inadequate for PeopleSoft.

· The labor distribution interface between PeopleSoft and SAP is highly customized and inflexible in some areas.

· Until recently, no vendor-supplied patches had been applied to the PeopleSoft software since April 2000. Of the 190 patches received, only 37 have been applied.

· The PeopleSoft training approach requires more definition.

· PeopleSoft code migrations are not done on a scheduled basis.

· The version of Oracle DBMS supporting the PeopleSoft HRMS implementation is on extended support, meaning the vendor supports it, but only grudgingly.

· The version of the PeopleSoft HRMS software in place at the County will enter extended support sometime this year.

· Execution of the PeopleSoft payroll application and associated interfaces, as well as the month-end database and associated processing, is not automated.

· Retention periods for PeopleSoft HRMS off-site backup tapes are too short.

· The migration process to move new code and patches from development to production for PeopleSoft environment is inefficient.

· The process of producing test data for the PeopleSoft development environment requires close coordination to avoid errors and should be done on a more frequent basis.

· A substantial data cleansing effort will be necessary when converting MSA master files in Payroll/HR Phase 2.

· The “fit/gap” analysis for Payroll/HR Phase 2 is incomplete.

· The redesigned business requirements for Payroll/HR Phase 2 have become outdated.

· The requirements for additional Payroll/HR Phase 2 interfaces may have changed in the months since PeopleSoft production necessitated Payroll/HR Phase 2 development work to be re-analyzed, validated and re-estimated.

5. Core Financials

· SAP had a limited track record in government when it was selected by the County.

· The labor distribution interface between PeopleSoft and SAP is highly customized and inflexible in some areas.

· SAP technical staff were not sufficiently trained to support the system.

· SAP has incomplete IT infrastructure and implementation documentation, as well as a lack of system administration processes and procedures.

· Server sizing may have been inadequate for SAP.

· Hardware that was supporting SAP during the implementation project has been diverted to provide performance improvements to the installation of PeopleSoft HRMS.

E.
Alternatives for Moving Ahead

The assessments, findings and barriers to success, combined with our understanding of the County’s short- and long-term goals, led to the identification of high-level alternatives for moving ahead.

Following is a description of the recommended direction for County financial systems.

First, the County must address the organizational and technical barriers to program continuance and success through a “Phase 0” effort. Key activities of “Phase 0” include:
· Re-validate and confirm the FSRP vision and its alignment with the County’s short- and long-term goals.

· Confirm sponsorship of the FSRP vision among key stakeholders.

· Confirm business ownership throughout the entire user community.

· Establish a strong project governance structure.

Without clear acceptance of the vision and its alignment with the County’s goals, buy-in from the system owners, and a strong governance structure, we strongly recommend that the County not proceed with additional FSRP activity outside of completing the PeopleSoft HRMS sustaining activities. Such efforts would be at an unacceptably high risk of failure.

Then, the County can select an alternative with which to move forward.
6. Alternative 1

Sustain PeopleSoft HRMS. This would involve completing the PeopleSoft HRMS sustaining activities (release upgrades, developing functional procedures, etc.) and stopping.
7. Alternative 2

Phased implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS County-wide and re-evaluation of core financials options. This alternative consists of completing the PeopleSoft HRMS sustaining activities, then converting MSA to PeopleSoft HRMS, followed by the implementation of PeopleSoft Human Resources functionality. After the PeopleSoft efforts have been completed, a re-evaluation of core financials options will be conducted.
8. Alternative 3

Phased implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS and SAP Financials County-wide. This alternative consists of completing the PeopleSoft HRMS sustaining activities, then converting MSA to PeopleSoft HRMS, followed by the implementation of PeopleSoft Human Resources functionality. After the PeopleSoft efforts have been completed, implementation of SAP Financials will take place followed by migration of ARMS and IBIS to SAP Financials.
9. Alternative 4

Phased implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS and PeopleSoft Financials County-wide. This alternative consists of completing the PeopleSoft HRMS sustaining activities, then converting MSA to PeopleSoft HRMS, followed by the implementation of PeopleSoft Human Resources functionality. After the PeopleSoft efforts have been completed, implementation of PeopleSoft Financials will take place followed by migration of ARMS and IBIS to PeopleSoft Financials.
10. Alternative 5

Phased implementation of SAP HRMS and SAP Financials County-wide. This alternative consists of completing the PeopleSoft HRMS sustaining activities, then completing implementation of SAP Financials, followed by migration of ARMS and IBIS to SAP Financials. After core financials activities have been completed, SAP HRMS will be implemented, followed by replacement of the MSA and PeopleSoft HRMS applications with SAP HRMS.
11. Alternative 6

Phased implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS and Oracle Financials County-wide. This alternative consists of completing the PeopleSoft HRMS sustaining activities, then converting MSA to PeopleSoft HRMS, followed by the implementation of PeopleSoft Human Resources functionality. After the PeopleSoft efforts have been completed, implementation of additional Oracle Financials modules will take place followed by migration of ARMS to Oracle Financials and an upgrade of IBIS to the full function version of the Oracle Financials software.

G.
Recommended Alternative

We recommend that the County select Alternative 2 – Phased implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS County-wide and re-evaluation of core financials options. Reasons for this are:

· It is a reasonable risk implementation alternative, given that it is phased and shares risk with an outside integrator.

· It will provide significant benefits.

· It moves the County to a single HRMS in the near term.

· It provides the County the opportunity to reassess its financial software selection and implementation strategy after implementing Payroll and Human Resources. Basing the financials software and implementation approach on the then-current County environment and “state-of-the-art” of government financial ERP systems increases the probability that the selected software and approach will meet the County’s needs.

Following are the phases to implement this direction:

Phase 1 – Complete PeopleSoft sustaining activities including an Oracle DBMS upgrade and a PeopleSoft upgrade to Version 8.

Phase 2 – Replace MSA with PeopleSoft HRMS.

Phase 3 – Implement remaining PeopleSoft HR functionality.

Phase 4 – Re-evaluate core financials software options.

II. Introduction

(
A. FSRP History

During the early 1990s, the County began to struggle with their legacy of older financial systems implemented during the 1970s. Though well maintained and functioning adequately, the system’s capability to support County business processes as they changed and improved, was diminishing. The County’s financial systems problem was compounded in 1994 by the Metro-King County merger. The merger resulted in the County facing the operation and maintenance of two core financial systems supporting two different core financial business processes, and two Payroll/HR systems supporting two different Payroll/HR business processes.

Early in 1997, the Finance Department acquired new leadership. The new Director and his team attempted to resolve the County’s financial systems situation. Based on the latest in a long series of outside consultant reports, two decisions which gave birth to the FSRP as it is known today, were made in the spring of 1997. The first, to expand the scope of the current financial system supporting the former Metro departments to include all of King County. The second, to place resolution of the Payroll/HR systems situation “out to bid”. An RFP was issued for a Payroll/HR software package during the summer of 1997. PeopleSoft was selected in December and installed early in 1998.

In the spring of 1998, members of the KPMG consulting firm were brought on board to manage the FSRP and control all of its projects.

About the same time, the rollout of the former Metro financial system across the County encountered a contractual obstacle. To alleviate the problem, it was decided to undertake a core financials software bidding process. An RFP was issued and selection activities continued through the summer of 1998. In the fall, SAP software was selected, and in December 1998, the SAP contract was signed. A software package integrator was hired on a consulting basis in the spring of 1999 to direct and manage the SAP implementation project.

The FSRP consisted of four projects: Payroll/HR (PeopleSoft), Core Financials (SAP), Information Distribution/Reporting, and Integration/Interoperations. The Integration/ Interoperations project was discontinued in the second quarter of 1998 and the project’s responsibilities were redistributed to the Payroll/HR and Core Financials projects.

As the program progressed, many problems arose. As the challenges to the program increased, project resources became stressed and target dates began to slip. The consultants manning the PMO were dismissed in the spring of 2000, and the program was officially suspended by the Executive shortly thereafter.

Following the decision to suspend the FSRP, the County requested funding to support the suspension efforts. Suspension activities were divided into three categories, one of which was “Planning”. An RFP was issued in October 2000 for a limited version of the “Planning” project, and the Dye Management Group/IBM team was selected to perform the project a month later.

B. ERP System Overview

The benefits of an ERP system go far beyond simple modernization of legacy systems or combining separate systems. These systems encourage continuous improvement to business processes.

ERP systems are intended to be seamlessly integrated software designed to integrate and optimize an entire organization. Typically, they are built on a single database or set of closely related databases in such a way that all the data in the organization is accessible by the various application modules built into the software, with very few data redundancies. Because an ERP system uses the single database concept, all of the application modules update the same data, so when different users access data, they can be assured they are all working with the same up-to-date information. This feature is especially significant to an organization where decisions must be made quickly and incorporated into the next action the software undertakes. In addition, as organizations increasingly encounter opportunities to engage in e-business to save time and reduce expenses, an internal infrastructure of integrated business systems make these opportunities practical and beneficial.

Because of the collaborative aspect of modern business processes and the size, complexity and all-encompassing nature of ERP programs, failure is costly and project management tasks are daunting. The County has joined the ranks of companies such as Hershey and Whirlpool; both companies had significant failures for similar reasons.

One thing becomes clear when you examine reported failures in ERP implementations in recent years. The cause of failure generally relates to shortcomings in management, and not to technology or the systems themselves.

C. Scope

The Project Assessment and Implementation Planning project will provide three deliverables to the County; a Critical Assessment of the FSRP to date, a Business Case for the recommended alternative, and an Implementation Plan for moving forward. The RFP states the scope of the Critical Assessment deliverable plainly and clearly:

“The purpose of the critical assessment is to diagnose the state of the FSRP and to identify those factors that attributed to the delay and budget overrun of FSRP.”

The Critical Assessment will provide a basic assessment of key program issues, high-level alternatives for moving forward with the program, and an alternative recommendation.

The Business Case will present high-level benefits, costs and risks for the recommended alternative.

The Implementation Plan will provide a high-level implementation plan for the recommended alternative.

D. Approach

Our review of the FSRP consisted of an organizational assessment and a technical assessment.

FSRP program documentation and system installations and configurations were reviewed. Information was gathered from program participants, including senior-level County officials, stakeholder department staff, technical and functional project team members, and other program-related parties, through a series of focus group sessions and individual interviews.

Specific feedback was received on organizational subjects such as governance, readiness, communication, resources, finances, and end-user topics such as business process reengineering and training, and technical subjects ranging from technical project components such as application configuration, and interface development.

Findings were evaluated by comparison to performance characteristics of successful ERP implementation programs, with a focus on such critical success factors as overall project management, organizational readiness, prudent use of technology, change management and technical benchmarks.

E. Report Organization
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III. Assessment of Application Implementation Status

(
A. Introduction

1. Definition

The application implementation status provides a review of the overall status of the FSRP implementation. The status of the Payroll/HR and Core Financials implementation projects are addressed separately. The Payroll/HR implementation status assessment is further organized into an assessment of the aspects of PeopleSoft HRMS that are in production and the aspects that have yet to go live. A comprehensive assessment of the projects’ implementation status is composed of specific feedback on subjects ranging from technical project components such as application configuration, and interface development, to end-user topics such as business process reengineering and training. In addition, an assessment of FSRP stabilization and preparation for operations and maintenance is provided.

2. Objectives

The objective of this section is to provide the County with an assessment of the status of FSRP. A supporting objective is to provide project context and a baseline for the identification of barriers to continuance and the definition of alternatives for moving ahead.

B. Implementation Status

1. Payroll/HR Project

The Payroll/HR project began in 1997 and was expected to address all the County employees and to replace the two legacy Payroll/HR systems (ISI and MSA). This effort was to be closely integrated with the replacement of the County’s financial systems. Both projects took longer than planned and were eventually split. The Payroll/HR implementation was split into two efforts, one to enable replacement of the non-Y2K-compliant ISI system (Phase 1) in mid 1999 and one to replace the MSA system (Phase 2) at a later date. The Payroll/HR project status is therefore reported as two independent projects.

a. PeopleSoft HRMS – Phase 1

The new system was implemented in June 1999, has been in production for over 18 months and has served approximately 5,000 employees paid on a bi-weekly cycle. The system is configured to interface with the legacy accounting system (IBIS). The Payroll/HR Operations & Maintenance group reports the application is stable and functioning.

The only PeopleSoft Human Resource modules that have been implemented are those necessary to support the payroll function. PeopleSoft HRMS is a powerful Human Resource management tool that includes a payroll module. To receive the long-term benefits from a PeopleSoft HRMS installation, the Human Resource modules (i.e., Position Management, Applicant Tracking, Training Tracking, etc.) must be activated.

We believe the following items are critical and are not being addressed:

(1) Stability

While the stabilization project resolved the critical issues with the system, over 250 remain that have not been addressed. These issues range from deficiencies in the system to enhancements requested by the various functional areas. Additionally, there is still some degree of discovery occurring relative to unknown problems. For example, the actual use of some date fields in ISI was incorrectly converted and resulted in incorrect data being interfaced to the Retirement System. This was only recently discovered.

(2) Management
The design for the Operations & Maintenance team as designed has only been partially implemented. Running the payroll system involves a combination of functional and technical team members spread across two or more organizations. The Operations & Maintenance supervisor position is still vacant after more than 18 months of production operation. There do not appear to be any quality management techniques in place. For example, no objectives for continuous process improvement were noted.

(3) Resources

There does not appear to be adequate functional or technical resources or the appropriate skill mix to support the on-going operational requirements. The activity list from the stabilization project identifies a large volume of work yet to be accomplished. The Operations & Maintenance team appears to be fully engaged in production support with little or no resources to spare. The production support role also appears to have responsibility for tasks that should be assigned to end-user personnel. This leaves us to conclude that the data entry and payroll administration personnel are unable to complete their tasks without additional help.

Some interviewees were critical of the skill levels of the functional administrative personnel. For example, a payroll administrator must first gain an in-depth understanding of payroll processes, then learn how these processes are accomplished using PeopleSoft tools and functionality. It was reported that many of the people using the system lacked the fundamental knowledge required to understand how the system operates.

It is our understanding that repeated requests to the Council for adequate Operations & Maintenance staffing have been rejected even though blessed by Council’s own consultants, Pacific Consulting Group (PCG). For example, a business model of the Operations & Maintenance organization was compiled by the stabilization project. The proposed model called for a staff of 25 FTEs, which is reasonable for an organization with the size and complexity of the County. This model was presented to the Council and rejected.

All of these factors point to an effort that is understaffed or under-skilled.

b. PeopleSoft HRMS – Phase 2

Payroll/HR Phase 2 implementation for the remaining County employees, approximately 12,000, was separated from the Phase 1 implementation in about January 1999. This was done for several reasons, the most critical reason being the need to implement a replacement for the non-Y2K-compliant ISI payroll system prior to mid-1999. A secondary reason was the inability to mobilize the necessary changes to standardize business practices. The most difficult business practice to standardize was the transition from semi-monthly payroll to a bi-weekly payroll.

The RFP for Payroll/HR software issued in 1997 included redesigned business requirements for the entire County. These were completed at a high level and have since become dated. The fit/gap analysis (a fit/gap analysis is the process of determining how close user needs fit against where the County needs to go, defining the gap between the two and developing action plans for closing the gap) is incomplete with roughly 60 percent of the details marked as “TBD” (To Be Determined). Consequently, the number of customizations or process changes that will be required to successfully implement the remaining non-PeopleSoft departments will remain unknown until the fit/gap analysis is completed.

Defined business processes exist for Time and Labor, Benefits and, to a lessor extent, Human Resources. We could not locate any documentation for Payroll. Unfortunately, the defined processes are actually practices for administering the system and do not reflect the business process. For example, Time and Labor documentation is very thorough on describing how to enter and report labor (as far as panels, fields and processes to be executed), but does not define what steps are to be undertaken by an employee, timekeeper, payroll administrator, etc. in the time reporting process.

As a result of the above, the project is ill prepared to implement the application for the remaining non-PeopleSoft departments.

c. Interfaces

Over 30 interfaces have been developed for the PeopleSoft system in support of the Phase 1 implementation. While many of these interfaces can be modified to support the additional volume, some new interfaces will be required when implementing the rest of the County. Some of these interfaces have been identified and some development work has been completed; however, we have no confidence in the requirements being current nor is it clear how much of the work is salvageable. This depends on the extent to which new functionality is implemented on the PeopleSoft side and how much change has been undertaken in the external systems interfacing with PeopleSoft. While many of the interfacing systems were “frozen” during the PeopleSoft implementation cycle, over the 18 months of production since implementation, it is highly probable that the existing interfacing systems have changed and new systems have been created. This indicates that the development work for implementing PeopleSoft County-wide needs to be re-analyzed, validated, and re-estimated before proceeding.

d. Interface of Distributed Payroll Expenses to the Financial System (“Labor Distribution”)

Due to the criticality and complexity of this interface, it is being addressed separately.

A custom interface was developed and is in production to tie the PeopleSoft HRMS application to the IBIS financial applications. In developing the business requirements for this interface, all organizations within the County were considered.

The effort to adapt the interface to MSA payroll instead of PeopleSoft was reported as a simple to medium change by the team. This was eventually analyzed and designed, but not developed.

To adapt the interface to feed ARMS instead of IBIS was thought to be simple because it was reported that ARMS contained labor distribution functionality.

The interface from PeopleSoft to SAP was developed and unit tested and was awaiting live data testing when the project was halted. It was reported that there were no known problems at the end of unit testing.

The interface currently in production is highly customized and processes considerable logic in order to summarize much of the detail information, to generate balancing accounting entries, to balance fund totals, etc. The logic was introduced to meet the requirements of the SAP modules to limit transaction volume due to the SAP encumbrance accounting approach. Many of the account codes have been hard coded within the interface. It has been in production for 18 months and is fulfilling its objectives.

IBIS end users report they cannot access the Payroll/HR detail data because it resides in PeopleSoft. A strategy was identified to resolve this problem by developing reports and queries that joined tables from both applications. This strategy has not been implemented.

While the interface appears to meet the County’s business requirements today and is well positioned to be readily adaptable to SAP in the future, there are several concerns over the long-term viability of this strategy.

· The use of hard coded account codes is, by nature, a poor design and will force high maintenance costs and potentially critical inflexibility in the future.

· We believe the logic and processing requirements imposed on this interface are inappropriate (i.e., the program exceeds the bounds of its logical scope) and would be redundant with functionality expected in the accounting applications.

· We believe a more effective interface would be to simply extract the detail data, reformat it as needed and feed it into the accounting applications. This would result in high transaction volumes, but would provide the accounting users with access to the detail they require through whatever reporting/query functionality is provided by the eventual financial systems.

· The effort to bridge two different ERP systems will be prone to high maintenance costs. If ease of maintaining the labor distribution interface were the only criterion driving the plan to go forward, the ideal alternative would be a single ERP vendor that more fully integrates for both HRMS and Financials applications. If the County decides to continue with its “best-of-breed” approach it must accept the ongoing cost of maintaining the labor distribution interface.

Please refer to Section II.B.2. Core Financials project for an additional discussion of issues related to the PeopleSoft/SAP interface.

e. Customization

Approximately 250 customizations were made to the PeopleSoft software, impacting approximately 3,000 PeopleSoft objects. The actual number of unique PeopleSoft objects impacted is not known, because some of the 250 customizations affect the same object. The additional customizations needed to implement the rest of the County are unknown due to the incomplete Payroll/HR fit/gap analysis.

The documentation of functional and technical specifications was requested, but not provided. Therefore, no assessment of the severity of the customizations is offered.

The volume of customizations appears partially due to the County’s apparent inability to change business practices where appropriate.

During the implementation cycle, it was estimated that 20 to 30 customizations were made as a result of the fit/gap analysis. These were documented and analyzed. The balance of the 250 customizations was made post-implementation. They were not thoroughly documented, nor were cost/benefit analyses done, due to the extreme pressure to produce a stable and error-free system.

For any HR/Payroll go-forward effort we strongly recommend that the County implement a business analysis and prioritization step prior to approving customizations. This will assist in safeguarding against customizations that could reasonably be handled through business process changes.

f. Data conversion

The conversion from ISI was reported to be very difficult because of data integrity issues and inconsistent data usage policies. The conversion from MSA will be much more difficult for a variety of reasons:

· The population to be converted from MSA is much larger than the population converted to date. There will be approximately 12,000 employees converted instead of 5,000.

· The system will be supporting a larger variety of departments that have historically customized Payroll/HR business rules and data.

· MSA technical idiosyncrasies increase conversion difficulty and complexity. For example, MSA maintains history by record type in fixed arrays. There is often overlap (redundancy) between the “stacks”, but the system does not ensure consistency or data integrity. Here are a couple of ways this impacts conversion:

· An employee promoted to a different job may have a salary change with one date, a job change with a different date, and a status change with yet a third date. The conversion developers and users must resolve on which of these three dates the job change actually occurred, and code the appropriate conversion routines.

· Similarly, it is possible to record a pay increase due to promotion in the pay history array and have no record of any change in the Human Resources records. Likewise, users and conversion developers need to resolve this discrepancy and develop the appropriate conversion logic.

· It was reported that preliminary conversions for the MSA master files indicated the data was not clean. This will require costly cleanup of the MSA master files or, alternately, additional coding and manual work in the Payroll/HR conversion effort.

Due to these types of integrity/consistency problems and the volume and age of the data, we believe that the conversion from MSA will likely be much more difficult than the ISI conversion done previously. Although it was reported that the data mapping and some conversion programming had been completed, based on the factors listed above, we believe there is significant conversion work to be accomplished for the remaining PeopleSoft implementation.

g. Business process change

The most significant benefit in implementing any ERP application is the resulting efficiency and productivity gains realized from changing the business processes that utilize the new system. Typically, this involves carefully defining the existing process in terms of steps that illustrate who does what and when, and identifying all personnel involved in each transaction. The same process is then re-defined using the tools and facilities provided by the new system. The process can then be optimized (re-engineered) to eliminate steps, to eliminate “hand-offs”, to reduce the number of personnel involved, etc. The result is a more efficient way of doing business and often involves radical changes from old practices.

Another benefit from business process re-engineering is that most enterprises have many old processes that have developed over time to accomplish the same end result. Moving all operations to the optimum process standardizes the enterprise to a single, “best practice”. This provides additional benefits and enables organizational changes, centralization and/or other standardization changes that provide additional efficiency gains.

In reviewing the documentation from the PeopleSoft implementation project and interviewing individuals who participated in the project, we found little evidence that any of the above had been undertaken or accomplished. There was extensive “process documentation”, but this material addressed how to use the new system and ignored the steps and activities that occur before and after data entry. As such, we believe this material is better entitled “training material” and is discussed under that title in this document. No true business process documentation was found in Human Resources, Benefits, Payroll, or Time & Labor materials.

Interview results indicated that business process change activity was not undertaken; the project teams actively defined current practices as “business requirements” and incorporated subsequent custom modifications to the system within the project. In reviewing the change request logs, it appeared that the Change Review Committee did a thorough job of assigning priorities, but we were surprised to find no requests had been denied or “not approved”. A typical project of this nature would “deny” about 80 percent of such change requests.

The lack of business process change results in:

· The enterprise not realizing the expected productivity gains from the new application.

· The enterprise not realizing the efficiency gains from adapting to “best practices”.

· The new application being burdened with a high volume of customizations resulting in increased recurring maintenance costs.

h. Training

Training materials describing in detail how to use the new PeopleSoft system were found for Benefits and Time and Labor. Less extensive material was noted on the disabled Web site for Human Resources processes. No material could be found for Payroll.

All training material focused on how to record or perform a process within the bounds of the system but did not address those steps and activities occurring before or after the system processing steps. Typically, training which supports an ERP implementation assists the user community in learning the new processes. We expected training materials to show an employee how to report a personal data change or how to record time and attendance. We expected documents describing how managers should process a transfer or promotion. No such documentation was found in any area.

All interviewees from the project teams were very knowledgeable in their particular areas about PeopleSoft. It was reported, however, that a number of individuals currently involved in the operations side of the production system lacked knowledge in their job functions. This is well outside the scope of this assessment and was not investigated further.

i. Roll-out

There was a project plan written in March and last updated in April that defined a single rollout of HRMS to the remaining County departments. We found that plan to be detailed and comprehensive in identifying required tasks. We also found individual task estimates to be exceptionally optimistic, especially in conversion of MSA data. The implications are that the County was planning a single rollout step.

This is commonly referred to as a “big bang” theory and is the least expensive and the quickest method for implementing a new system. It is also the riskiest approach, most likely to fail and, even if accomplished, a very painful experience. A more conservative, phased implementation is recommended. Ideally, the remaining employees would be combined into two or three logical groups. There are many other factors that need to be considered. This approach is directly related to interfacing data to the financial and other applications.

j. Preparation for stabilization, and operations and maintenance

Based on the results of readiness reviews and testing, the County made the decision to go live with Payroll/HR Phase 1. However, if the processes had been well-defined, all operations personnel thoroughly trained, and the system thoroughly tested, the transition to production would have gone much smoother and the costly errors that were made might have been avoided. At best, this type of transition is always awkward and usually is very stressful during the first month, but well settled by the third month of operations. The fact that it took the County nearly 18 months to “stabilize” the production environment is indicative of an ill-prepared move to production.

The interview documentation expresses many concerns that the Operations & Maintenance group will be unable to sustain the system without the support of the stabilization team. Similarly, there are some concerns that the Operations & Maintenance group is too busy supporting production data entry and problem resolution to adequately maintain the system.

While the Operations & Maintenance group reported all tax upgrades and fixes were current, they also admitted they had applied only those items that had a direct impact. Our concerns that later fixes will be dependent on earlier changes that have not been applied have also been discussed. We have also discussed our concerns that the Operations & Maintenance group is inadequately staffed.

During the assessment, we researched the test planning and test execution efforts. Well-written high-level strategy documents were found documenting the purpose, scope and objectives of each level of testing. Schedules, phases, resources and examples of test scripts were explained in these documents. We requested, but could not find, the documentation of unit test results and system test results. Parallel test results were found that summarized the payroll calculation accuracy percentages for each of the six parallel payrolls that were executed. Some detailed scripts were noted. Testing should consist of unit, system integration, user acceptance and parallel testing (and some sort of stress testing). Each of these testing phases needs to be carefully scripted, defining objectives and expected results. Usually an automated tool is needed to track the test results to ensure that each stage has been successfully completed and documented before moving on to the next stage. Partial documentation of this nature was located.

The conclusion that we reached is that testing was very well planned. Execution of the testing was good in some areas (e.g., parallel testing), but lacking in other areas (system integration testing and user acceptance testing). Additionally, “late” or “deferred” functionality never was tested or was tested minimally, impacting the implementation. There was a focus on getting the testing done for the functionality needed in the “first payroll period” due to time constraints, but while this allowed the first payroll to run relatively well, there were problems with back-end interfaces and functionality that weren’t used in the first payroll period, but would be used very soon after implementation.

2. Core Financials Project

a. SAP – application configuration/testing

In early 1997, the County received a report from the Claremont Group, recommending that the County implement the Oracle suite of financial applications enterprise-wide. After initially pursuing this recommendation, the County decided to follow an alternative course of action. The County pursued the PeopleSoft HRMS software applications, as discussed above. During the summer of 1998, the County launched a second software selection project focused on choosing a single set of financial accounting applications, via the RFP process, to replace both of the existing legacy financial accounting systems: IBIS, an existing County accounting system based upon the Oracle financial software applications; and ARMS, a legacy system that is in excess of twenty years old and was originally based on another software package that has been significantly modified over the years. A decision was made to select the commercial version of SAP’s financial accounting applications, since a “government” version wasn’t available at the time, but was expected in the near future. The commercial version had several options for addressing government accounting requirements, such as fund accounting, via the Special Ledger and Funds Management modules. In January 1999, the County began a search for a systems integrator to assist with the SAP implementation and selected BrightStar after evaluating competitive bids received in response to their RFP. The formal Core Financials project to implement SAP began in May 1999.

The SAP implementation effort included the following modules:

· General Ledger.

· Special Ledger.

· Accounts Receivable.

· Accounts Payable.

· Purchasing.

· Project Accounting.

· Controlling (Cost Center Planning, Allocations).

· Budget Management.

· Cash Management.

· Funds Management.

· Sales and Distribution.

The SAP implementation did NOT include:

· Budget Preparation (not yet available from SAP).

· Workflow Management.

It appears that the considerable amount of the work completed to date is solid and could provide a good basis for moving this portion of the total FSRP forward. The primary remaining tasks with respect to the software, itself, center upon completion of integration testing, data cleansing and migrations, and user training. However, the documented lack of progress on business process and policy change will be a significant limiting factor if the project moves forward – irrespective of the actual software-related tasks. This conclusion is further supported by the specific findings presented below.

b. Fund and encumbrance accounting

Version 4.5B of the SAP software, a commercial version, was chosen for implementation with the intent of migrating to a more government-oriented version when it became available and had been proven in the marketplace (Version 4.6C). As a result, the County devised a method for accommodating fund accounting and encumbrance accounting with the assistance of SAP development team resources.

Through the use and adaptation of the Special Ledger and Funds Management modules, along with the reconfiguration of other supporting modules, the project team was able to develop a “work around”. However, departmental users and project team members indicate this alternative solution still does not provide an effective reporting mechanism and report development efforts to date “don’t work”. If the County decides to go forward with this project, at the point in time they decide to migrate to the updated version of the SAP software, many of these “work-arounds” will have been incorporated into the standard software delivered by SAP, according to representations from the vendor. Also, standard reporting functionality should be more responsive to user needs.

c. Budget preparation and work flow management

The County was not concerned about the availability of a budget preparation module since an in-house application currently existed that was believed to be adequate for the County’s needs without requiring additional expenditure. Workflow management capabilities are integrally imbedded in all SAP modules, but the project team made a conscious decision not to implement them during the initial phase of the project until fundamental business process change had been completed. The decision related to these two modules, in particular, has created some unmet expectations on the part of users. Since the budgeting process drives a large part of the County’s accounting activity, users had expected a greater level of compatibility between SAP’s accounting functions and the County’s budgeting needs. Additionally, it is our understanding that both the County Council, County senior managers, and departmental users expected the new system to significantly reduce paper flow and workload. This would be difficult to realize without the implementation of the workflow capabilities to facilitate activities such as automated/electronic document routing and approvals.

Users indicated they were actively solicited for their processing and reporting requirements before the software selection process. However, there is widespread agreement that many of these same needs apparently were not taken into active consideration when the decision was made to select SAP was made. As a result, users believe there are significant functionality deficiencies in the areas of procurement, contract management, project accounting, inter-fund transfers, workflow management and reporting, to name a few. Regardless of the validity of the choices made, it does not appear that the expectations of the users were sufficiently managed. This is especially significant in light of earlier State Auditor findings that were critical of the County’s tracking of federal grant funds, which is done through project and grant accounting mechanisms in the current systems.

d. Security

Application/transaction security appears to be an issue that was not given adequate consideration in light of the focus on implementing basic system functionality. Numerous County users/stakeholders indicated that testing of application modules, especially inter-fund transfer transactions, allowed users to initiate entries that impacted other users without requiring their intervention or approval. Additionally, approvals for other types of transactions were on an “all or nothing” basis, with limited or no flexibility for multiple levels of review and approval within a department. This appears to be a system configuration/set-up decision, as opposed to a lack of capability within SAP, and should be re-visited prior to ‘going live’ with the system if the County decides to move forward with this project.

e. Reporting

Reporting, or the lack thereof, is a major deficiency with the SAP system as it currently stands. Despite a library of literally hundreds of standard accounting reports available from SAP, the County determined that it required customized financial reporting. Due to a lack of developmental resources, the Core Financial Team in conjunction with a reporting focus group, limited these reports to approximately 50 (referred to by interviewees as the “magic 50”) that were determined to be most business critical. Others were deferred for future development/customization. Based upon user input, however, it appears that few of these reports provided the type and quantity of information users needed to manage their departments. There was an indication that the reports selected for focus efforts “did not even satisfy basic statutory reporting requirements”. This needs to be a major focus area for the program if it re-starts, if the County expects to reap the benefits of the new, consolidated system.

f. Interfaces

Approximately 71 data flows associated with 53 system interfaces were defined as being required to link the SAP software to a variety of existing, subsidiary systems within the County. At the time the project was stopped, it has been estimated by the County project team and the contracted systems integrator that 10 to 15 of the interfaces were completed and tested. Another 24 to 26 interfaces were estimated to be in some stage of unit or integration testing. The remaining interfaces are either in the early stages of design or have not been started.

The most significant of the interfaces, that between PeopleSoft and SAP, is discussed separately below.

g. The PeopleSoft/SAP interface

The PeopleSoft/SAP interface was assigned as a responsibility of the Payroll/HR project team to develop, with input on required functionality from the Core Financials project team. The prospective interface has been coded (programmed) and unit tested, but integration testing has not been completed due to the absence of meaningful test data in an appropriate format from the PeopleSoft system. The Core Financials project was stopped before this testing could be completed. There appear to be some technical issues or problems associated with this interface, especially relating to summarizing accounting detail before it gets posted to SAP, making it difficult for accounting users to “drill down” into details of payroll transactions. Existing SAP report programs have been modified to provide some batch reporting capabilities, but on-line access to the details remains an issue to be resolved.

The PeopleSoft-to-SAP interface solution has also apparently introduced accounting process decisions that require a “one-to-one” relationship between cost centers and funds (not funding sources), resulting in a significant increase in the number of account code options that are required to record each payroll transaction. Approximately five million transaction entries were created, while SAP was expecting about 250,000. It is unclear how this issue has been resolved, if at all, without adversely impacting the balance between the need for detail versus the need for General Ledger summarization of transaction detail from a subsidiary ledger/system (i.e., payroll).

Accounting users indicate that PeopleSoft’s inability to quickly close out at month-end and send data to IBIS (and, in the future, to SAP) adversely impacts their ability to close the County’s financial books on a timely basis each month.

Please refer to Section II.B.1. Payroll/HR project for an additional discussion of issues related to the PeopleSoft/SAP interface.

h. Customizations

Based on our research, the core SAP software modules were not modified through programming changes to the underlying software code. Changes were accommodated through a reconfiguration of decision tables and system-provided options. As noted earlier, some original programming was completed to address interfaces with existing County systems.

i. Data conversion

Since the Core Financials project was stopped prior to the start of data conversion activities, no actual data cleansing or conversion work has been completed. However, some data mapping of “master” or core data elements has been estimated by the SAP integrator at 80 percent complete, while work on historical transaction data has been very limited. This is expected to be a very complex undertaking given the diversity, large volume, and state of the data contained in the two legacy systems (IBIS and ARMS) being combined into SAP.

The development of an updated, detailed data conversion plan must address both the process and the sizing of the work effort, including both computer and personnel resources.

j. Business process change

Effective process change requires a solid understanding of the current processes (the “As Is” state), a vision of what the new processes should look like (the “To Be” state, typically defined, in part, by the parameters of the software package being implemented), and an action plan for bridging the gap between the two. The current processes were documented in a substantial amount of detail. The “To Be” processes were far less clearly defined and communicated to the departmental users, especially the “manual” process changes required but not directly addressed by the software’s functionality. Users indicated they had little or no input into the fit/gap discussions regarding the transition. As a result, there was a substantial lack of support for change among users due, in part ,to a lack of understanding of the extent and impact of the changes and due, in part, to a significant level of simple resistance to change from “tried and true” historical processes and procedures.

k. Training

A detailed training strategy and plan was developed by the SAP integrator and shared with County personnel, using a “train the trainer” approach. A prototype for the training was developed and demonstrated. Modifications to the prototype were in progress when the project was stopped.

Some limited system overview presentations or “training” occurred early in the project, but no formal user training was completed in anticipation of the system going into production. Some users indicated concerns about the proposed approach for the training, since it would not have addressed specific needs of departmental users related to individual transaction types. Instead, preliminary plans called for general, high-level training for everyone. At the time the project was stopped, it does not appear this issue had been satisfactorily resolved between the Core Financials project team and departmental users.

l. Roll-out

The Core Financials project was stopped before reaching this point in the project plan. As a result, no detailed plans had been finalized.

m. Preparation for stabilization, and operations and maintenance

The Core Financials project was stopped before reaching this point in the project plan. As a result, no detailed plans had been finalized.

IV. Assessment of Barriers to Program
Continuance and Success

(
A. Introduction

1. Definition

Obstacles or “barriers” to success are encountered in all business system implementations and are likely to be compounded exponentially in enterprise-wide undertakings. When an organization is unable to deal swiftly and decisively when an implementation obstacle is encountered, obstacles can lead to program failure. Though failure is painful, it does provide lessons on how similar outcomes can be avoided in the future. After the lessons learned from the failed program have been identified and defined, mitigation strategies can be developed before a new program begins.

2. Objectives

The objective of this section is to assist the County in identifying the major barriers to success that led to the failure of the FSRP, as well as to offer strategies to reduce or eliminate these barriers if a decision is made to move ahead with the program. The barriers identified are based on the findings of our investigation. These findings and associated recommendations are detailed in Section IV. Specific Findings and Analysis.
B. Organizational Barriers

1. Overview

We believe the County failed to understand the business justification for the program and, as a result, did not complete the program successfully and realize the benefits of ERP Integration. The generally recognized purpose of the program was reflected in its name, Financial Systems Replacement Program, and was further endorsed by interviewee comments. Everyone viewed the effort as a means of replacing and combining the legacy systems. While this is true, it lacks the longer-term perspective necessary for ERP success. The County must understand at all levels that, while these programs will replace legacy systems and provide technological and functionality enhancements, the implementation of ERP systems is much more than that. The true benefit will be derived from:

· The County’s ability to adapt to common standardized, best practice business processes.

· The County’s ability to accept change as an on-going process.

An initial ERP implementation has a major impact on the County’s operations but it is just the beginning. ERP implementations enable continuous change to take advantage of best practices provided in the features and functionality and ERP implementation require continuous change as new releases and upgrades are periodically available.

ERP implementations cannot be approached as simply “system replacement” efforts; they are long-term business transformation processes supported by a software package that begin with the initial implementation.

2. Governance

a. Program sponsor

Based on discussions with key stakeholders, team members, and executives associated with the program, there is a strong indication that the County did not provide the leadership and support needed for the success of a program with such widespread impact across the County organization. The program vision and the business reasons for change do not appear to have been successfully articulated to the organization. Issues were not addressed and resolved in a timely fashion. Adequate project management was not ensured. Business process change was not orchestrated. Program ownership does not appear to have been assumed. Lack of leadership may be the single most important factor leading to the program’s failure. It appears the County did not understand the magnitude of what this program meant to the enterprise.

To eliminate this barrier, the County must recognize that the program sponsor has the most critical role in the program organization. Ideally the Executive or, better yet, a non-political alliance between the Executive and the Council should fill the position. The sponsor must be committed to change and must be willing to mandate business process alignment to improve the overall functioning of the enterprise, and must have the political authority and organizational power to sustain the program through implementation. The sponsor is responsible for continuous promotion of program benefits to the organization to ensure implementation is a top-level priority, internal problems and policy matters are addressed and resolved in a timely fashion, support for the program at the senior level throughout the County is maintained, and the organization is educated on the elements of program success and failure. The program sponsor is ultimately accountable for the program’s success or failure.

b. Steering Committee

It appears that the Steering Committee was not as effective as it could have been. According to reports from program representatives, the Committee “trusted” information that was provided to it by the project teams rather than exercising its responsibility to diligently monitor program progress, conduct risk analyses and verify cost/benefit assessments. It is unclear to what extent the Committee played an active role in approving program scope changes, resource authorizations, project plans, plan revisions, etc. It does not appear that their efforts were successful in resolving conflicts in priorities and/or approaches within the project teams, nor in the resolution of policy issues. The initial Steering Committee did not represent the ultimate users of the systems, rather it was comprised only of program sponsors or their representatives. Reported poor attendance may have contributed to the Committee’s ineffectiveness; however, many typical Steering Committee responsibilities appear to have been assumed by the project management team.

This barrier can be eliminated by the County selecting Steering Committee members that represent each enterprise business area significantly affected by the program, and educating representatives in their proper program role and responsibilities. These representatives must clearly understand the impact of program-related changes and must have authority over the allocation and management of user resources. They must be able to make common-sense decisions about technology. In addition, they must accept the responsibility for providing direction and decision-making support to the project teams, and have the ability to negotiate a good compromise when the program demands. The program sponsor should chair the Committee. The Committee should include Directors of representative departments in order to achieve buy-in on policy decisions. Providing project management training to the members is highly recommended. A clear and thorough Steering Committee Charter should be developed.

c. Program management office

Due to an acknowledged lack of program management experience on the part of the County, outside consultants were acquired to develop and staff a PMO. The role was described in the PMO’s Program Methodology as:

However, according to several County representatives and project team members, the PMO’s role became limited to that of “advisor” since it was not vested with the decision-making authority necessary to actively direct and manage the program on a day-to-day basis. Thus, the County effectively retained program management responsibilities and accountability for itself. Had the County understood the management challenges of a major software package implementation project, it is likely they would not have undertaken two such projects simultaneously.

In the event the program restarts, it is critically important that the County ensure the program management team is adequately empowered to execute its responsibilities and that steps be taken to ensure these powers are not compromised.

It is strongly recommended that independent oversight be acquired to monitor the management of the program, as well as the plans and activities of the entire program organization. It should report directly to the Steering Committee and act as advisor/consultant to the project management team on a proactive, problem-solving basis rather than strictly on a reactive level.

d. Project management

Several County representatives confirmed that virtually no one within the County had any significant experience in implementing large, complex software application systems. The County recognized this deficiency and contracted with an experienced third-party systems integrator to direct and manage the implementation of the Core Financials project. However, even though the County was aware of its lack of project management resources, the County decided to manage the implementation of the Payroll/HR project by itself. When events led to replacement of Payroll/HR project management, the new management team that was installed had limited project management experience.

Few organizations have the skills and experience to effectively manage the implementation of an ERP program. This barrier can be mitigated by the careful selection of external resources that excel at planning projects, managing risk and delivering results.

If possible, the County should ensure that every vendor involved in the programs’ projects contractually shares in the risks of the venture. Commit consulting groups to share in the risk of project failure by requiring adherence to a fixed time frame, at a fixed price, for a fixed delivery, with any cost or time overruns becoming the responsibility of the consulting partners.

e. Policy decisions

Program participants perceived an inability on the part of the County to resolve key policy issues that created a significant barrier to progress. They reported the following among the unresolved policy issues:

· Bi-weekly versus semi-monthly payroll.

· Labor distribution (standard versus actual costing, etc.).

· Centralized versus decentralized business processes.

· Common, standard business practices.

· The 80/20 rule.

· Estimated pay.

· Accounts Receivable history conversion.

· 2080 versus 2088 hours.

· Interest rate policy (example given: 16 different rates for SAP A/R).

Key initiatives stalled for lack of timely resolution of these issues (and others).


A strong program sponsor and an enabled Steering Committee dedicated to a successful implementation based on swift policy decisions will help eliminate barriers to program progress. An appropriate decision-making framework must be developed by the County before moving forward with the program, and the County must acquire the determination to stick with it when the going gets rough.

f. Politics

Internal County politics appear to have been a major factor in program failure.

A consistent thread through discussions with County sponsors, stakeholders and senior managers was that project challenges were frequently not addressed with a spirit of teamwork among Executive, Legislative and Judicial senior leadership.

There is a strong indication, based upon a review of documents and discussions with key program stakeholders, there was significant lack of cooperation and support from departments, with each entity lobbying for its vested interests as opposed to adopting a County-wide perspective on issues and solutions.

Project team members reported that an “us” and “them” attitude seemed to prevail between project teams. Recounts were received almost daily of interpersonal conflicts among program participants. According to interviewees, it was not unusual for project management decisions to be reversed, undermining management’s credibility and diminishing their ability to achieve success.

To be successful, enterprise-wide projects require cross-disciplinary enterprise-wide effort at all organizational levels, and most importantly at the senior leadership level. Prior FSRP-related failures have exacerbated FSRP’s challenges. The risk of ongoing lack of teamwork among County senior leadership must be mitigated to enable the County to surmount the difficulties that will inevitably occur with any go-forward effort.

Enhanced support and commitment for the program (and its County-wide benefits and advantages), including department heads and above, will provide an environment for quick intervention and conflict resolution if the project goes forward, and will help eliminate this barrier to progress.

g. Planning

The absence of “resource loaded” project work plans at a detail level at the onset of each project, and the failure to fully maintain work plan resource loading as each project progressed, was cited by several disparate groups as being a major factor in the County’s inability to marshal necessary resources on a timely basis to support the program.

Any future program initiative must include the development of detailed resource loaded project work plans at a level of detail that would enable the County to obtain sufficient personnel and other resources, including “back fill” staffing to cover for individuals assigned to key roles on the projects. The County must have the determination to ensure the plans produced remain current as project conditions change in order to maintain the level of management control necessary for project success.

h. Change management

A recurring theme among the users, project team members and oversight personnel interviewed was the perceived lack of a strong business change management focus, especially during the earlier program activities. This perception will need to be aggressively addressed in any effort to proceed with the program.

Effective business process change requires a solid understanding of the current processes (the “As Is” state), a vision of what the new processes should look like (the “To Be” state, typically defined, in part, by the parameters of the software package being implemented), and an action plan for bridging the gap between the two. The current processes were documented in a substantial amount of detail. The “To Be” processes were far less clearly defined and communicated to the departmental users, especially the “manual” process changes required but not directly addressed by the software’s functionality. Users indicated that they had little or no input into the fit/gap discussions regarding the transition. As a result, there was a substantial lack of support for change among users due, in part, to a lack of understanding of the extent and impact of the changes and due, in part, to a significant level of resistance to change from “tried and true” historical processes and procedures.

Visible and active senior-level commitment reinforced by a well-conceived, structured business change management process will ensure that end-users have the appropriate incentive and resources for planning and preparation. It would be advisable to conduct a Change Management Readiness review before re-starting the program to assess the County’s capacity for and receptivity to implementing business process changes that are critical to the ultimate success of the new systems. The results of this review could then provide the proactive basis for training, as well as policy and process definition and clarification.

i. Issues management

An issue resolution process was developed to include the formation of an Issues Resolution Committee, where issues were initially reviewed, and a Program Advisory Committee, to which unresolved technical, functional and policy issues were escalated. It is unclear if this process was strictly followed, but the entire issue resolution process has been evaluated as being deficient from the perspective of users and oversight personnel. Many items were postponed, to be “handled later”, and others were “merely ignored” in the words of departmental stakeholders.

Coupled with the change management observations noted above, the entire subject of issues management is a critical element in the successful implementation of a complex set of systems and must be addressed, in a written process and strictly followed throughout the life of the program. The County must develop, install, and utilize a more formal, structured issue resolution process to resolve results and functional trade-offs to ensure quick decisions at the project level.

3. Readiness

a. Technical knowledge transfer

Contracting with experienced third-party systems integrators to lead the implementations was an effective method for addressing the lack of these specialized resources in-house, but it is also imperative that a large degree of “knowledge transfer” occur between the integrators and the County staff. It is not clear that this transfer occurred to any significant extent and, therefore, should be a significant area of focus if the projects are restarted, assuming a systems integrator(s) is/are once again engaged.

When moving forward, these projects must include an established knowledge transfer program so the County can successfully undertake the successive projects that will be required to continue the ongoing business transformation.

The County may want to consider outsourcing legacy system support to allow internal resources to achieve maximum gain from knowledge transfer opportunities.

b. Time lapse

One very significant barrier to re-starting the implementation efforts will be the lengthy time lapse between when the program was stopped and when it may be restarted – probably sometime in 2002.

The lack of momentum, as well as the lack of familiarity with the software applications gained during the previous efforts will require the County to undertake a significant re-education effort if the program restarts.

c. Requirements

Departmental stakeholders believe they were offered far more than they were provided in terms of functionality. As a result of these unfulfilled expectations, there appears to be considerable resistance to re-starting the program.

Before delving into the specific project implementation tasks, it will be critical for the project teams to clearly re-validate user requirements and properly set user expectations about what will and will not be in the final implemented solution. Further, users will need to be given a far greater voice in defining the types of reporting, both routine and “exception” reports, they need to effectively execute their departmental responsibilities.

d. Users

The degree or magnitude of business process change required in conjunction with the prior implementations caused considerable anxiety among departmental users. This anxiety made them somewhat reluctant to aggressively pursue and implement the changes.

Greater involvement of the users in the business process analysis and change process, coupled with enhanced user expectation management, training and communication, can help address this barrier in the future.

e. Implementation timing

The heaviest portion of the Core Financials project implementation effort occurred squarely in the middle of the County’s budgeting effort, which placed an especially heavy burden on affected users.

The timing of a renewed implementation effort will need to take into consideration other competing demands on scarce personnel resources to avoid encountering this same conflict in the future.

4. Legislative

Throughout the FSRP, the County Council has apparently been willing to provide additional funding to keep the program moving forward. It is understandable that they should expect a very “tight” cost estimate and project plans for completing the implementation before authorizing additional funding.

This does not appear to be a barrier to moving the program forward, just prudent fiscal management. Preliminary indications suggest that the Council would be supportive of continuing the program, subject to reasonable assurances that the effort would avoid the pitfalls encountered in the original effort.

5. Financial

a. Business case

It has been difficult to locate an actual “business case” covering benefits, costs, and risks that was prepared to specifically support the initiation of the FSRP using PeopleSoft and SAP software.

If the determination is made to restart the program, it is highly recommended that such a business case be developed and documented as part of the pre-start-up efforts to justify additional funding and personnel resource requests.

b. Program accounting

Based on the difficulty apparently encountered by several members of the County staff in compiling an accurate accounting for the expenditure of program funds in the past, it is highly recommended that this financial “barrier” be overcome if the program re-starts by having a well-defined method for tracking and reporting program spending. This should include the matching of specific expenditures with documented, agreed-upon program goals, objectives, deliverables and/or milestones. The County has indicated the intent to address this issue by requesting an audit of the FSRP expenditures later this year.

c. Cost estimate

The sheer level of expenditures to date for the entire FSRP (in excess of $35 million) represents a significant barrier to program continuation without a well-documented estimate of the projected cost to complete the implementation effort. In addition to implementation costs, estimates must include recognition of the on-going Total Cost of Ownership (TCO) (including subsequent support, maintenance and post-implementation software upgrade expenses). There must be a reasonable level of certainty of bottom-line program cost.

6. Resources

The availability of an adequate number of personnel resources from County staff with the requisite skill sets appears to have been a significant barrier for the original program. The lack of adequate technical and functional staffing was noted throughout our research and data gathering from virtually all constituencies.

a. Functional resources

Participation by some groups within the County appears to have been somewhat “voluntary”, leading to substantially varying levels of involvement and commitment by departmental stakeholders.

It is unlikely that past functional participants of the program will be eager to return if the program restarts. Aside from the demoralization which was experienced as a result of the way the program ended, it is reported that many team members from departments had moved to the program on a Term Limited Temporary basis and had no job to return to when the program was suspended.

There also appears to have been an issue surrounding overtime pay. At times, the program demanded significant extra effort. The spirit of teamwork was not enhanced by some team members being eligible for overtime pay while others were not, especially when team members were working side-by-side performing the same activities. It was reported that overtime ineligible staff were rewarded with executive leave, but dollars and time-off may not have been considered equal by the impacted staff.

A critical successful factor for ERP projects is the goodwill, trust and motivation of the end-user community. This trust has been broken and must be rebuilt if a future FSRP is to be successful.

b. Technical resources

The County’s ability to attract and retain skilled technical resources was a critical problem from the start for the project teams, and remains a problem today. The FSRP team has experienced losses in skilled staff with no clear retention effort underway.

The use of a well-documented and well-maintained resource-loaded project plans will allow the County to identify future resource needs with more accuracy, and will help to overcome this barrier if the program resumes. Additionally, it will be imperative for the County to make a firm commitment to dedicate the necessary resources, both internal and external, prior to starting work.

7. Inter-governmental

To resolve the difficulties surrounding the labor distribution interface between PeopleSoft and SAP and related program accounting problems, it was suggested that the County convert from actual costing to standard costing. If the County decides to restart the program and selects an alternative that would benefit from standard costing, it must realize that this approach would raise contractual issues between the County and other governmental entities that purchase County services. In addition, it must anticipate that departmental issues surrounding standard costing will arise. Though these issues do not appear to be insurmountable obstacles, the County must be prepared to address and resolve these issues, thus undertaking the necessary negotiations.

8. Communication

a. Program visibility

It is a widely held perspective among user departments that the FSRP had relatively low visibility within the County, given the major impact it was expected to have on all aspects of the operation.

Future efforts must have very high visibility, as well as a very high level of commitment from all quarters within the County, including Executive, Legislative and Judicial branches, as well as other individually elected officials.

b. Status reporting

There appears to have been regular status reporting between key members of the Payroll/HR and the Core Financials project teams through the PMO to the Steering Committee and the Council. In addition, a program newsletter was published and distributed and a program Web site was created and maintained.

However, even though these avenues of communication were utilized regularly, a perception was created among County staff members, who would be directly (and significantly) impacted by the implementation of the new systems, that program communication was inadequate and ineffective.

Formal status reports, newsletters and web sites can be effective tools to communicate program and project status. If the program resumes, we strongly encourage the County to continue to utilize these communication channels. However, the County should customize the content to the needs of the audience. For example, the Council and the Steering Committee need information on overall program progress, issues, risks, and budgets, etc., but users would appreciate a focus on user needs and concerns such as training, local business process changes, etc.

c. Departments

In light of the lack of end-user training and the limited involvement of users in business process change, it appears that the County is not in a viable position to move forward with FSRP until a significant communication effort occurs. If the County decides to move forward with FSRP, it should clearly articulate the program goals and objectives and focus on educating and building commitment for change. This communication effort must also provide users with more in-depth knowledge and an understanding of their roles and responsibilities on the program, and clarify expected results to management.

Communication during the original program was perceived to be very “one sided”, with decisions being made and communicated to departmental users. However, user input was perceived to be largely ignored by the project teams, resulting in decisions and actions that were not interpreted as being in the best interest of operating departments’ objectives, despite their intended “value” to the implementation project’s effort and schedule.

One communications barrier, either real or perceived, was the anxiety generated by the decision, and subsequent announcement, to pursue the “big bang” approach to systems implementation. This “big bang” approach brought both PeopleSoft and SAP on line simultaneously, County-wide. Since departmental stakeholders who had a large vested interest in this decision were somewhat surprised and concerned by the announcement, it appears that a significant level of resistance surfaced almost immediately. This response was to be expected due to the uncertainty surrounding the amount of work required of the stakeholders.

Communication will be a significant barrier to progress until it is addressed. Communications models that have been successful in similar situations for other organizations should be identified and analyzed for possible adoption by County programs in the future.

Communication must continue throughout the program so that no significant surprises surface at the end. This practice helps keep the entire program on time, on budget and on every senior management’s agenda for success; and it ensures that all affected people, targeted users of the new systems as well as consultants and management, share the same goals and priorities.

If the program moves forward, it will be essential that key announcements and decisions are clearly communicated well in advance, accompanied by an understandable explanation of the justification for the decision. Further, to facilitate program success, the concurrence of key affected parties impacted by project team decisions must be secured.

9. Execution

a. Sense of urgency

There is a perception among some users and project team members that there was not a general sense of “urgency” in getting the projects completed on a timely basis, until key dates and deadlines approached.

This barrier to success can best be addressed through a substantially increased level of support for a more timely implementation schedule from all levels of senior management in the County.

b. Customization

The degree of customizations, combined with interviewee comments, reflect an attitude of attempting to design the new applications around the idiosyncrasies of the legacy applications. To paraphrase the words of one team member, whenever a choice needed to be made between two differing departmental business processes, a decision was avoided at all costs – change the system rather than standardize on a business process. The teams appeared to perceive they were obligated to accommodate current practices and processes in the new system adding significantly to budget drain (both time and dollars) and system complexity.

“The most important thing we decided when we started was to make minimal changes,” states the CIO of Hayes Corporation in Norcross, Georgia, about their successful ERP installation. “When companies start making too many changes to the framework, they run into a lot of problems.”

The MIS Director of Bioproducts, Inc. of Fairlawn, Ohio, describes a primary success factor in their successful ERP implementation, “We reengineered our business to meet the product. We tried to do as little customization as possible.”

Customizations should be reduced to only those changes declared absolutely necessary by the highest level in the County’s decision-making framework. Even accommodating a few important changes can be a slippery slope leading directly downhill to a highly customized, difficult to maintain, and expensive solution. If implementation timing, program budget, low-cost maintenance, and minimum impact on future release implementations are program concerns, and if the enterprise is to eventually gain full benefit from the “best practices” contained in the software they purchased, a highly customized path must be avoided.

C. Technical Barriers

1. Overview

ERP applications are technically sophisticated and complex solutions. Numerous governmental and commercial enterprises around the world have successfully implemented ERP applications and are using them to run their organizations – and reaping the benefits they provide – day-to-day. ERP applications operate on technology platforms that encompass layers of hardware, and system, database and application software from a variety of providers. These complex solutions must be designed, operated and maintained in a synchronized fashion using sound technology standards and practices to ensure smooth, efficient, predictable processing that meets end-user needs. Developing, implementing, operating and maintaining ERP solutions is a technically challenging but manageable endeavor when the proper resources, focus and expertise are used. Overall, there are serious FSRP technical issues that will be barriers to program continuance and success. The technical challenges that face FSRP are not insurmountable. However, they must be addressed to mitigate the technical risks posed to the HRMS production operations, and the technical difficulties that will ensue with both HRMS and Core Financials implementation activities if the County moves forward with FSRP.

2. Network and IT infrastructure

a. PeopleSoft HRMS

Oracle 7.3.4 is the version of Oracle database management system being used by the County in the Payroll/HR project. This is currently in extended support, meaning that Oracle supports it but only grudgingly. PeopleSoft 7.0 can run on Oracle 8i. Oracle is currently working on Oracle 9. However, when the database administrator proposed an Oracle migration, County management did not buy into the issue or see it as an important long-range challenge. This is a potential problem. The upgrade to Oracle 8i should be considered. In addition, Oracle has recently changed its licensing policy for Oracle 8i users causing them to pay considerably more in license fees. This may be a funding issue for the project in the future.

Backup tapes are currently sent off site and are rotated on a 6-month schedule. The database administrator is currently working on a request to change this to have longer retention for certain backups. There is a recovery plan in place for the PeopleSoft environment, although it could not be determined if the plan has been tested. Longer retention should be done for key backups, such as month-end and year-end.

b. SAP

Seven servers were acquired to support the SAP implementation (and subsequent production) effort. Some evidence of performance problems were noted during the development phase, but the project team believed the future production environment had been adequately sized. Prior to re-starting the project, the vendor should be asked to re-submit a server sizing recommendation based on updated information and the County should plan to follow that recommendation to avoid creating an unnecessary technical barrier to the project’s ultimate success. The servers originally acquired have now been diverted to other applications within the County.

Our review of the documentation indicates that necessary network and IT infrastructure design and implementation documents, as well as system administration processes and procedures, were not thoroughly completed. It is the assessment of County personnel and our subject matter experts that the system infrastructure, as set up originally, may not have adequately supported an effective, efficient production environment. Much of the concern centered upon the sizing of hardware, and the development and documentation of infrastructure plans, including subsequent maintenance and support requirements. If the County restarts the FSRP and selects SAP as their core financials software, the County will need to draft and document an updated, comprehensive network and IT infrastructure design and implementation plan. SAP “BASIS” templates will need to be fully configured/customized for the County’s needs and SAP R/3 BASIS Administration processes and procedures will need to be documented and put into operation.

3. Application Design and Development

a. PeopleSoft HRMS

Because PeopleSoft is in production, the following “Application Design and Development” comments focus on the application of fixes and enhancements to the production system:

· The migration process to move new code and new patches from the development environment to the testing environment for testing and quality assurance, and then to the production environment for implementation, is not working smoothly and efficiently. There is no “canned” regression testing taking place to ensure that base functionality is working properly after a migration. There is no comprehensive script or checklist for accomplishing migrations.

The database administrator has developed a high-level PeopleSoft HRMS system migration and security document that describes how code is to be migrated from development to test to production with appropriate controls and testing along the way. However, the detailed instructions that dictate how each and every PeopleSoft component is to be handled are not present.

In both cases, this lack of detailed documentation is a serious deficiency and causes problems in the migration process. These deficiencies must be addressed before moving forward with additional implementation efforts.

· Code migration is done on an as-needed basis, versus on a scheduled basis, usually immediately following a payroll so that the code can be implemented, checked in production, and then backed out if needed before too many problems are caused. It was noted that testing of changes is difficult in this environment. We observed that there does not appear to be enough staff or the correct staff to test properly. The approach described seems to substantiate that insufficient testing and QA resources have been deployed to support PeopleSoft.

· It was noted that lately there has been pressure to migrate code changes according to a month-by-month schedule that was submitted to the County Council. In some cases, this exerts further pressure to migrate code before it has been thoroughly tested. While it is important for the team to meet schedules, establish a track record of success and build credibility with stakeholders, it should not come at the expense of sound system development and testing methods.

· Periodically, the production data is completely copied from the production environment to the test environment so that good quality testing can be done using current data. The last time this was done was 4 months ago. The problem is that this wipes out any in-transit code changes, so the copying has to be carefully coordinated. This is an important process to have in place to aid in quality testing; however, it should be done more frequently in order to make more current data available for use in testing.

b. SAP Financials

From an SAP perspective, it appears that core financials applications were fairly well configured with approximately 80 percent of the required supporting documentation having been completed. From an application design standpoint, the major effort involved the use of the Funds Management module, the Special Ledger module and the split processor to accommodate Fund Accounting and inter-fund transfers. If the County restarts the FSRP and selects SAP as their core financials software, completion of the documentation and migration to the new release of SAP will reduce the need for this “alternate” solution.

Because the SAP applications were not implemented in production, we have no basis to judge the ability of the County to maintain and sustain the ongoing operation of the application from a design and development perspective.

4. Application Maintenance

a. PeopleSoft HRMS

· Updates and fixes from PeopleSoft for the 7.0 software are monitored weekly. These are printed from the PeopleSoft web site and routed to the functional team for review and approval for implementation. Updates and fixes stopped in April 2000, when a patch was applied that “broke” the production system. No patches/fixes have been applied until recently, when it was realized this was the case.

Currently, of 190 patches/fixes for PeopleSoft 7.02 that should have been applied, only 37 have been applied. The County is now working on the tax upgrade patches and one functional patch that is requiring intensive effort to troubleshoot with PeopleSoft.

The development of a patch application strategy and management of this ongoing effort is a critical component of any PeopleSoft Operations & Maintenance effort. The lack of a well-managed patch application strategy is a serious problem that the County must address quickly.

· Buying into ERP packages like PeopleSoft requires timely upgrading to stay current with changes to the vendor’s software technology and business trends. Staying current with upgrades is also critical in order to receive good support from the vendor. Software packages like PeopleSoft have a lifecycle of about 18 to 36 months before they need to be upgraded. Upgrading sooner will reduce the upgrade’s impact (and time and cost) by reducing its size and complexity, and minimizing the need for retraining, adjusting business processes and re-testing.

The PeopleSoft 7.02 version currently implemented at the County will enter extended support sometime this year (2001). As PeopleSoft shifts its focus to its fully supported releases, 7.5 and 8.0, the project staff is understandably concerned about the support it will receive as 7.02 becomes increasingly outdated.

To support the current PeopleSoft users, and, assuming the County moves forward with roll-out, a key barrier/issue the County needs to address is when to upgrade and what release of PeopleSoft HRMS to use as they move forward. The high-level alternatives and their associated pros and cons are summarized below:

· Upgrade Alternative 1: Implement the rest of the County on Release 7, stabilize implementation, and then upgrade.

Pro: 
Provides stable system to move forward.

Has minimal impact on rollout.

Con:
Workstation and infrastructure is more expensive than required 
for Release 8.

Functionality enhancements in either 7.5 or 8 may eliminate 
need for current and potential future customizations.

County needs to upgrade to receive good support.

· Upgrade Alternative 2: Upgrade to Release 7.5 first and then rollout rest of the County.

Pro:
Added functionality may eliminate current and future needs for 
customization.

May reduce time and cost of rollout (marginally).

Availability of support from PeopleSoft.

Con:
Delays rollout.

This is an unnecessary interim step – assuming the County will 
upgrade to Release 8 eventually, since it is partially redundant.

· Upgrade Alternative 3: Upgrade to Release 8 and then roll-out rest of the County.

Pro:
Added functionality may eliminate need for some current and 
potential future customizations. Also, it may be the only practical alternative to accommodate processing semi-monthly and bi-weekly payrolls simultaneously, if the County decides to continue this practice.

May reduce time and cost of rollout (marginally).

Will reduce infrastructure costs.

Will reduce later costs of upgrade (substantially).

Con:
Delays rollout.

Stability of the Release 8 application is unknown due to its recent release.

Different skill and infrastructure needs for the Release 8 architecture that will need to be planned for and managed. 

b. SAP Financials

Because the SAP applications were not implemented, we have no basis to judge the ability of the County to maintain and sustain the ongoing operation of the application from a maintenance and operations perspective.

5. System Capacity and Performance

a. PeopleSoft HRMS

Initially there were performance problems with the PeopleSoft HRMS production hardware. The project team put together a proposal to take the SAP production hardware (which was not being used, due to the SAP system not being implemented) and put it to use in the HRMS supporting system. These were three new ES40 Compaq Unix processors. This additional hardware was successful in improving performance. Additionally, Oracle database governors were implemented to prevent runaway queries.

The database administrator is responsible for about seven Oracle Version 7.3.4 databases on the Unix processors that support the PeopleSoft HRMS system. The number of database servers and the performance of the database engine appear to be adequate.

b. SAP financials

With regard to the SAP applications, please see the discussion in Section III.C.2 Network and IT Infrastructure.

6. IT Development Resources

a. PeopleSoft HRMS

County PeopleSoft IT development resources are very scarce. There are barely enough people in place to do bug fixing, patch application, and some enhancements. Trying to do critical major enhancements, making a big push to do special year-end processing or planning and testing a retroactive pay would strain the organization as currently staffed. The current list of 200+ prioritized work items will require significant focus from the IT staff.

Preparing to do a major project, such as an upgrade to a more current PeopleSoft release or the implementation of the remainder of the County employees on the Payroll/HR system, will require a separate project team with appropriate skills. Additional hardware platforms and databases will be needed also to support the extra demands of prototyping, conversions and various forms of testing required.
b. SAP financials

With regard to the SAP IT Development Resources, please see the discussion in Section III.C.7. IT Support Resources, below.

7. IT Support Resources

a. PeopleSoft HRMS

The operation of the PeopleSoft HRMS system is accomplished by a combination of personnel in the Payroll group and the Operations & Maintenance group. They follow manual scripts that dictate what jobs to run and when to run them.

Most of the payroll and interface applications are run manually using the PeopleSoft process scheduler. After a process is started, manual monitoring is done to ensure that the process finishes and is error free. This usually involves queries into the database to determine if the “jobs” ran successfully. The County is starting to automate some of the tasks by rolling multiple processes into a “job”. Special utility processes have to be written to follow each process to verify its success.

The month-end database and associated processing is technically not in “production”. The creation of the month-end database is analyst staged and is not fully automated. The County is working on automating this process.

The approach described above is one that has problems associated with it. Too many individuals are involved and not enough automation has been accomplished. The PeopleSoft process scheduler is not robust enough to deal with the complexities in multiple-predecessor and multiple-successor task sequences. The County needs to secure the resources needed to move to a more robust and fully automated production environment in order to safeguard the stability of the existing PeopleSoft applications.

b. SAP Financials

Discussions with technical resources on the Core Financials project indicate they do not believe they received sufficient training in the necessary SAP infrastructure issues to enable them to support the system going forward. This occurred primarily due to the decision by the software integrator to assume primary responsibility for this role. If the FSRP restarts and the County selects SAP as their core financials software, it will be critical for the County staff to be more actively involved in the infrastructure/BASIS issues. This will require the identification of dedicated resources to be trained and assume this responsibility, including the operation and maintenance of the servers.

V. Specific Findings and Analysis

(
A. Introduction

1. Definition

Findings are based on interviews conducted, documents reviewed, hardware and software reviewed, and analyses relative to expectations based on “best practices” and the experiences of other ERP implementations.

2. Objectives

This section presents findings and recommendations, based on “best practices” for implementing ERP systems, that should be taken into consideration if the FSRP is to proceed.

B. Program/Projects Concepts and Approaches

1. Program/Projects Delivery

Please refer to Section II.B. Implementation Status.

2. Program/Projects Management Methodologies

Methodologies are the roadmaps employed to navigate an organization through a major program such as the County’s FSRP. Their purpose is to increase reliability, and to streamline and accelerate implementation projects by guiding organizations through the program’s projects from the early stages of planning to go live and support of the new system.

a. Findings

The PMO was operated by KPMG, bringing its methodology to the program. KPMG’s methodology was customized to support the County’s program. Two significant departures from the methodology were noted:

· Business Process Alignment (BPA) was identified as a priority to ensure that the best practices of the County and the chosen software packages, were combined to provide efficient and effective business processes. A BPA Team was established and, shortly thereafter, dismantled at the direction of the Finance Department. This action significantly increased program risk due to the merger of King County and Metro and combining business practices of a diverse range of service providers. The BPA team, if allowed to operate, may have overcome business process alignment issues, one of the most significant barriers to the success of this program.

· Documentation was not located regarding performance of periodic quality assurance reviews by an independent expert KPMG team. However, interviewees indicated that at least three such reviews did occur for the Payroll/HR project. Interviews of Core Financial project staff indicate that no such reviews occurred for that project. The PMO’s methodology indicates this external team was to “provide an external assessment of the program quality”.

The Payroll/HR project team did not employ the services of a software package integrator throughout the project lifecycle; rather, the Finance Department managed the project on its own. A formal project management methodology was not adopted. Reliance was placed on the experience of team members. Although team members had experience with payroll functions and/or information systems, none had experience implementing PeopleSoft or other enterprise systems. This departure from the methodology may have contributed to Payroll/HR project delays and other difficulties.

Based on reviews by our SAP subject matter experts, the Core Financials project team employed SAP’s ASAP methodology.

b. Recommendations

The PMO and each project team should adopt an appropriate methodology. Methodologies should be compatible and should support integration with related components of the program. To benefit from the rigor required by a chosen methodology, all relevant components of the methodology must be adhered to, and only the program Steering Committee should approve deviations.

3. Program/Projects Planning

Planning provides direction to the program/projects and provides a method for assessing progress/performance relative to budget, schedule, scope, rollout of deliverables, and transition.

a. Findings

A strong, clearly articulated business case specifically supporting the objectives of the FSRP decision to use PeopleSoft and SAP software was not available, leaving much to interpretation.

The PMO used its methodology as its project plan. Issues with the PMO plan include:

· The methodology document published by the PMO identifies the PMO’s responsibilities, but most activities are not defined in a measurable manner. For example, the task “Monitor and review activities” spanned many months, and milestones or due dates to enable assessment of the degree of completion were not defined.

· The PMO did not prepare a combined plan for all projects, which may have contributed to the difficulties in developing alternative means of successfully dealing with significant project delivery issues.

· The program/projects did not have a plan describing the skills needed for the roles/tasks, or how resource requirements for all skill levels would be met.

· Overall program planning did not consider the realities of department operation schedules. Implementation of both PeopleSoft HRMS and SAP Financials was scheduled to go live during the period the County’s budget process was underway. Stakeholders felt the plan did not allow them time to change their business processes and construct needed interfaces with the new systems. The apparent absence of detail-level, maintained, resource-loaded program/project plans was cited by several disparate groups as being a major factor in the County’s inability to marshal necessary resources to support the projects on a timely basis.

· Plans did not present a clear vision of the implementation objectives for the new systems, other than merging two old systems and two organizations.

A plan supporting the Payroll/HR project was most critical because the project team did not employ a standard methodology. Significant issues with the Payroll/HR plans include:

· Planning documents include an “Implementation Approach”, but it is tied to a schedule indicating full implementation in December 1998. We were unable to locate revisions to the planning documents reflecting project difficulties and delays. Business process alignment was not included in the planning documents reviewed.

· Resource assignments were not fully expanded and plans did not include budget tracking at task or activity levels. They did not present time or cost forecasts based on actual performance metrics.

· In our opinion, some of the task estimates were not realistic. For example, allocating three weeks to accomplish all data mapping and specifications for the complex conversion from MSA to PeopleSoft, and two weeks to code and test the conversion programs would likely not have been realistic. In addition, there were no reprogramming, data cleanup or re-testing activities planned.

· Interviews indicated that rollout and transition activities were not well planned and were significantly under-resourced.

The Core Financials project team employed SAP’s ASAP methodology and planning approach. The Team appeared to be following it closely.

b. Recommendations

When a group of projects are managed under one program, they should be combined into a single program plan that clearly maps their systems, resource, process, and milestone interdependencies.

Ideally, the plans should present for each task the estimated task duration with quantified resource requirements.

It is recommended that an accepted practice, such as earned value calculations, be utilized to accurately reflect the time and cost of work completed and to provide a forecast of project work to be completed.

A skills requirements plan is recommended to define the various functional and technical roles needed for a project. Coordinated with the project plan, it further defines who will fulfill each role and the duration of their assignment. If personnel skills and/or availability become identified as a risk, the plan describes how resources will be acquired and/or developed.

4. Program/Projects Organization

a. Findings

Essentially, a clear accountability structure was not functioning to support management and control of the FSRP:

· Responsibilities did not appear to be clearly defined/assigned.

· Authority did not appear to be clearly delegated to enable those responsible to make decisions or take necessary actions in a timely/organized manner.

Evaluation of results followed by feedback did not appear to be effective. The program/projects organization involved the following participants:

· Council.

· Executive.

· Other elected officials.

· Key stakeholders.

· Other stakeholders, such as unions and other governments.

· Information systems service providers.

· Business operations who will use the program/project deliverables.

· External experts.

Based on interview comments and document reviews, the PMO did not appear to have the ability to control or manage key program management issues or business process alignment activities as required under their contract. Strong leadership and a sound decision making mechanism are essential to building commonalties among all the parties involved in the program.

The lack of clear lines of accountability to support sound decision making quickly evolved into what often appeared to be an environment of each group working to protect its own position rather than for the greater whole of the County.

Interviews indicated that project offices operated independently and did not interact well to integrate efforts and resolve issues.

Stakeholders felt they were not effectively involved in the project until much too late in the implementation process. Business process owners commented that they were not always given an opportunity to accept new business process changes. Unions were not consulted in developing processes that affected their memberships.

Interviews indicate that the FSRP received little County-wide support from senior executives and public officials with diminishing support and leadership as issues surrounding more difficult business processes arose. These issues required decisive action to harmonize/streamline old practices across the County and build future business practices that are simple, efficient, and effective. Interviews indicate that the FSRP had relatively low visibility within the County and in operating departments until it came time to contribute substantial, unplanned, resources to the FSRP or actually deal with business process alignment requirements.

The following information presents background on the FSRP environment and organization:

· The structural organization surrounding the FSRP was complicated. The program was sponsored by the Executive branch. The Finance Department was responsible for program delivery and the Council was responsible for program appropriations. All County Council, Executive, and other elected officials were to participate in the FSRP and take advantage of the capabilities, efficiencies, and improved business processes of the new ERP systems. Further complicating the organizational environment, King County and Metro merged into one organization in 1994 and has experienced limited success integrating operations and business cultures.

· Day-to-day FSRP leadership and management was assigned to the PMO.

· The original program Steering Committee consisted only of project sponsors. It included representatives from the Executive, Finance, Budget, and Information and Administration Departments. It was not until the FSRP was well underway that membership increased to include representatives from the Office of Human Resources Management. Other user/operating departments were not represented.

b. Exhibit IV-1 on the following page illustrates the FSRP environment and organization.

Exhibit IV-1:  FSRP Environment and Organization


c. Recommendations

A program’s organizational structure should facilitate planning, issue resolution and problem solving to deliver the program’s goals and vision. A number of fundamental organizational considerations should be included in the establishment of a new structure to go forward.

(1) Council, Executive and other elected officials should equally share responsibility for:

· Advocating the requirement for change, business process alignment and working as a single team on a common vision and goal.

· Elected officials are ultimately responsible for the success or failure of County initiatives. To that extent, elected officials must:

-
Be informed of plans and progress.

-
Should approve budgets and key output/outcome objectives for the program.

-
Review program performance annually as a minimum.

This may be accomplished though a joint committee of elected representatives.

· Elected officials should be adequately prepared to make key policy decisions regarding business process changes that impact the legal framework within which the County organizations must operate. Other decisions should be left to the Steering Committee and executives throughout the County through mechanisms to be defined in the program’s plans.

(2) The Steering Committee should be a high-level group representing various stakeholders in the project including:

· Representation from various agencies across the County at the highest executive level to:

-
Enable consistent understanding of decisions, treatment of issues, and commitment to resolution of operational issues arising from the FSRP.

-
Ensure all entities across the County are informed of, and have an opportunity to influence, business process alignment changes coming forward.

-
Monitor project scope, risk issues, schedule, budget and human resources and contracts management.

-
Advocate the requirement for change, business process alignment and working as a single team.

· Program sponsor.

· Program director.

(3) The County should designate a program director reporting directly to the program sponsor. The program director’s primary responsibility is to manage the contracts of the PMO consultants and the ERP systems integration consultants. The director will periodically provide contract performance reports to elected County officials and the Steering Committee.

(4) The County should develop a central PMO reporting directly to the program director. The PMO’s primary responsibility is ongoing coordination of all program activities. The PMO will periodically provide program and project activity/status reports to elected County officials, the Steering Committee and the program director.

(5) The County should employ an ERP systems integrator for each software package implementation it undertakes. The integrator is responsible for managing the implementation project (and any sub-projects), ensuring the right expertise is available to the project, and ensuring that the County has the capability to use and maintain the system after it is delivered. Each system integrator will provide periodic project activity/status reports to the PMO and contract performance reports to the program director.

(6) An independent quality assurance provider should be engaged by the County. The provider should be selected by, and report to, the Steering Committee. The quality assurance provider will be responsible for periodic reviews and milestone reviews. Quality assurance reviews will evaluate performance of the Steering Committee, the program director, the PMO, the software integrators, and the project teams relative to expectations, budget, scope, and schedule. Review reports will be distributed to elected County officials, the Steering Committee, the program director, and each system integrator.

The County should investigate other innovative organizational strategies employed to overcome certain difficult project management issues. Worth examining are two local examples of large projects with diverse stakeholder groups and conflicting requirements – the recent Wastewater and Stadium projects.

5. Program/Projects Risk Identification and Mitigation

a. Findings

Critical to the success of managing a program of FSRP’s magnitude is a comprehensive risk management plan. Such a plan was located in the PMO methodology documents, but there was no indication it was implemented. No plan was located that specifically focused on the Payroll/HR project. The Core Financials project developed a risk mitigation plan, but did not implement it. Interviews indicated that risk management activities generally were not undertaken. There were several instances where risks were neither planned for nor mitigated appropriately, including:

· IT hardware capacity planning.

· Business process changes.

It appears the Core Financials project team had confidence that the ASAP methodology forced risk identification and mitigation, so it was not necessary to implement the separate mitigation plan they developed.

b. Recommendations

The PMO must take responsibility for ensuring all project teams employ sound risk management processes. A risk management plan assists program and project management by anticipating events that can negatively impact project scope, schedule, and cost and other resources. It provides a game plan supporting efficient, confident and reliable decision making in a high-pressure environment:

· What action will be taken if needed decisions aren’t made?

· What action will be taken if the project is not staffed with the needed skills sets in a timely manner?

· What action will be taken if delivery schedules for computing hardware and/or software are not met?

Anticipating these scenarios and assigning likelihood and degree of impact will minimize the risks to the program/project. Contingent actions usually result in additional cost and time, yet enable the project to continue. An overall program contingency can be developed. To prepare forecast variances, forecasts of impacts on remaining scope, budget and schedule can be used.

The four major steps to risk management include:

(1) Risk identification through review of plans, product descriptions and historical context to produce sources of risk, potential risk events, risk symptoms to be monitored, and to provide inputs to other parts of the project.

(2) Risk quantification through identifying stakeholder tolerances, linking to sources of risk, estimating the potential for risk events, estimating costs and time delay of risk events to identify opportunities to pursue, and threats to respond to, ignore, or accept.

(3) Risk response development based on risk identification and quantification to deliver:

· A risk management plan.

· Alerts to other processes so they know what to watch for and how to inform others when risks surface.

· Contingent plans that can be immediately built into the project plans.

· Financial and human resources reserves.

· Contractual agreements to deal with possible risk events.

(4) Risk response control by frequently reviewing the risk management plan against actual risk events, and identifying new risks along the way to deliver corrective action and update the risk management plan.

6. Program/Projects Reporting

a. Findings

Program/project reports to the Council, its overseer, and to the Steering Committee did not provoke questions and heighten awareness or concern to evolving project risks on a timely basis. Our interviews indicate that the PMO’s summarization reports of details from individual project status reports may have had the appearance of under-reported issues.

Status reporting from individuals, projects and the program were found to occur on a weekly, monthly, and quarterly basis. It is not practical to judge their accuracy. Notable are optimistic reports from the Payroll/HR project when things likely were not going well. The same activities were reported, period after period, without discernable progress and unresolved issues continued through long periods without resolution or escalation.

Only some individual Payroll/HR status reports were found to contain information relating to activities worked relative to plans. Not all individual reports indicated task status. Attending meetings, training, and other activities not directly adding to project progress were often reported as accomplishments.

There does not appear to be a well-defined method or process for tracking and reporting project spending. Status reports contained some budgetary numbers, but it was unclear whether costs were complete. Costs did not appear to be tracked by program/project goals, objectives, deliverables, or milestones. Earned-value, trend analysis and forecast reporting methods were not found.

b. Recommendations

Performance reporting is the process of collecting and disseminating performance information, and includes status reporting, progress measurement and forecasting. In addition to accomplishments, status, and planned activities, project and program reports should forecast completion. Individual reports should always include time worked, task status and expenses incurred. Program and project reports should also include budget performance metrics and forecast data.

Reporting of earned value, variance analysis, and trend analysis is important. Such reports compare relative progress in each of the following categories to determine if progress is on track:

· Budget dollars/hours versus actual.

· Expected percent of completion for money spent versus actual.

· Expected scope completion for schedule position versus actual.

· Issues to be resolved and change requests.

· Forecasts of project budget, schedule, and scope to be delivered relative to the original plan, accompanied by revised plans, when necessary.

We recommend periodic independent reporting performance reviews to ensure quality and accuracy.

7. Program/Projects Files

a. Findings

The Payroll/HR project files contained information that was definitive and thorough in some cases; in others, information was obviously missing or incomplete. On line shared data is not well organized and is inconsistent.

Files from the Core Financials project appear to be well done and organized.

b. Recommendations

The organization of the program’s intellectual capital is a critical asset to a program of this nature. Shared directories need to be well organized and easily accessed by those who need the information, while balancing the need to secure the information and protect it. Standards should be set by the PMO and should become the responsibility of project managers.

8. Program/Projects Tools

a. Findings

A variety of tools were used to support the FSRP.

PeopleSoft and SAP implementation/development tools were used adequately.

Shared storage on the LAN did not appear well organized. A web site and a project newsletter were developed to distribute project information and training materials. Project management software and general office automation products were employed.

It appears all the necessary tools were available and in place. Based on review of documentation and interviews, it appears the tools were not used in a consistent manner.

b. Recommendations

The program and project managers would benefit by establishing appropriate standards and practices for tool usage. Training should be provided for team members on effective tool usage. Templates for all standard documentation should be developed and used.

9. Program/Projects Reviews

a. Findings

Evidence was not located regarding performance of periodic quality assurance reviews by an independent expert KPMG team. However, interviewees indicated that at least three such reviews did occur for the Payroll/HR project. Interviews of Core Financial project staff indicate that no such reviews occurred for that project.
No formal program/project reviews were noted in the documentation other than reports from PCG. PCG was contracted by the County Auditor’s Office at the request of the Council. PCG’s reports appear to be accurate and contain repeated warnings that the program was at risk and corrective action was needed. These observations were presented at a high level and do not reflect detail decisions. 

Our interviews indicated that PCG relied heavily on status reports and other information from the PMO. Interviews indicated that PCG had limited access to the program. Project teams and PCG do not appear to have had much direct interaction. PCG did not report on the overall architecture plans for the project, specifically, server capacity planning. Similarly, no issues over test plans, scenarios or scripts were noted, yet many Payroll/HR functions appear to have been inadequately tested.

b. Recommendations

The services of an external, independent program oversight and quality assurance function should be obtained if the FSRP goes forward. The function should have access to all documentation and other dimensions of the project.

The independent quality assurance provider should be mutually acceptable and viewed as credible to all elected officials. To accomplish this, it should be selected by the broadly based Steering Committee. Their reports should be provided to elected officials, the Steering Committee, the program director and the project systems integrator. Reviews should be performed periodically and at critical milestones evaluating the performance, relative budget, scope and schedule, of the project itself, project teams, the project systems integrator, the project director, and the Steering Committee.

10. Program/Projects Audits

a. Findings

The County has both Performance Audit and Control Audit divisions, which provide independent audit services. These groups did not perform any interim audit work focused on the FSRP during its multi-year implementation attempt. It was learned that a financial audit of the FSRP will be scheduled for later this year.

b. Recommendations

Audits, as with reviews, need to be applied consistently. We believe audits also need to be at sufficient detail to become a positive contributor to risk mitigation. At the end of the day, audit and project management functions need to work together to ensure the quality of the program.

It would be much more valuable to perform preemptive audits on control mechanisms being built as new business processes are developed and the new systems are configured rather than performing a control review after-the-fact and asking for changes to improve the audibility, timeliness, reliability or other assertion of information. For example, it is more practical and cost effective to make improvements to business process design before implementation than six months after go-live.

11. Requirements Definition Process

a. Findings

SAP business requirements were defined and documented over one year. The requirements were prioritized, but we had difficulty mapping priorities back to selected software.

Expectation gaps, sometimes significant, were created due to lack of communication and poor closure to the requirement process. Many users were told about features of various software choices (integrated budgeting and ‘workflow’ capabilities) that were not purchased. Interviews indicate that disillusioned user groups had a hard time being motivated to participate whole-heartedly in the project when, to their knowledge, what they perceived as key needs were not being addressed.

The documentation appears to be of sufficient detail to undertake package selection. We did not assess whether these documented requirements represent the County’s current business requirements.

A clear understanding of the business justification to drive such a large project undertaking was not articulated and likely did not drive business requirements gathering. It appears to have been thought of as a means of combining two old legacy systems. The impacts and benefits of business process standardization and the resulting streamlining/harmonizing/simplifying of business processes did not appear to be a primary objective of the implementation. This lack of a ‘true vision’ of how future County business would run may have caused expectations that the new system would do everything for everyone.

b. Recommendations

Due to the number of years elapsed since the requirements were defined, we recommend they be carefully reviewed and updated before the project proceeds.

A strong business case clearly delineating the benefits of changing existing systems must be presented and linked to solid business requirements to rebuild operating department interest and the commitment necessary to put the significant effort into a revival of this program.

12. Application Design Process

a. Findings

In ERP implementations, “design” is usually considered to be the solution design resulting from the fit/gap analysis as well as the system configuration (loading of foundation, control and rule tables).

Though a fit/gap analysis was completed working with the end user, the fit/gap documentation for Payroll/HR was inadequate and attempted to go directly to configuration without any analysis, solution alternatives or design where gaps were noted. Additional prototype evaluations of the base vanilla software may have discovered functionality that could be utilized instead of making customizations. Functional and technical specifications for Payroll/HR were requested as part of the documentation assessment, but not found.

The Core Financials team appeared to follow the application design process in the ASAP methodology.

Interviews indicated a potential concern with user groups in both the Payroll/HR and Core Financials teams because decisions on choices among alternatives were not communicated back to user groups. A great deal of work was done on fit/gap analysis without user involvement in, or explanation of, decisions leading us to believe that user expectations could have been better managed.

Building interfaces was a significant undertaking for the FSRP because of their volume and complexity. The interface between PeopleSoft and SAP is highly customized containing considerable logic and data manipulation functionality. Some account codes are even hard coded into the programs. Upgrades and business changes may become costly as these types of interfaces may become difficult to maintain over time.

Issues involving interfaces and the degree of customization necessary were discussed in detail in Section II. Assessment of Application Implementation Status.

The County chose to implement ERP software packages with minimal customization, but ran into significant issues surrounding product functionality, especially in the area of labor distribution. The design process appeared to be a relatively loosely controlled. From our interview notes, it was discovered that a great deal of time was spent evaluating and then reevaluating alternatives.

Decisions on business process were changing continually. A promise would be made to user groups without knowledge of the software design implications causing the need for re-builds or the creation of an expectation gap.

The labor distribution customization to integrate PeopleSoft with SAP was built in such a manner that it would have significant implications when the software products require upgrading.

In SAP, the County generally did a good job of avoiding excessive customization; however, SAP was in the process of developing functionality of its ‘funds accounting’ capabilities. When the County got close to completing the way its funds would be accounted for, SAP decided to change the way they would support fund accounting requiring re-performance of all related configuration work. In addition, the SAP specialist who was to work on issues encountered with SAP during implementation was too busy working on the new method of doing fund accounting in the software to help with issues in other areas of the installation.

b. Recommendations

A solid application design and acceptance methodology should be adopted for limited use in special situations.

During the fit/gap analysis, the business requirements and current business processes should be compared to the deliverable functionality of the product. Where there is a gap, alternative solutions should be presented along with specific recommendations to user groups and technical experts. The choices should be sized (estimated) either individually or in groups, and present a cost/benefit analysis to assist the client in determining if they should build a “bolt-on” application, customize the product or change the way they do business. Customizations should be avoided if at all possible, but were necessary, each customization should only be added to the project plan once the request goes through the ‘change control process’.

Functional specifications should always be written to define the “what” – the requested process in terms of business requirements and then specific inputs, processing and outputs. Technical specifications take the business requirements defined in the functional specifications and break them down to the “how” – the panels, tables and code that define how the business needs will be solved technically.

Those few absolutely necessary customizations should be done as ‘bolt-ons’, meaning they are attachments to the package system that do not hamper software upgrades because they are built at normal system entry and exit ports.

13. Implementation Execution Process

a. Findings

The way to objectively measure implementation execution is to review the outcome of the program in terms of work completed, costs incurred, and quality of results. For a full discussion of implementation progress and issues, see Section II. Assessment of Application Implementation Status.

Two items were heard repeatedly in our review:

· Decisions were not made in a timely manner or were frequently deferred, seriously jeopardizing the program’s ability to proceed because of the continuous need to assess new alternatives and to re-plan.

· Questions arose regarding the level of experience and qualifications of persons involved in the FSRP, including its leadership, management business area experts, and technical experts. The Payroll/HR project team expressed being seriously understaffed and that issue does not appear to have been resolved. Operating departments were found to be strapped for resources and had difficulty back-filling positions for people who had left to work on the projects. It appears it became easier to “resist change” than to participate in implementation.

Test planning was done well; however, the execution of the testing, primarily in the system integration testing and user acceptance testing area was found to be incomplete due to lack of complete functionality present in the system (due to late or deferred items) and due to lack of time and resources to fully execute the testing.

Communication and cohesion difficulties were accentuated when it was announced that the ‘big-bang’ approach to implementation would be used. Staff members in operating departments were surprised and became nervous about the amount of work required and a significant level of resistance almost immediately surfaced. The level of uncertainty was likely caused by not involving users in the decision and by not building a step-by-step plan/approach to the ‘big-bang’. This was compounded by the fact that the heaviest portion of the work was expected to occur during the County budget cycle – an already heavy work season.

As discussed in Section II.B.1.f. Data Conversion, data conversions were a significant challenge and will continue to be so in go-forward, especially for migration from MSA to PeopleSoft. Section II.B.2.i. Data Conversion, also highlights planning, resourcing, and other issues surrounding data conversions in the Core Financials project.

As discussed in some detail in Section II.B.2.d. Security, security was a significant issue needing attention, but was not fully addressed in the Core Financials implementation project. Significant technical difficulties were encountered with interfaces between SAP and PeopleSoft labor distribution module as discussed in detail in Section II.B.2.g. The PeopleSoft/SAP Interface.

Implementation of an ERP is a people project in that managing people is a major part of the implementation process. In a number of interviews, concern over the perceived closed nature of program decision making was a concern. Documentation has confirmed there was also a concern over the “harsh” communication style of certain teams.

The Payroll/HR Supervisor left the County around the go-live time and was not replaced for an extended period, impacting transition to the new payroll system.

After implementation of Payroll/HR Phase 1, it appears that there was inadequate preparation for the transition to the new system from the old one, which may have compounded some of the technical difficulties encountered.

Planning and resources for system and data security, system reporting and information analysis capabilities, and training were viewed to be late, under-resourced and extremely stressed. For example, in the Core Financial project, reporting was challenged by the fact that they were nearing the go-live date and it was determined that standard reports could not be used. Module teams were busy with getting system issues out of the way and did not have adequate time to work through reporting requirements. Consequently, the Information Distribution/ Reporting team’s progress suffered.

b. Recommendations

The PMO and project managers are responsible for executing the project plan, and delivering functioning systems and conforming business processes. It is the Steering Committee’s responsibility to hold the PMO accountable and the PMO’s responsibility to hold the project managers accountable.

To be successful, the Steering Committee must empower and enable the PMO and project managers by overseeing the decision making process throughout the organization. They must ensure that all of the County’s responsibilities for staffing and resources are met and that cooperation and collaboration from all of the County departments is achieved.

Knowledge transfer and preparedness to go live must be planned for and must be resourced.

Central to implementation of an ERP system is user security set-up for system and data access for reporting or analysis mechanisms. These must be fully planned and resourced to make the implementation successful.

It is critical that program’s progress, issues, future plans, forecasts and decisions be communicated. Communication issues are addressed in Section IV.B.15. Communication Management Process.

A comprehensive test plan begins with a high-level strategy and expands to represent all major business processes and test scenarios and cases and goes to the script level (a script defines the specific situation being tested, the data and/or condition input and the expected result.) The test plan should also define how testing will be conducted, how results will be analyzed and managed, and overall acceptance criteria. The test plan should address, at a minimum, unit testing, conversion testing, system integration testing, user acceptance testing, and parallel testing. The test plan must also include a process for defect reporting and tracking.

A training plan assesses current and needed skill levels. The plan should include the project teams, end-users, the PMO, members of the Steering Committee and other key stakeholders who are anticipated to substantially participate in the program, or who will be impacted by the implementation. Training should also address the needs of key elected officials with ongoing decision making and performance evaluation responsibilities. The plan should then define what training will be completed to close the skills gap. Training in basic computer skills and software tools should be done so users can perform business process analysis, assess business requirements adequately, or implement system ‘blueprints’.

Training objectives can be addressed through tailored training to differing levels of detail and expertise. For example, a Steering Committee member requires an understanding of what issues and risks to watch for, of information to demand, of questions to ask in exercising their stewardship responsibilities, and of project management processes such as those depicted in Exhibit IV-2 on the following page published by the Project Management Institute and contained in their publication, “Project Management Body of Knowledge”.

Exhibit IV-2:  Project Management Processes
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14. Issue Management Process

a. Findings

An “issue” is typically defined as anything that, left unresolved, will impact the program scope, time schedule, cost, human resources, or quality.

Interviewees reported the use of issue logs and appeared to understand their purpose. From this, we would normally conclude issues were identified, logged assigned priorities, and tracked in a routine manner. However, though it appears that they were used, they did not necessarily generate follow-through. It was not unusual for actions on issues to be postponed and for issues to be marked “handle later”. There did not appear to be an escalation process to ensure issues were dealt with quickly. When issues were resolved, the issue-raiser was not necessarily informed.

b. Recommendations

As each issue is identified, it should be logged, given a priority level, assigned to a particular individual for resolution, and assigned a target resolution date. The process should be developed and controlled by the PMO, and reviewed periodically by an independent quality control team. Issues that are due and unresolved should be escalated to the appropriate director, manager, or stakeholder for action, with an alert to the Steering Committee. Any such issues that remain unresolved by the next Steering Committee meeting should automatically become a project risk to be managed through the risk mitigation process (see Section IV.B.5. Program/Projects Risk Identification and Mitigation).

If the FSRP is re-started, the issue management/tracking plan should:

· Define how issues will be described and logged.

· Determine who will manage and review the issue log and how frequently it will be reviewed.

· Define how responsibility for issue resolution will be delegated, managed, and tracked.

· Define the escalation process to manage unresolved issues.

The issue log should:

· Provide a thorough and accurate record of each issue and its final disposition.

· Include cost, human resource, and schedule implications of issues with links to other project plans, progress reports, and forecasts, and trends.

15. Communication Management Process

a. Findings

A communication plan was located in the documentation.

Status reporting, though possibly optimistic at times, was provided on a regular basis from the projects to the PMO. Reports from the PMO to the Steering Committee were also produced on a regular basis. They presented tasks performed, but did not contain issues that may affect cost, schedule or scope until late in 1999. Forecasts were not part of this reporting. For further details, see Section IV.B.6. Program/Projects Reporting.

Interviewees consistently reported lack of communication as a serious problem. They did not understand the overall program, never got the big picture, didn’t feel part of a team, etc. For example, requirements were solicited from stakeholders, but decisions were made without stakeholder involvement and without explanation of the basis for the decisions.

The only clear objectives of the program that lasted in the minds of department operating staff interviewed, were reduction of head count and combining two old systems. The communication effort did not provide these people with knowledge and understanding of the objectives of business process improvement, how it would affect their current responsibilities, and how it would change their roles and responsibilities in the future.

Communications were perceived to be “one-sided” in the Payroll/HR project, and regarding business process change activities in general. Users spent a great deal of time in discussions contributing ideas for the program and were told how important their input was, and then saw decisions being made that were opposite to discussions, leaving an expectation gap and heightening resistance to change.

b. Recommendations

A communications plan addresses the needs of management, stakeholders, and team members, and ensures they receive continuous input about the program’s purpose and progress, generally. The plan should identify what information needs to be communicated to whom and how frequently, what media will be employed and who will be responsible. These requirements should then be incorporated into the project plans and managed accordingly. The four principal processes to be considered in communications management include:

· Communications planning to determine the information and communication needs of all levels of program leaders, participants and others.

· Information distribution, making needed information available to program leaders, participants, and others in a timely manner.

· Performance reporting, discussed in further detail in Section IV.B.6. Programs/Projects Reporting, including collecting and documenting performance information such as status reporting, progress measurement and forecasting on key management points of integration, scope, schedule, cost, quality, human resources, risk, and procurement management.

· Administrative closure including generating, gathering, and disseminating information to formalize project completion and move on to Operations & Maintenance.

16. Change Control Process

a. Findings

Interviews indicated poor communication between the FSRP and user groups regarding prospective changes to scope, how these changes were eventually resolved, and the impacts of a change in one project upon another.

Although the scope of the project is clearly implied, we did not find definitive documentation clearly delineating scope in terms of functionality.

The systems were continually reconfigured to meet diverse and occasionally conflicting business requirements rather than change the business practices to reflect a “best practice” approach and to support business process alignment efforts.

b. Recommendations

The initial project plan defines the scope of the project and defines all of the activities and tasks to be performed to achieve the project objectives within the desired timeframe. The plan should anticipate a number of tasks that are not defined at the onset of the project. (e.g., the exact number and nature of customizations, interfaces, reports and queries are usually not known until the project is well underway. This is usually accommodated by planning for “x” number of difficult interfaces, “y” number of moderate interfaces and “z” number of simple interfaces.)

In addition to these planned changes, management should expect that a large number of requests would be made of the project during its execution. The project requires a method to document these requests, to estimate their impact on the project, and to present them to the appropriate authority for approval. For simplicity, these are usually grouped, rather than presented and approved individually.

Once approved, change requests become actual changes to the project and are added to the plan.

Change control management plans should define the process for identifying changes to activities, tasks, scope, complexity, late decisions, unresolved issues, etc., estimating the impact of each change to the plan, and the procedure for accepting any change before being acted on by the project team.

The PMO, software integrator, and Steering Committee should clearly define project scope at the onset, in detail, so that all parties concur, understand and work toward a common end.

The project must manage any change to scope (including decisions not made or responsibilities not fulfilled) as change control items so that the Steering Committee can be immediately aware of the impacts in terms of time, cost, loss of expected benefit, and schedule.

17. Configuration Management Process 

a. Findings

(1) Hardware

For a discussion regarding PeopleSoft HRMS and SAP, please refer to Section III.C.5.a. PeopleSoft HRMS, and Section III.C.2.b. SAP.

(2) Software

Through our interviews we found that many processes had to be reconfigured, some repetitively, to meet diverse and occasionally conflicting business requirements rather than change the business practices to reflect a ‘best practice’ approach. More discussion on this issue can be found in Section IV.B.19. Business Practice Change Management.

b. Recommendations

(1) Hardware

Prior to restarting the project, the vendor should be asked to re-submit a server sizing recommendation based on updated information. The County should plan to follow that recommendation to avoid creating an unnecessary technical barrier to the project’s ultimate success.

(2) Software

Solidifying the vision and business processes as early as possible is central to building a clear definition of configuration requirements to minimize errors later in testing and implementation phases of the project. For recommendations regarding business process alignment, see Section IV.B.19. Business Practice Change Management.

18. Quality Assurance Process

a. Findings

Once a system comes from the development “instance”, it moves to the quality assurance “instance” where systems are extensively tested. Once developers, users, and others are satisfied that the system is running as it should, it is transported to the production “instance” or system. Our observations are summarized as follows:

· In the Payroll/HR project, testing and playbacks often resulted in changes. Training for users often identified necessary changes. It was common practice for the development team to go back to their offices after playback or training sessions and modify the system to fix identified problems, and then neglect to tell the users of how issues were resolved, if at all. The extent of the production difficulties encountered during the first 18 months after Payroll/HR Phase 1 went live, leads us to believe that quality control processes may have been compromised.

· The quality assurance processes defined in the ASAP methodology appear to have been followed.

Interviews and documentation did not indicate performance of the second aspect to quality assurance – quality project management techniques across the program. The PMO and project managers normally undertake these activities, the purpose of which include ensuring progress toward the objectives of continuous improvement, business process alignment/simplification, quality documentation, and adherence to plans and methodologies, among others.

b. Recommendations

Build a good quality control test plan, and stick to it. Do not shortcut the plans when problems arise just because targets are near. In 1999, Whirlpool Corporation was under pressure to go live over the Labor Day weekend. Test results were improving, but another week was needed to clean up the last few problems from the final testing phase. They took a calculated risk and lost. The shipping system went down causing six- to eight-week delays, lost customers and millions of dollars in lost revenues, and took over two months to resolve.

Quality project management control activities of the software integrator, the project managers, and the PMO should be assessed as part of the responsibilities of the Independent Quality Assurance Review function discussed in Section IV.B.4. Program/Projects Organization, and Section IV.B.9. Program/Projects Reviews.

19. Business Practice Change Management

a. Findings

It appears that the PMO had contractual responsibility to achieve business practice alignment for the County. The PMO planned to provide a business practices alignment team, but the team only operated for two weeks. As a result, business process alignment efforts did not have a strong directed leadership, a clear decision making mechanism, or a business process alignment ‘vision’. For example, the Payroll/HR project did not address business practice change management in its “implementation approach”.

Program delays were serious and numerous due to debate and disagreement over business process standardization (bi-weekly versus semi-monthly pay cycles, decentralized versus. centralized processes, standard versus. actual cost allocation, 2080 versus. 2088 work hours), as discussed in earlier sections of this report. There appears to have been significant resistance to change in some County organizations with little attempt by leadership to “rally the troops”. A number of interviewees mentioned a perceived lack of leadership direction to achieve business process standardization across the County. Project management success appeared to be based on doing everything for everyone. The lack of unified direction from County leadership led to the conclusion on the part of some County organizations that business process change was “optional” and avoidable.

Our interviews indicate that user agencies felt their time constraints were not considered in the plans of the project teams. Business process change activities looked primarily at systems, but forgot about what users need to do differently to get information into the systems, how to use the new power for the systems, and how to get reports and other information out of the systems.

As mentioned in Section IV.B.11. Requirements Definition Process, user agencies indicated they were consulted on issues concerning business process alignment, but frequently felt they did not have a chance to participate in decision making or learn the outcome of a discussion until after the fact. This led to a diminished level of trust and diminished desire to participate in the program.

b. Recommendations

Greater involvement of users in business requirements and business process change management processes through to alternatives selection would help build commitment to the project.

All key team member participants should complete project management training and training on the capabilities of the selected systems, so they have the knowledge base necessary to make rational business change management decisions.

20. Management of Third-Party Participants

a. Findings

The contractual relationship with KPMG for the PMO operation does not appear to have been managed effectively. Though KPMG had the contractual responsibility to “provide strong, experienced leadership and control across the four projects” and “their related business process alignments”, as well as to provide a program advisory service, their performance appears to have been largely focused on the program advisory service responsibility by the County.

The County’s Finance Department was managing the contractual relationship with the PMO without previous experience in “managing the managers” for a program the size of the FSRP. As a consequence, rather than delegating the authority necessary for successful management of the program, they took on much of the work that should more appropriately have been done by the contractor, especially in the area of business change management.

The KPMG contract was amended eight times, and in the process, the $2.5 million value of the original contract was nearly tripled.

In November 1999, a $1.4 million amendment to acquire the services of a KPMG “Task Force” of functional and technical resources to assist the County with stabilization of Payroll/HR Phase 1 and implementation of Phase 2, was awarded by the County without a RFP process even though the amendment’s scope of work had little relationship to the original contract. Subsequent amendments totaling $3.4 million ($2.8 million after the FSRP was suspended) retained all or part of the “Task Force” resources through most of 2000.

We were unable to find a plan to provide County employees the benefit of knowledge transfer from the consultant Task Force. There is little evidence that adequate transfer occurred to prepare the County for its future Operations & Maintenance responsibilities. In fact, the KPMG contract was amended two times after the PMO was terminated and the program was suspended, to extent support focused on Operations & Maintenance activities.

The Core Financials project encountered fewer obstacles to success than did the Payroll/HR project, probably due to the hiring of an experienced SAP integrator to lead the implementation. A few surprises occurred. Most notably, the late discovery that a purported “vanilla” interface between PeopleSoft and SAP to support the County’s specific requirements did not exist and would require a contract change order to be addressed.

b. Recommendations

Persons in leadership positions on any future efforts should receive basic project management training, including management of the scope, schedule, and budget of contractors who provide expertise to the program or its projects.

Contractors bring a wealth of expertise to any project of this nature. It is critical that the County have its own staff working closely with consultant positions – in some cases duplicating them – during the course of a project so its staff can gain the knowledge necessary to operate and maintain the systems after the consultants depart. Without such knowledge transfer, the County is faced with the very expensive proposition of continuing to rely on external resources for extensive periods after implementation.

21. Steering Committee Operation

a. Findings

Comments from our interviews suggest that the Steering Committee was not an effective leadership body. The initial membership consisted of the four project sponsors. It was not expanded to represent other County organizations until late into the program, toward the end of 1999, and even then had little representation from user departments. Its membership was comprised only of the administrative arm of the Executive Branch including the Human Resources Management Office, the Budget Office, the Finance Department, and Information and Administrative Services Department. It appeared they had difficulty resolving business process issues affecting operating departments. It has been suggested that low attendance at Steering Committee meetings may have been an issue.

We were unable to find minutes from Steering Committee meetings to verify attendance or to identify decisions they may have made. It could not be determined if questions were posed regarding program budget, scope and schedule status reports. It is not clear whether the Steering Committee was consulted on business process alignment discussions.

For their part, members of the Steering Committee have indicated they were not involved until the project was in mid-stream and indicated that too often they were presented with options for which they had little latitude to decide.

The Steering Committee appeared unable to hold the PMO accountable for completion of tasks and progress of the program.

Until late in the program, the Steering Committee presentations we located simply reported on tasks done and dollars spent. They did not deal with scheduled progress relative to expected progress, scheduled costs relative to expected costs based on state of completion, or scope issues.

b. Recommendations

The Steering Committee should be small enough to ensure their activities are productive, but must include the program sponsor and representatives from key stakeholder departments that will be affected by the program. It should be a high-level group, preferably at the Director level and above. The composition of the Steering Committee is discussed in Section III.B.2.b. Steering Committee.

One of the first things the Steering Committee should do is approve a high-level plan to map the overall scope of the project. This plan should contain meaningful objectives that are specific, actionable and measurable. Performance indicators need to be established early so participants will know how to measure the progress of the project and when key objectives are achieved.

Steering Committee members should be provided general project management training (see Project Management Overview chart in Section IV.B.13.b. Recommendations) to help them understand the following:

· Their responsibilities.

· The sources of risks and challenges to a program.

· The nature of the information they should be receiving, how to evaluate it and the type of feedback they should be prepared to provide.

· The type of questions they should be asking.

· The decisions they should be making.

The Committee needs to have the authority to act decisively to resolve issues, thereby allowing the program to move forward without undue delay.

VI. Alternatives For Moving Ahead

(
A. Introduction

1. Definition

Alternatives are the variety of potential options that may be pursued. The alternatives require further definition to identify and compare the high-level costs, risks and benefits associated with them and they require analysis to compare the alternatives. Ultimately, the County will select the FSRP alternative that appropriately balances cost, benefit and risk, and that provides the best fit with its short- and long-term business goals.

2. Objective

The objective of this section is to assist the County in identifying the alternative FSRP approaches that may be pursued and their associated high-level costs, risks and benefits. This section also provides a comparative analysis of the alternatives and recommended next steps for selecting an alternative.

B. Alternatives

1. “Phase 0” Effort

Prior to embarking on any go-forward plan, the County must accept the fact that several critical factors required for FSRP success are not currently in place.

· A clear business vision for the FSRP that is closely aligned with the County’s short- and long-term goals must be articulated, understood and accepted by FSRP sponsors, County leadership at all levels, and end-users. Project strategy and funding must be consistent with this vision and with the County’s short- and long-term goals. Every affected sponsor, senior manager and manager should be able to answer the question “Why is the County proceeding with the FSRP and why is it important that we proceed in this fashion?”

· Widespread, consistent, highly committed sponsorship for the FSRP business vision is essential from Executive, Legislative and Judicial stakeholders.

· Effective business ownership for the Payroll/HR and core financial components of the FSRP must be generated among the end-user community.

The need for business vision, sponsorship and buy-in has been repeatedly documented in a variety of studies and deliverables done in support of the FSRP and is consistent with industry ERP implementation methods and experience. The lack of an aligned business vision, sponsorship and buy-in are key contributors to the challenges the FSRP has encountered. The alignment of the FSRP business vision with the County’s short- and long-term goals, and the buy-in and sponsorship for this vision, will drive alternative selection.

Therefore, as a first step to evaluating and selecting alternatives, we recommend a “Phase 0” effort to:

· Re-validate and confirm the FSRP vision and its alignment with the County’s short- and long-term goals.

· Confirm sponsorship for the FSRP vision among key stakeholders.

· Confirm business ownership throughout the entire end-user community.

· Establish a strong governance structure.

Without clear acceptance of the vision and its alignment with the County’s goals, buy-in from the system owners, and a strong governance structure, we strongly recommend that the County not proceed with additional FSRP activity outside of completing the PeopleSoft HRMS sustaining activities (release upgrades, developing functional procedures, etc.). Such efforts would be at an unacceptably high risk of failure.

“Phase 0” also includes a pre-project preparation step comprised of other critical success factors such as project planning and initiation, and assessments in the areas of organizational change readiness, business process redesign, and technology, as well as meeting the assumptions listed in Section V.B.2. Key Assumptions, below. A list of some of the activities to be performed in this step are:

· Plan and initiate project.

· Conduct organizational change readiness assessment.

· Initiate process assessment and redesign.

· Implement organizational changes required to go forward.

· Enact required legislation based on key process changes.

· Assess network and server infrastructure to validate current infrastructure, and to design required new components.

2. Key Assumptions

In addition to the “Phase 0” work described above, there are several key assumptions that the alternatives discussion that follows are based on:

a.
The County will engage an experienced ERP systems integrator to provide project, functional, technical, and change management; and business process reengineering ERP consulting expertise for any go-forward effort. The systems integrator would work in partnership with the County to accomplish the on-time, within budget implementation of the selected alternative and to position the County to successfully maintain the solution post-implementation.

b.
Irrespective of the success of the PMO concept on the original FSRP effort, project “lessons learned” indicate that the ongoing coordination of all project activities through a central PMO is highly desirable. Section III.B.2.c. Program Management Office, and Sections IV.B.2. Program/Projects Management Methodologies, IV.B.3. Program/Projects Planning, and IV.B.20. Management of Third-Party Participants, describe some of the problems encountered with the PMO approach used on FSRP and discusses potential improvements. All alternatives assume the ongoing operation of an improved PMO for FSRP management and control.

c.
As part of FSRP, the County spent considerable time and effort reviewing and analyzing their processing and reporting requirements and comparing them to available Payroll/HR and core financial ERP solutions. They selected PeopleSoft and SAP as best meeting their needs in comparison with other ERP solutions and in comparison with the County’s current solutions (ISI, ARMS, MSA and IBIS) in place at the time. ISI was replaced by PeopleSoft early in the FSRP process. Since the County had previously concluded that ARMS and MSA were not adequate to address their requirements (as evidenced by the evaluation and selection process discussed above), we eliminated the extension of ARMS and MSA beyond their current installed base from consideration as viable alternatives. The implementation of Oracle Financials (an expanded version of IBIS) has been included as an alternative.

d.
The PeopleSoft HRMS system currently in production (Payroll/HR Phase 1) will be addressed as the first phase of all alternatives. The first requirement of these “sustaining activities” is to hire a PeopleSoft experienced Operations & Maintenance manager and charge that person with system responsibility. Activities to be addressed include the technical and functional barriers relating to the PeopleSoft production system cited elsewhere in this report, as well as the following:

· Assessing resource levels and skills of PeopleSoft functional and technical support staff.

· Making appropriate changes to the PeopleSoft support organization’s resource levels and skills based on this assessment.

· Establishing a robust PeopleSoft test environment and test processes.

· Establishing and enforcing standard configuration control and code migration processes.

· Establishing an ongoing patch application strategy and procedures.

· Establishing an overall process for prioritizing system change requests, including a business analysis of all requested changes.

· Establishing an upgrade strategy to stay current with Oracle DBMS and PeopleSoft releases.

Many of these activities will also have a carry-over value to the core financials portion of the program.

e.
For alternatives involving additional implementation activity for SAP Financials, we concur with SAP’s recommendation that the County consider upgrading to SAP R/3 Financials Release 4.6C with the IS-PS 4.62 add-on to take advantage of improvements and additional Funds Management functionality.
f.
All alternatives include a 30- to 90-day post-implementation support period to assist the County with post-implementation troubleshooting, to assist with planning operations and maintenance activities, and to work with the County to transition the new system to standard operations and maintenance mode.

3. Alternative Descriptions

All alternatives assume that the activities described in Phase 0 are completed prior to undertaking further implementation activities, and that implementation activities are based on the above assumptions.

a. Alternative 1

Sustain PeopleSoft HRMS. This would involve completing the PeopleSoft sustaining activities (release upgrades, developing functional procedures, etc.) and stopping. This is the minimum effort we recommend in a go-forward plan.

Phase 1 – Complete PeopleSoft sustaining activities including an Oracle DBMS upgrade and a PeopleSoft upgrade to Version 8.

Phase 2 – Pursue further implementations if it is deemed to be an organizational priority.

b. Alternative 2

Phased implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS County-wide and re-evaluation of core financials options. The work to be done in this alternative is to complete the implementation activities required to replace MSA and implement PeopleSoft in the rest of the County enterprise, as well as implement PeopleSoft Human Resources functionality. It also requires that the trade-off between rolling HRMS out to the entire County at once versus rolling out by department or group of departments be determined.

In addition, this alternative includes re-evaluation of the County’s core financials options at a point in time in the future close to actual implementation.

Phase 1 – Complete PeopleSoft sustaining activities including an Oracle DBMS upgrade and a PeopleSoft upgrade to Version 8.

Phase 2 – Replace MSA with PeopleSoft HRMS.

Phase 3 – Implement remaining PeopleSoft HR functionality.

Phase 4 – Re-evaluate core financial software options.

c. Alternative 3

Phased implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS and SAP Financials County-wide. This choice is essentially equivalent to continuing on the same path the County was originally pursuing with FSRP, with the notable exception that implementation efforts would be “phased”, rather than following the “big bang” (all at once) approach.

Phase 1 – Complete PeopleSoft sustaining activities including an Oracle DBMS upgrade and a PeopleSoft upgrade to Version 8.

Phase 2 – Replace MSA with PeopleSoft HRMS.

Phase 3 – Implement remaining PeopleSoft HR functionality.

Phase 4 – Complete SAP Financials implementation activities.

Phase 5 – Migrate ARMS and IBIS systems to SAP Financials. The integrator should determine the migration strategy most appropriate. Strong consideration should be given to migrating “straddle” departments first, to avoid having them go through two sets of migration activities (ARMS and IBIS) at differing times.

d. Alternative 4

Phased implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS and PeopleSoft Financials County-wide.

Phase 1 – Complete PeopleSoft sustaining activities including an Oracle DBMS upgrade and a PeopleSoft upgrade to Version 8.

Phase 2 – Replace MSA with PeopleSoft HRMS.

Phase 3 – Implement remaining PeopleSoft HR functionality.

Phase 4 – Train team. Conduct fit/gap analysis; code, develop and test for PeopleSoft Financials customizations, interfaces and conversions. Prepare for all implementation activities (change management, process redesign, training, documentation, etc.).

Phase 5 – Complete PeopleSoft Financials implementation activities.

Phase 6 – Migrate the ARMS and IBIS systems to PeopleSoft Financials. The integrator should determine the migration strategy most appropriate. Strong consideration should be given to migrating “straddle” departments first, to avoid having them go through two sets of migration activities (ARMS and IBIS) at differing times.

e. Alternative 5

Phased implementation of SAP HRMS and SAP Financials County-wide. This alternative builds upon the progress to-date. It also offers the opportunity to more readily resolve the labor distribution interface issue by utilizing SAP’s Cross Application Time Sheet (CATS) module, which offers the capability to handle both “actual” and “standard” labor costs when an all-SAP environment exists.

Phase 1 – Sustain the PeopleSoft HRMS application until it can be replaced with the SAP HRMS applications.

Phase 2 – Complete SAP Financials implementation activities, including the upgrade to Release 4.6C with the IS-PS 4.62 add-on.
Phase 3 – Migrate the ARMS and IBIS systems to SAP Financials. The integrator should determine the migration strategy most appropriate. Strong consideration should be given to migrating “straddle” departments first, to avoid having them go through two sets of migrations activities (ARMS and IBIS) at differing times.

Phase 4 – Train the project team on the SAP HRMS applications. Conduct a fit/gap analysis of the County’s requirements versus the application’s functionality. Document, code, and test SAP HRMS interfaces and conversions. Prepare for all HRMS implementation activities (change management, process redesign, training, documentation, etc.), building upon “lessons learned” from earlier PeopleSoft HRMS implementation efforts.

Phase 5 – Replace the MSA system with SAP HRMS.

Phase 6 – Replace PeopleSoft HRMS with SAP HRMS.

f. Alternative 6

Phased implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS and Oracle Financials County-wide. This alternative provides a generally agreed-upon solution for the HRMS portion of FSRP, while attempting to leverage the County’s use of the existing Oracle-based IBIS system. However, since IBIS does not take advantage of all County-required functionality available in the full Oracle Financial suite of applications, it will be necessary to expand the scope of IBIS beyond its existing boundaries.

Phase 1 – Complete PeopleSoft sustaining activities including an Oracle DBMS upgrade and a PeopleSoft upgrade to Version 8.

Phase 2 – Replace MSA with PeopleSoft HRMS.

Phase 3 – Implement remaining PeopleSoft HR functionality.

Phase 4 – Train team. Conduct fit/gap analysis; code, develop and test for Oracle Financials customizations, interfaces and conversions. Prepare for all implementation activities (change management, process redesign, training, documentation, etc.).

Phase 5 – Complete Oracle Financials implementation activities.

Phase 6 – Migrate the ARMS and IBIS systems to Oracle Financials. The integrator should determine the migration strategy most appropriate. Strong consideration should be given to migrating “straddle” departments first, to avoid having them go through two sets of migration activities (ARMS and IBIS) at differing times.

4. High-Level Alternative Costs

The high-level components that will contribute to the costs for each alternative are displayed in Exhibit V-1 on the following page. Once the approach has been selected, an implementation plan will be prepared that identifies high-level implementation costs and ownership (i.e., ongoing support) costs.

Exhibit V-1: High-Level Alternative Costs Summary

Alternative 1

Sustain PeopleSoft HRMS
Alternative 2

County-wide PeopleSoft HRMS and Core Financials Re-evaluation
Alternative 3

County-wide PeopleSoft HRMS and County-wide SAP Financials
Alternative 4

County-wide PeopleSoft HRMS and County-wide PeopleSoft Financials
Alternative 5

County-wide SAP HRMS and County-wide SAP Financials
Alternative 6

County-wide PeopleSoft HRMS and County-wide Oracle Financials

· PeopleSoft HRMS upgrade.

· Internal County personnel resources, including “back fill” staffing.

· Systems integrator.

· Training.

· External quality assurance.


· PeopleSoft HRMS upgrade.

· Internal County personnel resources, including “back fill” staffing.

· Possible PeopleSoft to ARMS temporary interface.

· Systems integrator.

· Training.

· External quality assurance.
· Hardware/infrastructure upgrades.

· Application system upgrades.

· Additional application modules (e.g., budget preparation).

· Internal County personnel resources, including “back fill” staffing.

· Possible PeopleSoft to ARMS temporary interface.

· Systems integrator.

· Change management and BPR consulting.

· Programming resources for customizations and interface development.

· Data cleansing and conversion.

· Training.

· Need to contract for external maintenance and support if unable to handle internally.

· External quality assurance.
· Hardware/infrastructure upgrades.

· Application system upgrade.

· Acquisition of PeopleSoft Financials software licenses.

· Additional application modules (e.g., Budget Preparation).

· Internal County personnel resources, including “back fill” staffing.

· Possible PeopleSoft to ARMS temporary interface.

· Systems integrator.

· Change management and BPR consulting.

· Programming resources for customizations and interface development.

· Data cleansing and conversion.

· Training.

· Need to contract for external maintenance and support if unable to handle internally.

· External quality assurance.
· Hardware/infrastructure upgrades.

· Application system upgrade.

· Acquisition of SAP HRMS software licenses.

· Additional application modules (e.g., budget preparation).

· Internal County personnel resources, including “back fill” staffing.

· Possible PeopleSoft to ARMS temporary interface.

· Systems integrator.

· Change management and BPR consulting.

· Programming resources for customizations and interface development.

· Data cleansing and conversion.

· Training.

· Need to contract for external maintenance and support if unable to handle internally.

· External quality assurance.
· Hardware/infrastructure upgrades.

· Application system upgrades.

· Additional application modules (e.g., budget preparation).

· Internal County personnel resources, including “back fill” staffing.

· Possible PeopleSoft to ARMS temporary interface.

· Systems integrator.

· Change management and BPR consulting.

· Programming resources for customizations and interface development.

· Data cleansing and conversion.

· Training.

· Need to contract for external maintenance and support if unable to handle internally.

· External quality assurance.

5. High-Level Alternative Benefits

a. Alternative 1

Sustain PeopleSoft HRMS.

· Least risk and highest probability of success among alternatives because it is the smallest in scope and complexity.

· The lowest incremental cost alternative.

b. Alternative 2

Phased implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS County-wide and re-evaluation of core financials options.

· Provides improved HRMS functionality.

· Potential to provide improved core financials functionality.

· Relatively low risk alternative due to scope and complexity.

· Moves the County onto a single HRMS eliminating the need to maintain two payroll systems.

· Leverages the County’s current investment and expertise in PeopleSoft technology.

· Continues with the HRMS path the County previously determined to be optimal, based on their requirements, definition activities, and software evaluation and selection activities.

· Allows the County to re-evaluate its core financials options at a point in time in the future closer to actual implementation.

c. Alternative 3

Phased implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS and SAP Financials County-wide.

· Provides improved HRMS functionality.

· Provides improved core financials functionality.

· Moves the County onto a single HRMS and single financial system eliminating the need to maintain two payroll and two financial systems.

· Leverages the County’s current investment and expertise in PeopleSoft and SAP technology.

· Continues with the path the County previously determined to be optimal, based on their requirements, definition activities, and software evaluation and selection activities.

· Represents an opportunity to potentially realize the value from investments to date without requiring additional expenditures for alternative software and re-work of implementation activity.

· The labor distribution interface between PeopleSoft and SAP has apparently been developed and partially tested, implying that this may not be as significant of an on-going issue as it was during the original project.

d. Alternative 4

Phased implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS and PeopleSoft Financials County-wide.

· Provides improved HRMS functionality.

· Provides improved core financials functionality.

· Moves the County onto a single HRMS and single financial system eliminating the need to maintain two payroll and two financial systems.

· Leverages the County’s current investment and expertise in PeopleSoft technology.

· Continues with the HRMS path the County previously determined to be optimal, based on their requirements, definition activities, and software evaluation and selection activities.

· Provides the County with a single software vendor to work with for the prompt resolution of issues, regardless of the application, Financials or HRMS.

· Enables the County staff to focus on learning and supporting one vendor’s software strategy and design, facilitating on-going (post implementation) communication within the County.

· Addresses the labor distribution interface issue with a vendor-provided and supported module, rather than a custom developed interface program.

e. Alternative 5

Phased implementation of SAP HRMS and SAP Financials County-wide.

· Provides improved HRMS functionality.

· Provides improved core financials functionality.

· Moves the County onto a single HRMS and single financial system eliminating the need to maintain two payroll and two financial systems.

· Provides the County with a single software vendor to work with for the prompt resolution of issues, regardless of the application, Financials or HRMS.

· Enables the County staff to focus on learning and supporting one vendor’s software strategy and design, facilitating on-going (post implementation) communication within the County.

· Addresses the labor distribution interface issue with a vendor-provided and supported module, rather than a custom developed interface program.

· Enables labor distribution to be handled using actual and/or standard costs, at the County’s option.

f. Alternative 6

Phased implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS and Oracle Financials County-wide.

· Provides improved HRMS functionality.

· Provides improved core financials functionality.

· Moves the County onto a single HRMS and single financial system eliminating the need to maintain two payroll and two financial systems.

· Leverages the County’s current investment and expertise in PeopleSoft technology.

· Continues with the HRMS path the County previously determined to be optimal, based on their requirements, definition activities, and software evaluation and selection activities.

· Builds upon the FSRP HRMS successes to date.

· Represents an opportunity to potentially realize the value from investments to date without requiring additional expenditures for alternative software and re-work of implementation activity.

· The labor distribution interface between PeopleSoft and IBIS (a limited scope version of the Oracle Financials) is already in place.

Exhibit V-2: High-Level Alternative Benefits Summary

Alternative 1

Sustain PeopleSoft HRMS
Alternative 2

County-wide PeopleSoft HRMS and Core Financials Re-evaluation
Alternative 3

County-wide PeopleSoft HRMS and County-wide SAP Financials
Alternative 4

County-wide PeopleSoft HRMS and County-wide PeopleSoft Financials
Alternative 5

County-wide SAP HRMS and County-wide SAP Financials
Alternative 6

County-wide PeopleSoft HRMS and County-wide Oracle Financials

· Highest probability of success.

· The lowest incremental cost alternative.


· Improved HRMS functionality.

· Potential for improved core financials functionality

· Relatively low risk.

· Moves to a single HRMS.

· Leverages investment and expertise in PeopleSoft.

· Continues original HRMS path deemed to be “optimal” for the County.

· Allows re-evaluation of core financial options.


· Improved HRMS functionality.

· Improved core financials functionality

· Moves to a single HRMS and single financial system.

· Leverages investment and expertise in PeopleSoft and SAP.

· Continues original path deemed to be “optimal” for the County.

· Potentially realizes value of investments to date.

· Labor distribution interface is partially developed and tested.
· Improved HRMS functionality.

· Improved core financials functionality

· Moves to a single HRMS and single financial system.

· Leverages investment and expertise in PeopleSoft.

· Continues original HRMS path deemed to be “optimal” for the County.

· Single County-wide vendor to work with.

· Single vendor strategy and design, facilitating on-going support.

· Addresses labor distribution interface with vendor-provided and supported solution.
· Improved HRMS functionality.

· Improved core financials functionality

· Moves to a single HRMS and single financial system.

· Single County-wide vendor to work with.

· Single vendor strategy and design, facilitating on-going support.

· Addresses labor distribution interface with vendor-provided and supported solution.

· Enables labor distribution to be handled on an actual and/or standard cost basis.
· Improved HRMS functionality.

· Improved core financials functionality

· Moves to a single HRMS and single financial system.

· Leverages investment and expertise in PeopleSoft.

· Continues original HRMS path deemed to be “optimal” for the County.

· Builds upon PeopleSoft successes to date.

· Potentially realizes value of investments to date.

· Labor distribution interface already in place.

6. High-Level Alternative Risks

The difficulties encountered by the FSRP resulted in numerous risk factors that expose the program to an unacceptably high risk of failure and must be mitigated prior to proceeding. In other words, these risks are common to all alternatives and FSRP should not proceed with any alternative until these risk factors are satisfactorily mitigated. These common risk factors include:

· The lack of a clear business vision for FSRP aligned with County short and long-term goals accompanied by stakeholder buy-in and commitment must be addressed. See Section V.B. Alternatives, for a discussion of this risk and recommendations for mitigating it.

· A skeptical and disaffected user community. The assessment team consistently heard that expectations were not met, that work requested from end-users frequently required rework (often with unrealistically short lead times) with no clear understanding why a given activity was important, and that preparations for go-live occurred multiple times and were ultimately suspended.

This occurred in an environment where FSRP users are consistently expected to do more with less. A critical successful factor for ERP projects is the goodwill, trust and motivation of the end-user community. This trust has been broken and must be rebuilt if FSRP is to be successful.

· An FSRP team that has experienced losses in skilled staff with no clear retention effort underway operates in an environment of uncertainty. Several team members have departed. It is reasonable to expect that there are more at risk, especially in light of the County’s recently publicized budget shortfall and layoff plans. At a minimum, the County needs to mitigate the risk that team members responsible for the PeopleSoft HRMS applications in production will leave the County. For any go-forward effort, a concerted initiative will be required to build, sustain and retain a high performing FSRP team.

· The politicization of FSRP. A consistent thread through discussions with County sponsors, stakeholders and senior managers was that project challenges were frequently not addressed with a spirit of teamwork among Executive, Legislative and Judicial senior leadership. Enterprise-wide projects require cross-disciplinary enterprise-wide effort at all organizational levels, and most importantly at the senior leadership level, to be successful. Prior FSRP-related failures have exacerbated FSRP’s challenges. The risk of ongoing lack of teamwork among County senior leadership must be mitigated to enable the County to surmount the difficulties that will inevitably occur with any go-forward effort.

In addition to these risks there are risks specific to each alternative, described below:

a. Alternative 1

Sustain PeopleSoft HRMS.

· Provides the least leverage of the County’s FSRP investment.

· Eliminates the opportunity to realize benefits and cost-savings projected to be achieved by the move to FSRP.

· Means the continued expense of operating and maintaining two payroll systems and two financial systems.

· Extends the time period of the financial project’s suspension and reduces the likelihood that the work will be salvageable.

b. Alternative 2

Phased implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS County-wide and re-evaluation of core financials options.

· Provides only partial opportunity to realize benefits and cost-savings projected to be achieved by the move to FSRP unless the County decides to go forward with core financials replacement.

· Ability to manage a project of this magnitude.

c. Alternative 3

Phased implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS and SAP Financials County-wide.

· The existing labor distribution interface program between PeopleSoft and SAP will require on-going maintenance and support as one or both of the applications changes (e.g., through upgrades, etc.).

· Ability to manage a project of this magnitude.

· Previous implementation activities appear to have created two separate views of the project (PeopleSoft versus SAP), instead of a County-wide, integrated view of the entire FSRP effort that poses implementation risk.

· Potential inability to support and maintain systems.

d. Alternative 4

Phased implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS and PeopleSoft Financials County-wide.

· Requires the County to “write off” their investment to date in the SAP implementation.

· The County will need to incur additional costs to license the PeopleSoft Financials application software and to perform PeopleSoft Financials HRMS implementation activities.

· Previous implementation activities appear to have created two separate views of the project (HRMS versus core financials), instead of a County-wide, integrated view of the entire FSRP effort that poses implementation risk.

· Ability to manage a project of this magnitude.

· Potential inability to support and maintain systems.

e. Alternative 5

Phased implementation of SAP HRMS and SAP Financials County-wide.

· The County will need to incur additional costs to license the SAP HRMS application software and to perform SAP HRMS implementation activities.

· Previous implementation activities appear to have created two separate views of the project (HRMS versus core financials), instead of a County-wide, integrated view of the entire FSRP effort that poses implementation risk.

· There will be an extensive re-education on HRMS processing functionality, as SAP handles it (versus PeopleSoft).

· Ability to manage a project of this magnitude.

· Potential inability to support and maintain systems.

f. Alternative 6

Phased implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS and Oracle Financials County-wide.

· The County will need to incur additional costs to license the additional Oracle Financials application software modules necessary for a County-wide implementation.

· Previous implementation activities appear to have created two separate views of the project (HRMS versus core financials), instead of a County-wide, integrated view of the entire FSRP effort that poses implementation risk.

· Ability to manage a project of this magnitude.

· Potential inability to support and maintain systems.

Exhibit V-3: High-Level Alternative Risks Summary

Alternative 1 

Sustain PeopleSoft HRMS
Alternative 2 

County-wide PeopleSoft HRMS and Core Financials Re-evaluation
Alternative 3 

County-wide PeopleSoft HRMS and County-wide SAP Financials
Alternative 4 

County-wide PeopleSoft HRMS and County-wide PeopleSoft Financials
Alternative 5 

County-wide SAP HRMS and County-wide SAP Financials
Alternative 6

County-wide PeopleSoft HRMS and County-wide Oracle Financials

· Least leverage of FSRP investment.

· Eliminates realization of FSRP benefits and cost-savings.

· Continued expense of two payroll systems and two financial systems.

· Reduces likelihood that SAP work will be salvageable.


· Partial leverage of FSRP investment unless the County decides to go forward with core financials.

· Ability to manage a project of this magnitude.
· Labor distribution interface will require on-going maintenance.

· Ability to manage a project of this magnitude.

· Need to overcome view of two separate projects versus one integrated FSRP.

· Potential inability to support and maintain systems.
· Additional software license costs for PeopleSoft Financials.

· Need to overcome view of two separate projects versus one integrated FSRP.

· Ability to manage a project of this magnitude.

· Potential inability to support and maintain systems.
· Additional software license costs for SAP HRMS.

· Re-education on HRMS application functionality.
· Need to overcome view of two separate projects versus one integrated FSRP.

· Ability to manage a project of this magnitude.

· Potential inability to support and maintain systems.
· Requires “write off” of past SAP efforts and costs.

· Additional software license costs for additional Oracle Financials modules.

· Need to overcome view of two separate projects versus one integrated FSRP.

· Ability to manage a project of this magnitude.

· Potential inability to support and maintain systems.

NOTE: The four common risks discussed at the beginning of Section V.B.6. High-Level Alternative Risks are in addition to the above. 
VII. Recommended Direction

(
A. Overview

The County will need to make a decision about the future direction for FSRP based upon the value it places on the move to an integrated County-wide ERP system in light of the operational environment and the costs, benefits, and risks discussed previously. In the end, this is a judgement call for County management. Exhibit V-1 compares the cost elements of each alternative and Exhibit V-2 emphasizes the benefits and risks of each alternative.

We believe it is imperative that the County reconcile the FSRP vision with the County’s current short- and long-term goals, and secure the appropriate buy-in for this synchronized approach as the first step to moving forward. Past difficulties emphasize that FSRP, in any vintage, is a complex endeavor with sweeping impacts on people, processes and technology that must be carefully planned, staffed and managed. It is also critical that the County address the “common risks” described in previously prior to proceeding.

One final obstacle to determining the recommended path for moving forward with any FSRP alternative is the availability of funding. Again, the County needs to determine the relative value of moving forward with FSRP and align its business vision with short- and long-term goals, especially budget goals.

Assuming these factors are addressed, the path forward will be much clearer in light of the County’s validated and/or revised FSRP vision.

B. Alternative Recommendation

We recommend that the County select Alternative 2 – Phased implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS County-wide and re-evaluation of core financials options. Reasons for this are:

· It is a reasonable risk implementation alternative, given that it is phased and shares risk with a n outside integrator.

· It will provide significant benefits.

· It moves the County to a single HRMS in the near term.

· It provides the County the opportunity to reassess its financial software selection and implementation strategy after implementing Payroll and Human Resources. Basing the financials software and implementation approach on the then-current County environment and “state-of-the-art” of government financial ERP systems increases the probability that the selected software and approach will meet the County’s needs.

Following are the phases to implement this direction:

Phase 1 – Complete PeopleSoft sustaining activities including an Oracle DBMS upgrade and a PeopleSoft upgrade to Version 8.

Phase 2 – Replace MSA with PeopleSoft HRMS.

Phase 3 – Implement remaining PeopleSoft HR functionality.

Phase 4 – Re-evaluate core financials software options.
C. The Other Alternatives

Certainly, the other alternatives have merit, as well, but also have signification risk:

· Though it is not within the scope of this project to attempt to re-justify the County’s decision to replace its financial systems, the preponderance of previous internal and external studies with this focus, the decision by the former Metro organization to drop their version of the ARMS legacy system in favor of more current technology, and the overhead of operating two Payroll/HR and two core financials systems within a single organization, combined with the age of the County’s legacy systems, appears strong evidence that the County should not be content with minor improvements to the status quo. (Alternative 1)

· It has been recommended that a “phased” implementation approach be taken with any go-forward strategy. “Phasing” greatly lowers implementation risk increasing chances of program success. To leverage the existing partial implementation of PeopleSoft HRMS and provide the quickest return on the County’s investment to date, it is suggested that PeopleSoft HRMS sustaining activities, MSA conversion to PeopleSoft HRMS, and implementation of PeopleSoft Human Resources modules occur first. This means that core financials will not begin implementation for at least two years. During this time, the County’s business processes and requirements will have undergone changes. The products offered by the ERP vendor community will have improved and new products and opportunities will have become available. Given this 24-month lag, it is apparent that it is premature to make a firm commitment to a core financial direction at this time. (Alternatives 3, 4 and 6)

· Moving to a single vendor’s software is attractive due to the lower cost and complexity of maintaining applications from one vendor. Maintaining HRMS and Financials applications on a common upgrade schedule and being able to share technical resources across both applications will be incrementally less costly over time than maintaining software from separate vendors. The downside to this approach is that significant additional costs will be incurred to acquire licenses for the chosen vendor’s software and to repeat significant amounts of implementation work. The difficulties the County has had maintaining HRMS appear to be due to challenges in the implementation effort and the lack of a comprehensive operations and maintenance plan and approach prior to going live. If the County is willing to step up to the cost and effort of maintaining a contemporary ERP system, the incremental cost of maintaining separate applications for HRMS and Financials should not be prohibitive. (Alternatives 4 and 5)

Appendix A: Interview List

(
The formal interviews conducted during the course of this assessment were divided into three categories; Executive, Stakeholder, and Team Member. The individuals interviewed in each of these categories are listed below.

Executive Interviews:

1. Steve Call
Executive’s Office

2. Paul Tanaka
Executive’s Office

3. Bob Cowan
Finance

4. John Amos*
Finance

5. Dave Lawson
Executive Audit Services

6. Don Eklund
King County Auditor’s Office

7. Mac Fletcher
King County Auditor’s Office

8. Rob McKenna
King County Council

9. Chris Johnson
King County Council

10. Pat Steele
Budget Office

11. Joe Castleberry
KPMG PMO

12. Lori Wolfe
KPMG PMO

13. Tim Easton
Pacific Consulting Group

Core Financials Stakeholder Interviews:

14. Jim Walsh
Budget & Strategic Planning

15. Mark Leaf
Public Health

16. Jim Catlin
Finance

17. Don Robinson*
Finance

18. David Leach
Finance

19. Scott Matheson*
Finance

20. William Smith
Public Health

21. Laural Sheridan
Human Resources Management

22. James Buck*
Information and Administrative Services

23. Steve Humphreys*
Parks and Recreation

24. Leslie Addis
Construction and Facility Management

25. John Bodoia
Natural Resources

26. Caroline McShane
Transportation

27. Judy McKinley
Transportation

28. Joy Fernandes*
Judicial Administration

Core Financials Team Member Interviews:

29. Craig Soper 
Core Project Manager

30. Sehida Frawley
BrightStar Core Project Manager

31. Jean-Marie Isola
Project Manager, Reports Lead

32. Zlata Kauzlaric*
Information Distribution/Reporting Manager

33. Eric Polzin*
General Ledger Lead

34. Pat Presson
Change Management Lead, Cash Management

35. David Buzard
Accounts Payable and Receivable

36. Sara Russell
Project Accounting Lead

37. Joan Raymond*
Procurement Lead

38. Lorri Wood
Project Administration

39. Larry Wright
Sales and Distribution Lead

40. Anton Chong*
Labor Distribution

41. Greg Pelton
Labor Distribution

42. Kelli Carroll
Labor Distribution

43. Carol Cabe
KPMG Labor Distribution

44. Tim Hansen*
Interface Programming

45. Don Robinson*
Special Ledger

46. Jim Keller
Integration/Interoperations Project

47. Stephanie Hays
Transition Team

48. Sally Woeherle
Accounts Receivable

49. Lois Watt
Accounts Receivable

50. Kathy Washington
Accounts Payable

51. Lita Foster
Accounts Payable

52. Mike Bacnis
Accounts Payable

53. Roy Dodman
Materials Management

54. Scott Matheson*
General Ledger Treasury

55. Pat Crownhart
Interview by SAP BASIS specialist

56. Philip Uyu
Interview by SAP BASIS specialist

57. Tim Hansen*
Interview by SAP BASIS specialist

58. Larry Johnson*
Interview by SAP BASIS specialist

59. Eric Polzin*
Interview by SAP functional specialist

60. Joan Raymond*
Interview by SAP functional specialist

61. Jim Walsh*
Interview by SAP functional specialist

62. Jill Krecklow*
Interview by SAP functional specialist

63. Eric Polzin*
Interview by SAP functional specialist

64. Larry Johnson*
Interview by SAP functional specialist

Payroll/HR Stakeholder Interviews:

65. Karen Kennedy
Parks and Recreation

66. Patty Mayrand
Budget and Strategic Planning

67. Joy Fernandes*
Judicial Administration

68. Steve Humphreys*
Parks and Recreation

69. Pam Cole
Executive

70. Steve Kikuchi
Human Resources Management

71. James Buck*
Information and Administrative Services

72. John Amos*
Finance

73. Carol Coghlan
Construction and Facility Management

74. Jan Bondar
Natural Resources

75. Marilyn Rhodes
Sheriff’s Office

76. Helen Harris
Transportation

77. Randy Inouye
Community and Human Services

78. Jill Kreckrow*
Transportation

Payroll/HR Team Member Interviews:

79. Penny Wade
Time & Labor, Functional Training Lead

80. Barb Davis
Testing Manager

81. Cindy Lee
Payroll/HR Project Manager

82. David Martinez 
Payroll/HR Stabilization Manager

83. Zlata Kauzlaric*
Information Distribution Reporting Manager

84. Gary Lemenager
Technical Lead, DBA/Architect

85. Bill Neuhardt
Conversions Development Lead

86. Cindy C-Wilson
Time & Labor

87. Evelyn Wise
Time & Labor Lead


88. Mildred Llarenas
Payroll Supervisor

89. Steve Cunningham
Payroll Lead

90. Dave Frederick
KPMG Time & Labor Specialist

91. Karla Starr
Benefits Administration Lead

92. Lynn Kohlruss
PMA Technical Lead

93. Joe Lovett
DBA


94. Tracy Dang
Human Resources, Time & Labor

95. Anton Chong*
Labor Distribution, Interfaces, Customizations Lead

Marketing Representative Interviews:

96. Brant Lee
SAP Marketing Representative to King County

* Interviewed more than once

Appendix B: Documentation Reviewed

(
The FSRP project documentation reviewed during the course of this assessment is divided into three categories; General, Payroll/HR, and Core Financials. The documentation reviewed in each of these categories is listed below.

General Documentation:

The following general project documents were reviewed, as well as the FSRP project’s web site:

FSRP Business Plan
No specified date

No Specified Author

Financial Systems Business Plan
Apr 1995

Finance Department

Analysis of Oracle Financials for King County
Jul 1995

A cross-functional King County Team

Financial Systems Business Plan
Jun 1996

Finance Department

Analysis of Oracle Financials for King County
Jul 1995

A cross-functional King County Team

Oracle Viability Analysis and Recommendations
Mar 1997

Claremont Technology Group

Financial Application Replacement Recommendations
Apr 1997

Claremont Technology Group

Financial Systems Replacement Program
Jul 1997


Financial Systems Replacement Team

Quarterly Progress Reports to King County Council
Jan 1998 – Apr 2000

(some periods missing)

Lorrie Wolfe - Program Management Office

Contract KPMG Peat Marwick LLP
Apr 1998

Department of Finance

Proposal for Financial Systems Replacement Program Monitoring
Apr 1998

King County Auditor

Contract and Amendments – Pacific Consulting Group
Jun 1998

Department of Finance

FSRP Monthly Project Status Reports
Aug 1998 – Apr 2000

Program Management Office

Program Management Office Program Methodology
Dec 1998

(contains work plans, revised budgets, various PMO tools, status reports)

No source specified

King County Organization Chart
(adopted 1999)

No source specified

Information Technology Investment Business Case Guide
Apr 1999
No source specified

Analysis Summary Related to Executive FSRP Recommendation
May 1999
Dated June 22, 2000

FSRP Team
Metro/King County Payroll Functions and Processes Review
Dec 1999

Rasaq Gbadamosi

Alternatives Analysis
May 2000

Financial Systems Replacement Project Team

Issues Tracking Process
Sep 2000

Program Management Office

Payroll/HR Documentation:

In addition to the archived Payroll/HR documentation contained on the G drive of the Finance Department’s LAN, the following hard copy documentation was reviewed: 

Payroll/HR Continuation Project Team (Organization Chart)
(no date specified)

No source specified

Bi-Weekly PeopleSoft Overview (Chart)
(no date specified)

No source specified

Time and Attendance Software and Implementation
Dec 1996

Finance Department Payroll/HR Project Team

King County/PeopleSoft Table Fit/Gap Document
Apr 1998

Ray Manalang, Christian Moore, Ann Puetz

Payroll/HR Project Manual #1 - Project Team Notebook
Varies
(contains Budget, Schedule, Training Plan, Communication Plan

 and Implementation Approach)

Source not specified

Payroll/HR Replacement Project Test Plan
Feb 1999

No source specified
Trouble Action Reports (2 volumes)
Mar 1999 - Jun 1999

Varies

Payroll/HR Project Manual #1 
Varies through 2000
(contains business requirements, etc.)

Source not specified

Payroll/HR Project - Phase 2 Deliverables - Quarterly, Monthly, 
Jan – Mar 2000
Weekly, Individual Status Reports

FSRP Team

King County Human Resources Payroll Systems Manual
Jul 2000

No source specified

Assessment of the Payroll Stabilization Activities
Aug 2000

Pacific Consulting Group/AEF Systems Consulting

Bi-weekly Payroll/HR Assessment Results (Phases 1-5)
Nov 2000

Barb Davis

Stabilization Activity List
Aug 2000

Barb Davis

Assessment of the Payroll Stabilization Activities
Dec 2000

Pacific Consulting Group/AEF Systems Consulting

Payroll – ITS
Dec 2000

Joseph Lovett

Core Financials Documentation:

In addition to all the archived core financials documentation, contained on the S drive of the Finance Department’s LAN and consisting of 325 files, the following hard copy documentation was reviewed. There are some redundancies between the hard copy documentation and that on the S drive.

Core Financials Risk Management Plan
(no date specified)

No source specified

Core Financials Project Charter
(no date specified)

No source specified

Core Financials Project Plan/Schedule
(no date specified)

No source specified

Issue Log
1999 – 2000
No source specified

Monthly/Bi-Monthly Status Reports
Apr 1999 – Feb 2000

Craig Soper, Sehida Frawley

Organizational Change Management Report
Jul 1999

BrightStar

Core Project Communications Plan
Jul 1999

Craig Soper, Sehida Frawley

Transition Team – Communications Plan
Sep 2000

BrightStar

Transition Management Team – Organization Analysis Report
Sep 2000

BrightStar

End-User Training Plan and Approach
Sep 2000

BrightStar

Impact Analysis
Sep 2000

BrightStar

Crosswalk Analysis of “As Is” and “To Be” Business Processes
Sep 2000

No source specified

SAP Integration Test Script Schedule
Sep 2000

No source specified

Information Distribution/�Reporting Project Management Office














County Executive





FSRP Steering Committee








Finance Department








County Council





Oversight Committee





Morrison Knudsen Corporation in Boise, Idaho, is a partner in a German consortium that has successfully implemented ERP financials. The Director of IS states that the key to success on the project was assembling a project team organization capable of making decisions and acting upon them. “We didn’t allow anyone on the implementation committee who couldn’t make a decision. Don’t allow time to admire problems. Force decisions and forward momentum.”





“Program Management Office – Will provide expert project management and overall control for all of the projects.”















































Independent Monitoring Consultant (PCG)





Integration/�Interoperations Project Management Office


Never Established





Core Financials Project Management Office





Payroll/HR Project Management Office





Other Elected County Offices:


Assessor


Sheriff’s Office


Prosecuting Attorney


Superior Court


Clerk of the Court


District Court





Department (Users) Advisory Committee





Technical Advisory Committee





Program Management Office (KPMG)
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