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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Virchow Krause & Co., completed a limited post mortem assessment of the BPS project and the BPS project monitoring role to determine the major causes of the BPS project’s failure and to identify major lessons learned that need to be incorporated into the BPS re-planning effort.  An exhaustive post mortem review was not completed, at ETF’s direction, as limited value was expected beyond identification of the major causes of the failure and the major lessons learned. 
BPS Project

Based upon our limited assessment, following are the major reasons why the BPS project failed and their corresponding lessons learned to apply to the BPS recovery effort:
	Major Causes of Failure
	Major Lessons Learned

	1. ETF sponsorship did not act on project issues
· 2 separate sponsors, one each for technical and functional areas did not allow for effective issue resolution and created communication challenges with the vendors
· Lack of sponsor(‘s) experience in directing large scaled projects with a level of complexity
· Less than required sponsor availability to participate in the project resulting in a reactive sponsorship posture as needs arose versus a proactive posture to ensure success
· Sponsor changes during the project
· Authority not given to steering committee to act on issues and concerns
· Vendors were in a position to make decisions
	1.  Assign a single, experienced sponsor with enough availability
· Overall responsibility and authority needed by sponsor for driving both functional and technical decisions.  This will be especially important for ETF since historical challenges appear to exist between IS and the business that will require effective issue resolution at a project level.
· Single point of contact for issue escalation/resolution
· Experience that allows the sponsor to assess true project progress 

· Able to invest adequate time on the project to proactively ensure success

	2. Ineffective overall project approach

· As the project functional and technical scope grew significantly from its inception in 1997, the project approach did not change accordingly to effectively manage the significantly increased risk and complexity

· Big bang approach was used, for a large scope/high risk project, without commensurate risk management/skills in project management and functional/technical team leader roles
	2.  Implement BPS in a phased approach versus a ‘big bang’ approach to manage scale and complexity risks
· Prioritize key functions into manageable efforts to implement

· Ensure that the level of project management and key skills are adequate to match the level of risk/challenge presented by the project.  
· Develop approaches to over-manage key risks as appropriate

	3. Inadequate ETF vendor management

· It is not clear whether ETF had the experience or right process/rigor in place to conduct a thorough/effective vendor selection process.  We did not investigate this idea in any detail and rather suggest it may be a lesson learned/area of focus going forward.
· ETF ‘trusted’ the vendors to do their jobs versus managing the vendors and taking ownership over project approach and decisions
· In ETF’s defense, a monitoring vendor was chosen.  However, that monitoring vendor failed in its capacity.  Furthermore, ETF was not able to take action to fix or replace the failing monitoring vendor
	3. Manage vendors versus trusting vendors
· Select proven vendors using experienced vendor selection personnel and processes
· Define required vendor skills and ensure they are provided by the vendor

· Require right project management deliverables be produced such as work plans
· Ensure ETF understanding and ownership over vendor approach and key deliverables/decisions
· Enforce contract terms as appropriate
· Ensure ETF sponsor and steering committee have access to terms and condition of the contract.

	4. Lack of knowledge of key methodologies used within the team (all parties)

· The team did not know how to use RUP.  Without RUP experience, the team misused RUP approaches such as iterations and got lost in the many details of producing RUP documents that provided little or no value

· The team did not have experienced OO designers resulting in an over-engineered technical architecture
	4. Ensure project team has experienced RUP and OO methodology leads (or other methodologies as needed). 

· Ensure vendors are not learning on ETF’s project

	5. No definition of completion with use cases or design activity 
· Use case guidelines and standards were lacking

· Inadequate quality assurance to support use case process

· Related to the lack of RUP experience, team members did not know when a use case was completed, contributing to significant ‘spinning of wheels’ likely accounting for many unproductive months of the project timeline
	5. Ensure project team has experience in the skills needed to facilitate project tasks.  See #4 above.  
· For critical deliverables such as use cases, establish standards that define level of detail and completeness requirements
· Quality assurance process to provide accurate and consistency

	6. Over-engineered technical architecture

· While this occurred due to #4 above, it resulted in a technical architecture that could not be used to prove a single use case

· Architecture was developed concurrent with use case and requirements gathering, which did not allow for interaction and guidance

· The tangible failure of the technical architecture ultimately led to the decision to stop the project
	6.  Ensure project team has experience with the technical skills needed.  See #4 above. 
· Let real business requirements from the use cases drive the level of technical architecture complexity.

	7. Inadequate risk management and issue resolution processes

· While ‘administrative evidence’ of these processes exists (i.e.: filled out templates), ‘real’ risk management and issue management does not appear to have occurred.  This is likely due to a lack of experienced project management and team leadership throughout the project
	7.  Use experienced project management resources 
· Gain real value from these processes versus complying with them administratively.
· Action items and responsible parties should be assigned and be accountable for resolution


BPS Monitor

Based upon our limited assessment, following are the major reasons why the BPS Monitoring Role failed and their corresponding lessons learned to apply to the BPS recovery effort:

	Major Causes of Failure
	Major Lessons Learned

	1.  Fundamental and complete vendor failure to perform their intended role
· While the use of a monitoring vendor is a best practice and can work very successfully, for whatever reason, Maximus did not supply the level of talent, effort and/or approach that was required to fulfill their monitoring role

· Maximus specifically did not provide the talent required to conduct any level of QA over a RUP/OO type project.  Later on in the project nVisia was brought in as a subcontractor and appeared to have the right technical skills-however much too late.

· The status reports provided by Maximus are virtually void of any value that would help a project sponsor identify and manage project risk or to understand project progress

· The level of failure was so fundamental and so complete that we did not conduct much additional analysis of this role.
	1.  ETF must define what skills, approach and level of effort are required of a monitoring vendor, select a qualified vendor and manage the vendor
· Ensure the procurement process works to secure the right skills and the right level of experience
· Validate the responsibilities of a vendor and whether or not it is needed

	2. Inadequate ETF vendor management

· ETF sponsors were unable to detect and/or did not act on the vendor’s failure to deliver in their role

· ETF did not enforce contract terms that required that certain deliverables be completed
	2.  Select a qualified vendor.
· Ensure ETF understanding and ownership over vendor approach and key deliverables/decisions

· Enforce contract terms as appropriate

	3. Structure of the monitoring vendor role

· The monitoring vendor role was structured such that a once per month visit was conducted involving a brief review of selected documents, participation in a steering committee and production of a summary monitoring report each month.

· Effective project monitoring for a project like this requires significant hands-on approach and deliverable review and more detailed follow-up on key issues on an as needed basis.
	3. Manage the vendor relationship.
· Monitor on-site at regularly


Based upon our limited assessment, following is an assessment of DET’s role in the project and corresponding lessons learned to apply to the BPS recovery effort:

	Assessment
	Major Lessons Learned

	1.  DET’s role did not appear to contribute to the failure of the BPS project
· Our view is that the security dependency that the BPS project had on DET should have been treated much like any normal project issue.

· While it is true that DET’s timeline and the BPS timeline were not in-synch relative to BPS being able to rely on firm technology directions or solutions, BPS should have negotiated an agreement/direction for the BPS project with DET that allowed the BPS project to move ahead while staying in touch with the evolving DET standards and solutions.

· Our view is that the status reports that suggested BPS was struggling due to DET security issues were misleading.
	1.  Understand DET standards, directions, timelines, and resource availability to develop an agreement with DET that allows BPS to move ahead according to ETF’s timeline while monitoring DET progress and reacting accordingly.


SOURCE OF POST MORTEM INFORMATION

The following sources of written documentation and other deliverables were used as inputs to the post mortem assessment:

· Solution Confirmation, March 2000 - ETF
· Analysis of the New Payments System Requirement Plan, Final Report, September 2000 - Covansys
· Benefit Payments System External Design Document (versions) – ETF and Covansys
· Relevant folders and documents on the LAN (Users drive – Bpsaudit\Bps\)

The following individuals were interviewed to gain their perspectives on the BPS project:

	· Dave Stella, ETF Deputy Secretary
	· Dave Hinrichs, DET Assistant Administrator DOA

	· Joanne Cullen, ETF Administrator/CIO DoIT
	· Julie Reneau, ETF Administrator DoRS

	· Jim Lodholz
	· Barb Rothwell, ETF Management Information Chief DoIT

	· Dave Cherry 
	· Jon Forde

	· Connie Koberle 
	· Nancy Ludwig

	· Brian Schroeder
	· Lisa Allen

	· Debbie Firkins
	· Nancy Mullin

	· Nadine Lacy
	· Dave Short

	· Lynn Jarzombeck
	· Cindy Reed

	· Warner Gade, DET
	· Ron Zwiefel, DET

	· Scott Pape, Covansys
	· Dave Bailey, Covansys

	· Bob Morton, Covansys
	· Keith McMillan, nVisia


An unpublished assessment matrix including notes from our assessment of the deliverables and our interviews is attached as a project work-paper.  This matrix was used to provide structure to our review and provides the basis for this post mortem assessment.  Given ETF’s direction to focus on the major reasons for failure and the major lessons learned, this matrix was not reviewed with interview participants and was not scrubbed/cleansed/edited extensively.  It is provided only as a project work paper.
PROJECT BACKGROUND AND SCOPE CHANGE HISTORY
Between the years of 1997 and 1999, ETF requested that the State legislature include funding in 1999-2001 State Biennial Budget for the redesign of the Annuity Payment System as a key building block toward the modernization and automation of interdepartmental New Payment System.  In addition to replacing the functions of the Annuity Payment System, the redesign request also included replacing the functions of the Accumulated Sick Leave Credits Conversion (ALCC) System and the Lump Sum Payment System.
In March of 2000, an ETF team drafted a Solution Confirmation document, outlining the business case, known requirements, project scope, and critical success factors.  The document served as a project charter and the first clear scope statement.
After ETF had the opportunity to assess the effort and identify that ETF would not be capable of staffing the project internally within an estimated timeframe, ETF solicited an outside vendor to provide analysis and cost estimates for various custom development alternatives.  Covansys was the chosen vendor and in September 2000, provided the Analysis of the New Payment System Requirements Plan Final Report, which included project objectives, approach, functional requirements review, data conversion requirements review, technical requirements review, comparisons with other US State’s retirements systems, project effort estimate, project cost estimate, and key assumptions.  During this effort the scope of the New Payment System would become much more than the original scope as indicated in the Solution Confirmation document taking on significant initiatives such as: integration with RetCalc, HICS, WEBS, and WISMART; also, automating Benefit Calculations, Death Process, and developing a Single Demographic Database.  Covansys recommended expanding the scope to provide additional business process automation to realize ETF’s long-term vision.   Covansys’s suggestion to broaden the scope was based primarily on their experience with other state implementations.
Following the Analysis of the New Payments System Requirements Plan, Covansys was invited back to facilitate process flow diagramming of the business processes and gain a better comprehension for the magnitude of the New Payment System Project.  

Following the process flow sessions, ETF submitted a Request for Service (RFS) in October of 2001 which included the EDD as an appendix.  The decision to select Convansys was based on the criteria that they were in the best situation to provide an accurate bid and develop the solution, because of their intimate knowledge of the business after conducting the New Payment System Requirements analysis and the process flow sessions.

As the project kicked off, BPS was already faced with project constraints and risks.  ETF technology group has reservations regarding the technical capability of the vendors.  The scope was significantly large and the technology methods and tools were new to ETF, Covansys, and Maximus.  Although the project had intended on using Rational Unified Process project approach and methods, waterfall was the approach used.  This did not allow for proper phasing and iteration development of functionality.  From the technology standpoint, Object Oriented design and development was not facilitated by experienced architects.  As a result, the framework was tested and it failed.  It was deemed too complex to understand, develop, and support.

The BPS project was stopped in June/July of 2003.  After negotiating settlement with the vendors, ETF decided to submit a request for service to have a post-mortem assessment conducted that would determine what went wrong and the lessons to be learned.  In addition to the post-mortem, ETF wants to understand the viable alternatives the face with the budget left over.






Appendix A – Post Mortem
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